
INSTRUCTIONS FROM AUTHOR TO LIBRARY FOR THESES AND PRI~E ESSAYS 

Michae l R. Greenwa ld 

TITLE~~~~~~~"J_e_w_i_s_h~A~p~pr_o_a_c_h_e_s~t_o_P_a_u_l_"~~~~~~~~~~~ 

TYPE OF THESIS: Ph.D. [ D. a. L. l J Rabbinic l x J 

Master's [ ) Prize Essay [ 

1. May circulate ( ) Not necessary 
) for Ph.D. 

2. Is restricted ( >( ) for ~ years. ) thee is 

Note : The Library shall respect restrictions placed on theses 
or prize essays for a period of no more than ten years . 

I understand that the Library may ftake a photocopy of my thesis 
for security purposes. 

3. The Library 111ay eell photocopies of my thesis . _x.. 

May 13 . 1975 
Date 

Library 
Record 

yes no 

Signature of Author 

7 . 1/ I 1L-Microfilmed ..:J 
~~--~~~~~~~~~ 

Date 

/ ft ft f ;, t, ' f-/t;f--,,,. -<.,., 
Signature of Library Staff Member 



J!ich.'.l,..l 

i~e~is sub~itt 'd in ~a- tial I~lfill~~nt 
of the> !"cqui c .,w••ts for O 'din:i. tion 

!t~ ln· :-w lnion t;ol..l"~: 1 - J c:>":isi1 I:lstitutr o f . :c~i i ion 



Ji[cst o f 
J c.,:ish _.'.) '~<lac:-:c3 to 4~:iul 

:ucha ~ l • 0::---e nual d 

r:.i.;; t hc:;is is a sarv~·y ~f t i1 schola~-ship on t•aul 

m:-itten by J e \1s in i1eb ···~W .'.!':'ld l~n· ·lish , CJ.)ncc nt.::ating 

pa :-ticularly on l·!ont"!fio•-,: , Kl :1nsncr, 3a'1dll'lP-l , anc!. i c hoeps. 

I attemryt to disc~rn t 1eir concl~sions on na·ticula~ asp2cts 

of Pa:t l_inc stud i~s and t he n c t 11odolo i~s us<?d in deri vinr; 

t~1osr· concl·..1.sions. I al:rn att·~·npt to disco·..r .~:..- any und'!rl yi n g 

moti v~s i n t hr. w:·i tin: s o= these Tn"Il and ::; ~:- if t r "r:~ are 

.:ny t ~·cncls <:vid~nt in J c-.t1i $h sc~ .uln::-s '.~i µ on ..:'aul . 

I bc:_;in , th .;.·cfo_·(! , Hit :~ <l :-cvic ' ' of t h.et sc . 101~::-s~ip 

and t ltr:! b.::tsic ·) :: o~ l ·.ns ':>: l .:iuli:&c~ ::;tuf.. i e s : t :.e :>n'.lci ty and 

con t!"ndictoriness of th~ soi !rc~s , t . . P. c -:>n::lict l>c.t\ '"cn t h<! 

Grr· el~ .:mrl J ~uis h wo:- l d::; of thou ::~1t, and t :<" C.i::: ic11l ty in 

unde~standinr exactl y \.':a t .>aul is t ryin~ to say. 

The s o·.irc <' s the>msr lv~s a·e th·::n d .. al t wi t h in sonc detail: 

the pro~lt?ms confi·ontinf t he stllfknt in usin :;- t hem anc.l thP-ir 

status , i n t c.ros of t hP. it~ a ccc·J t anc "? , ar.1on~' J~wish scholars . 

No .:ittcrapt i s 1.1ad<" to tn~at t·11 ~ ·--,istles as t •• cy \IU'J ~ d be 

t::.·e atC!.~ in a hnsic intro<~uction to .'su:.in~ li tP. r.:?.tur~ . 

I th~n atten : t to o:tray t he <l-.: t.:!il s o f :>aul's lif e 

i nsofar- as t 1~y a _· · jmo\1/11 for C•!rt2in , and to brin:- to 

li .,ht: sO':'l• oi: 1:h'! c! i f f ic ll. ti·~ s in :1andlin. i,aul ' s Fl1ar i saism. 

f-:-on aul ' s pt·c- sup~osi tions r i' ' t:t 'Qin~ th~ n<!t:ure o f man, 



sin , an<l salvation to his S )eci f ic doct !'"ine s of the Chri::;t , 

thP- Law of lloses , the sacr-aM ·nts , faith , ancl th~ ~le.ction 

of lsra" 1. rhis is f oll owr!c1 by a b r i e f discussion o t Paul ' s 

e t . • i cal ci~ su·1ptions . 

In conclusion , I f ind that t :er~ a :-c tuo ~.::..i o:- c:i~::-a.cter-

istics in Jc~ris n w.·id.n : s on i'aul . 

w ... ·i tin~ no t so r.\Uc •-. to diaCl!'·n t -:-uth in .:my ob.ivcti V '"' sens~ 

as t hey we::.·; th· i tin .. to d e f e nd J uda is1n n: a i :-rn t t h! attacks 

0£ b ot h r'.:nl h i ms .?:lf a nd the nin~t•?enth c e ntury .J.ecman 

sci1olm·s . It is al~o t !1c c D.sc t :1nt a l nost all o:: t:i0.. J <>wish 

'·vr·ite r s until ·)Qncnr>.l, sc·~~ocps , an<l ·:ubc.ns~~in h:.:vc virtuall y 

i : n o!'cd t:'L~ Gh:-i.stian scholaxshi.p on -' .:iul t hen- by ;>roduc ing a 

vi~-: 1 of ~·aul h~ovily . ·c 1:::..:mt U:Jon .':.ct3 o= t:.~ \;')Ostlr- s and 

worthy of Chi ·istian o -- t~1odoxy. 
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Prr>fac e 

.m css::ly o f t 1i s type , in uhic h t !\C' .... ,. ~ <'rr•c i s s.l s o 

p a · t o i t tlP. s ub j f' Ct , · ~q 1L·c- s an P.~;') lan:ition 'to the r P. a d ·r 

o f t ?\u s 1.nrc \' s o f c~ r t~in bi o.s c s anG. t i·1'' " : fo~ts qacl c to 

a v 1-,i :l t :1(' .. ~ . 

I 1J .. ~n ·1y ~ti1dy of !';.u l t\:o •~~rs a o ·..ind. · t : .. ~ 

r-1..:. icinnc "' o f 1r . ,?....,.1,·l i.; ~rn.1 '"'1,.. l . : .1 t ·-.ou h C.:1 1 ·in; th<: t tim".! , 

pa ticu l .:i c vir>os u >un me o•- t o co~!· c • 1'c inL·> ac:ceotin f.: his 

a ssH.11\")tions , as i s n~ti.: a l i n t ~,~ cc1 11r~" o f a st•.idt"!nt­

t~ ach• . 1- ?-~ l::ltions .ip , r::lV mP- t . ocis r~-id .., ,.. 'C"' tions !Jeca1<' t 

n e> :h:rns , :\ r ...: fJ,-.cti on o f J,i :; . 

' "!ii.:. n I br.. ~:m t o do th!! ~P.s"n ... c h f o · t : J.~ •·s ~ ay , 1 was 

0.. ·~ tcr·1in,..11 t o i·rn~in :)G inC..:n - ,.. ..., ~~c- nt o f ) r . • ~am:-1" 1 as 

I ~> snlv d t o lou~ at t h 

ro n ini.'":lizc 

t he 1>0s:;i.bi~i ty o..: li :>icin, n~· te.-!C ~ ~- , I .~ · cir.P~l t:o ~,.....i -.:~ 

iost o :: ~'Y c ·~ t ical no t ·s ·rio-:- to .. ca,lin ·.is ~ooks nad 

a--ticl-- ~ :-=l ( . ~ ·m!ld att~· •")t to i nwr" t •,,.... ;'ar- t t .a t I h .ac 

r e a c! tr.;ic P~.'i" Vi nnly . •lS "' ~ ; 11· '·'O ·'.-: " '\ t \ I ~ s11 b .ic·ct , !'~(> 

~ni · 1r. of 2a u l . 

'~<'n 1 fi nallv b· a n to -, · <?~ ) .... . .;.:: nc.l"" l'~ works , .1ow~v ... r , 

,"or a lt c .J :1 on a f "" "'I i nor .,oints 

• cl with f.jn 01· tP l t t !\t p »r},ans h~ had 
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a e nn t .:iv c..ilau:.e . . ti~ t o : i c a l hy ' otb~r.l'!s .:l '. . ' ' not subj, .. c t 

e i t i.<!· to clin~ct e ;.:.)e ·iw·· n t, that i s , obse t"V2.tion, o ~ to 

t hP y nay only be c orrel a t ed 

,;i t h ~v.:iila!J lt.:! d oc ur'Mnt s ~nd '>t:rkms: nrc· n~oloi i c a l C..! t 2 

anfi t • ·P.4.·r.fOrP. n 1·p "l'.!bj .-:ct Only t o G•'Prinr. t r ntion , ne t f'I"nOf • 

,\not e r I) ·nhl.· ·11 to v'1-l c h 'risto-ic !:!.l '.-.y·1oth .... r·~ s e:·r snbjr>ct 

is thP. ~~ j3bili t y of th~ d~ta . 

T ''.lr. "a n(ls ticisM" ·p f~rs t o nn ::i:,:a:P.n~::;:c. t r. :it e-ac 

('at :.tr.i ivr.s :is only a l imi t .,d ·JJ '\Ount o : in• c ".'.l.'.lti on L>.nd 

t '.'1t t < i n.nr.-1<i tion its .. l .t' M~y nnt b<> , .,.liabl e . f 'le only 

t!~t it i~ co~~rct . I t CO" ~ not clr"1r l · t r- 11 u s t Le b lir•fs 

in~ic~t ~.s t ; . .:- t it nL!d. 1' .. 1:; , c cmc1 .. ~ions.., •st. 

i f t .c in..:-o.<=t t ion i !!> t oo sc:mty , t .·~ n it Tl!:Y b ,.. ~"t::r..r :'.'or 

t .:.-! c oncl ~:;inn not to br· d~· a:.-n a~ ;!11 . 

Yrt t: i ~ r."ct -r-pins t " ~1- my -n "')~·nncl. to t h .. -:1.:it-: · ial 

find t '.1:1 t t 1i~ t-.. c.is , b<· in J. n • 1:1 hihl io (""ra.,~.ical in n a ture , 

is no ri0 ' <' th~n a.n e>:f' ·cis0 in r. c l ·1·tici s!1l , and i f s o, I 

;11.C'<lC only t '-1, r XCUSf" t a t it is t h1· n atn ·n of t h<> uo:::-k 

i t sc- l f. 



:. · ' n >nc "'.~ t o !'aul 

Ch:: •l t• .. ~ I 

Int :~ocl uction 

Histo:.·y o t th1: .lcsea r-ch 

k r. t ,,n :i hund:-" t! y~:l- s .. v c i):!s0ed ::;inc c- t he f i r-st 

:-; tatcm~nt 1·.:i:; i.::c ( .JY u. Jew in sc 11ul<t«l y a;, . ~ "l i ~nl of f'aul 

of ra.':;us . l In l ::.s6 , : • I • ;c li. l ler- .>zinc.ssy .ub is~ ed :m 

.-..-ticl~ in ·:i.~ ::.: ,,,sitar , ::i. .OritiG. t i·..r•o l c ic:- 1 j ">u:-n.'ll, 

c.n titlrc ' ' '; t . .. au l ..:ro" •~ J c>~:ir.' . 'oint o f Vi c- u" :i.n .~n 

: -.c r ticle 

h·as noorly ch·n~ - nan.' o f )c " i 1 1···· - .'.:!z i ne" ::y ' s ,.... . ., _su "lOsi tions 

:?.bout Jud~:i.i~m we~~ t otal l y rr,..on"•'·.is2 anc! t h,...<? w."'ls virtual ly 

no '"C<':1rs • t o Gr1ric;t i..n <" C C' l a-.- i p on >:?•t l , snc '· t °l"'t 

"'an, oi is $-lt.,tr--m !Tits "'" e bnscd on ::.ssum }t innn t·1~t: c v .' n 

i n ' i r: ti·,,! • .. ... no lr-m: ·" - con-;i<· - •d v~lici . 

i s ~i n i f ic.J.nt in th.tt it ·;i·~ !:i •·s t . 

)'lb i~:i"'<.1 :-. ~c 1-.: in~ ·i:!:.,u ttal in t:k , ·10 V"nb C': 19 , 1336 

i~ suc of th•· J ,.,.,is . ~ u- ..,nicl,• . 3 Jut 3c h1..c .t, r TI•! VCr ~,-:·o te 

on 4 ll l l a in . 4 
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in :nglish. 5 Gr ae t z was the firs t to cons id~r both J e sus 

and Paul inte r..ral clcmPnts of J P..wi.sh hii::tory. His 

s chol a !'shi p on Paul mad e no at:tem r-•t to cover the [ r ound 

a l rcaciy survey"'.d by Chris ti2.n scr.ola!'s . but rat hec , a ttemptec 

t o "-'.'or t r ay cv~nts as d e:sc-· ib <?d in the Book of Acts . The? 

probl ems en gende r ed by t tis a~nroach wil l be discussed in 

l a te· c i'laj) te;..-s . 

'£he n~.xt ite m to ap? c.ar t-7as a n a - ticle e ntitle d " First 

Impre ssion s of Paul" by Claud '- G. Hon t (l. (in r-·~ ::.n <l ~nblishoad 

in th~ J ewish c~ua t et.-ly Revi~w of 1894 . T:1is a r·ticle .i.s 

confused C\nd uncle ar• and Monte f ior c tri~d t o say too much 

i n too l ittle s•ace . It is fo::- th~se •"easons t hat e \is 

ai:- t icle has neve.r be11n cited in the s cholar shi p . But 

Claude G. Nontefiore wos to be t he first Je~1 ever to att~pt 

an in-d.;i:>th study o f Paul's thour h t o r back«-ound . 1\nother 

a c t i c l f! , in t he 1901 edition of t he J ewis h '<ua -ter ly eview, 

h.as sinilarly at t ractr..d Little schola..:: l y .:;.ttention. nut in 

1914 • Hont efio!"e puo:is~ .tH1 I! t wo <>s<;>ay volume . Juda ism and 

St. Pa •1l : Two "':ssays , in whic., he atte1 .. t ed to di~cc.rn 

PaH l 's ha.c iq round , :re " CUe l~abbinic Juda ism f :-om t he deni ;. ra­

tion it r.ad .-P-c~ived at the han ns o f Christ i a n :::chol a rs , 

a nd dete~ne '•7ha.t, if a ny t hinp- , l ibP-r nl Judaism miJ"h t l earn 

f t"om Paul. Monte.fior~ has be.en a ttac k.;d £01· b r!ing ove r ly 

a polor e tic to thP. Chrii:;ti.~ns.6 but at a1 1. times , his g;oar was 

to promote better understandin~ bc twe n t he. t wo t r a ditions. 

The n~xt J ewish wr itinf s o f ma jor consequence to a? near 
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wa~"'<:! t hose of Leo Baec k .7 Bncck , in t h is ea~ly ocri od , 8 

d id not tlttemnt t o a 'Joroach Paul di"!'e.ctl y . 

ess ays we'!""c ~it'w.r ex nl :ma tions o f t he con t !·asts between 

J udais:n Ancl Christianity or out r i r:1t nol cmics a ; a inst 

Christi .s.nity and wc:--e a n ou t rrowth of !'"iis e<J.:-l ier wor k , 

Da s \·:esen d· s Judc nturns wh ich was oublish e d in 1905 a s a 

res:- ons e t o Jiarnac k ' s Das \ie.scn d e s Ch r i s t c nthums . ! i s 

wo1:k , a t t liis 'Joint, i s not abl e for i ts t one and r:io t ivc s . 

I n t his l a tter asp2ct , as we ~:iall se.c , h~ is c ompa r ab l e 

t o J!ontC!fiorc . 

Thus unt il 1925 , ltontc fion? was t he only J ew w· •. o had 

attc·nt e.d any s cri ()•is ~tudy of I'a11 l - a n d he W~f; rrnu ::-ned by 

J~ws as a n aoolor.is t and nis schol :?.""s hip was dis ra:-ar~d by 

Ch r i sti ans as be i nf out of the r:io.in stre am of schola:.~ly 

ende avor . 9 But durinr. t t e 1920 ' s , s everal i ~ortant cv~nts 

oc c lr ed . I n 1921 , G<' o-•c> Foot Jfoore oublished " Christ:ian 

Wri t c:'s on Judaism" i n t he H.a""Va rd The olo• ical .~view . In 

t is articlP- , h e :ttta.c lccd t i." nineteent h c entm.'y vcrnan 

schol a .. ·ship on J ucfaism ar. bein1 unfair ly bias~d . 'l'h<' n i n 

1924 , ' • '!'rav e r s Herford l')Ublishcd a book e ntitl ed Th1:. Pharisee s 

w:"'i c h was a ~i~ ni!l t hat a new a nroach munt be t aken to 

t his r:tuch "\ali' n cd ~ roup .10 nc late -:- , in 1927 , Hoor·e 

nub l ished ·~is Juda isra i n t he r'ir st Cent u - i e s of t ne Chr istian 

~' and t 1c t·e.by helped to ~nLin~er an ~dju~tment t ol>:ard a 

fai rP.!' Christian view o f Judnism . 11 But mos t imoort ant f or 

our ucooseR i s t he fact tha t i n 1925 , Jos eph Kl ausner 
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publis:"\e.d his ,.,:111:i 1W' , t he first book ever wr itten on 

J e sus by 3. J e w in Hebrew.12 In 19 39 , Klau s ner '=>Ublis hed 

h i s s econd ms.ior work on Chri s tianity, a1'111tD .,, '•"D. 
Th e effe ct o f t 'tl..cse b ook s wa:. twof old . Fi r st, ttLe}' o pene d 

Chr isti 2n studi e s t o a l a- r e::- Jt?w:i.s~ , Hebt"~W s r>eakintr 

audience . And second, the y Msde Chr i s tia n stt!d.ies a. more 

acccnt a L>l e fi f! ld for a J c\> to ent~r .13 Intl .!cd , Klaus ner 

was t he fi~st J ew \t--itini: in Hebrew, En ;• l i sh, or French to 

a proac h t he New Testanent cri tic<:tlly; since £ or a ll of h is 

gr-ound-b;;ea~ :.in; ; achi e v e>.rnents , Hontef io.:e. had l eft t he c r itical 

wo:k to o the .t: s. 

It was n o t until lon(:; a~tc.r t he .s~ c"lnd ·.:or ld \.Ja r t !1at 

anot~r maj ot· woi:-k on Paul was •roduc Pcl by a J~w. In t he 

l a t e 1950 's, two works ;vit>eaced al..,ost s imul t a n<>.ously: 

5amue.l fl)an dme l's The Genius of Faul in 1958 and Hans Joacl'-.im 

\)c ?102ps 's Paul: The '£heolot:Y o f t i .e. -~. (1:-;tl e in the Li&ht 

of Jewish Hi s t oryl4 in 1959. Kl ausner still had 3 '>p~-o a.ched 

Paul as t hf! l.>~te n o i "e of Ju(l:~isr'l . But wi t i\ ~dnd lc. l and 3choe os 1 

J ews ltod f i nal ly be::un t o ap;>t•oach Paul with thP. sa.rriP. c citical 

e ye an t h e Chr isti an schol ars. 

Since t ;i.at time , .>c :ioeos h.as mblishl!d vi r tually nothing 

n cu on t ' e sub j e ct anc 3 .:tn:i:1c. l h~:; published Th,, First 

Christi.:.n C~ntnry in J uct'iisl'l nml Chr istianity: Cert aintie s 

a n d Uncr: · t ai n ties ( 1969) and son e :') e:~tin~nt R-;o:ticle s (raost 

n <1t abl y " ?aul ~econsirl~ ... ~cl" in Two Livint;: Traditions (1972)), 

but the only n e w n :?!Tle in the f i e ld has b~en rticha l."'d 
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Rub e nst•!in wl .ose Hy Broth.er Paul , ;ubli~Md in 1972 , has 

D•!en , in l.i: \t of t h "" q "l jo?' ' o c tion o f ')ast schol.<:!. t"shlp , 

an abe l.'t"ant addition to t :\c l i t e(".'.ltu.:-e .15 rr·r.us th!>. J ewi sh 

c ont r i bution to PaulinP. s tltdi2s h~s be ~n r~lativcly ~pa~se . 

Inde ed , in .1 i l of J~wit;h ::;chol ~-=-ly history , onl~· Kln.usne-r , 

Sand'll~l , and )c t1o~ns '1av~ 'Tiad~ full s c a l e .:in.-lys~s o f thP. 

tho·J~· ht of Paul. It i s , however , a pc~s,)e.c tive. o f t h is 

li t c..:-atu rc wl1ich t his uaor?.~· wi 11 a tteiln t to ;,,·escnt. 

,>roblcm~ in Const~~ctinr t he Life of Paul 

·rh·.! raajoc Droble.ms ~.r!U.ch conf {"ont JS in at t e:1::>tin,.. to 

recon~t :-uct Paul's life a i-e s i m:Jl y s tat~d : we h:lV,~ few s ources 

antl t <"1se. whic11 we d o 1:ive a !"c i n conflict with eac~: othe r . 

'fho·.!r.h n i'1? l y stat ec , t hP.s e two ·:robl e:ns s o und elmost 

im· o :;cible to .·e.s o lvc - ~nd t he fact i s ti~at t hey •L·e . \le 

know virtually nothi n f w'd c h i $ e r>. t a in. 

Host of ou:· dat:1 fot· th'! de.t;;.ils o f .i'a11l' -: l j f e. come s 

from t~e New I'estament book ca led -\cts of thn An" s tle s . 

'rh•: title i s rlisleadine sinc'1 s~vcnty-five P'!t" cent of t:he 

book i s ~bout Paul. 'l'he Book of Acts i s t ·aditionRlly 

c ons i d':!ce to be. t h.! s~co'nd pa!:' t of t • C! .. osoe1 >\Cco rding to 

Luke; a t -adit:ion almost univ ersally acce ::i t e d a nd one whic h 

is univ".! rs:tlly ace~ · t e d arionr- J cwi :-;h sc~1ol~~s. ~ow~v~r, 

sine'? ,udol f i3u l mann's Hork on fo:m c r iticism in t he 1920 's, 

scholar~ .. :?Ve. :-ealizcd t ha.t the synoptic . osJels , Hat t hew, 

lfark, and Li1'<e , a l tho' l!;'h a --'>£?.:-cntly -el a tin[ t h e h is tocy of 
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the minis t ry of J esus of Nazare t h , t n ll us as nuch o r more 

about the thou ~·ht o f the author as tlu~y t c.11 of the actual 

e v1·nts in t h e life of J asus . 'l'his ''{'uroose'' of the author, 

which c a n be t r aced t hrouf h · ·is f Ospe l , i s call;!d t cndc nz . 

One v1ould suspect, t herefo r e. , that if t~ndenz a opears in 

t "1e Cos-;>cl Accordinr to Luke, it: o:.mul d z lso appear in Acts 

of t he .".nostlC".S . Purt.1er more , Luke is t he mos t lite1·a•·y o f 

t ltc syno >tic wri t ers and as suc h , l1 is 1.istor ica l styl e 

corrcs_!ondR nost closely to t hat o.E oti ·e r Greek WL·itc'~s 

of · 1is tory such a s 'l'huc~•<lide.s and Josc:>hus . This i s nost 

1~:-omincnt in th~ rccor:-d inf 0f sne" che s at w i c h ne.it 1e.r he 

nor , at tines , anyone e ls~ who c oulci h o'.'\V<> SPr ved as a 

recor-d\! · was presnnt . But here WP, nust note tha t th\°'. ancient 

writ Prs of 11i s t ory did no t at t empt to "'o .~tray e v -- nts ~-ith 

ninetee nth ann twe.nti~th c~ntury scienti f ic a ccur .... cy . It is 

only when W..! , two thousand years later , t r y to f l P,an such 

accu!·acy f ::-om the. C.ocum~nts t h:?t nrobl ens a ·isc: . 

· .. e a l ::; o l.:iv r; .. or.!e d E> t a on .?aul ' s 1 if P. f:-om the ~nistles 

or l?aul. ~lowcver , sor.1r times this data, limited thcmf h it is , 

i s :1t v :-.,_·i ::mc c> l "i t '!\ t h.at e s ;1oused in th~ Book o f Acts . 

· .nic: should we accc">t ? J\.re the t.nirt:l~s t 1 emselv~s r P.nuine? 

i-\Jld i f thej• n ·c. [ cnuinc , i s t he h i s tory rel ate d t herein 

rc1iablr.? ·rhes c a e t h '! Problems with w!.ich we shall d~al 

in ~~ "'!~te ... r2f'tail i n c h:-- ..-. ters two and thr~e. 
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?roblems in ConstructinF th~ Theolo[Y of ?aul 

As t he p.r-obl ems in c<"lnst ::-uctin~ t h•.; life o f Paul a r e 

diffic u lt, so too a re t he orobl ems in constructing: Paul 's 

theolo~ical ou tlook . But he.-~ t ne d i f f i c u l ties , although 

of n~ea ter co in l exi t y , a ·e. no t as insurmC111ntab l e : t he amount 

of c on f l i c ting data i s lPss and we havt~ e. numb1::1· of " ef)istl e s" 

from Paul •s own hnnci . Ou c major p:·obl em in t ' is a1·ea t hus 

be.comes , " N:.ainst what sort of backg1:ound do we place Paul 

and what a .·e his r .:: li~ious s up 'losi t ions ? " For as Sandrne l 

noints out, t he oropee qu~stion i c; no t " 1.-J'hat is t h e back<"' round 

of s 1Jch - and-such a pa s i:; a ge? but, >:a t ber: i n t h e li~·it of 

such- and- such a oackgr~und, what does t his past;a;-e mean in 

its context ? 11l6 'i'he. probl em i s anal os:ous t o t·~at of a pi e c e 

o f r;ray raper which t·!hen n lac ec a .ains t a bl a ck bac k t;r ou nd 

looks li::h t but when p l ac ed o a inst a whi t e backg.cound looks 

oa l·k. 

i - Dac ki r.ound 

As Al e...,.ander 's arr.i i~s ~TC ·c c on quer-inf w~ster:n Asi a in the 

fou r th pre- Chri s tia n cent m.·y, t he ir c 11 tu re was f o l l owing 

c lose behind a nd ':!ntr~nching itse l f more securely t h an any 

aruiy ev ec- c oul d . In s o:ne aL·e as suc h a s Pal e stine. t h e. contrast 

bet w.?.cm t 1.c ik~llenis tic c u lture of th~ Greek s and the 

i ndic-enous c ultur t! of t he local ")Opulation was ma~ked . 

In Jude a in par: tiC1lla= , the clash bet we n t h e two cul tur<'! s 

became s o ;: rc>.at that it t ook t:hc form o f armed rebe llion, and 
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i n 163 B. C. , J ude a. b r· c ame , in e~fect , an i nd ,_pe nde n t c ountry. 

Tl1eL·e a. e t uose ar:\onr our schola rs , in part icular .ll is 

Ri vkin, who s e c t he r: nsu inr.. e.v c nts , es ::iecially t he t:,t·owth 

o f t~ : \overv'!nt lat<~ r known as .. .>hca ,·isa isra,17 as a r~action 

a ,ainfit the fo !">le:' ly i ., 'Osed iic l l c nistic culture . i3y t he 

tim~ of Paul , the ::-efor e , t n is -,!action had a lrea1.i y had t wo 

hund ~:-!d yea!"s of d nV(·:lopment suc h that t whi l~ t he c ultur al 

mi l ieux of t he ;[ yptian city of Al~xandria and t he S~ian 

city of Antioch wer~ r~lativc. ly s i~il~r, t hat o f Jeru~a.lera , 

only a f~~ .· hundL·c d miles from e it 1~c and r.iid- way between 

thP.n , was very diffe?.'en t. 

But our :>roblem does not stop at t h e isolation o f t he two 

diver~~ent c ultur"c. s - for at this time r'\ost Je-:·.•s liv ed out s ide 

o f Pal es t ine. . On tit.is Joi nt, a l l scholars i?. -'C! a re...:d - t he 

only d isa~ reement i s ov~r numbers . 18 Thus , ou t s ide o f 

?al es t i ne, t i1e s ync :·.::tic inf l.uenc •. s of c .Jl t '-lral coha bi t:ition 

continue d d u t·in r-; t he t u o hundi·cd Yf!D.:.~ .,c.· i od ~'.. .: ter the?. i nde­

'"''?nd~ncc of J udea. ifo ., we n us t as.t ou.·s r l v <>s i f t..-a hav e any 

·: c,urce s which ~i h t <lemonstt~atP.. t he P-ffc cts o f the s e sync r e tic 

inf luence s. The answer is ves . 1-k!. ha v e t:h~ rel a tive ly 

nurniaro'.Js woL'ks of t h e . .;:>oc ·Vi>ha and Ps iaud,>oi gr a pha including 

t 1ose wr i\. Le n i n .Pal c stin•; whi ch stow non- Pal estinian 

inf luences such :rn t hP, books o f Juhilees a nd ,;n och as we ll 

as t huse t ·_'i tt\!n out c:; i d r. of Pale s t in" and \·•1u ch a 4 e yet 

un!:listc:ik'lbl y Je,·i !;h c.uch as t he ~sdon of Sol onon, 

IV l1accnbc ,:s , :md cert a in books o f t 11.:: Si bylline Or a clee. 
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'Te ~lso h::.ve t'~~ ·1:iti1vs o f Fl Rvius J o ::;e l), us , a Pal estinian 

and avowed Pha!"ise e livin; , ::it th!'. time o f hi s W!:iting , in 

t hP. ':)i :is ·>ora , t :·!n r.>hi los''' hic a l tr~atiscs of ?hi.lo Judaeus 

o f Al e xandi.-i=i, a:td t he w i tinr s of et f ew J ewi :;h li t e rar y 

fi6 u -es such. as :!"istt)bulus who a lso live d i n the ;)ias Jor a . 

Pr oble1l\s a r i s e , howPVcr , when we. att:P.mpt t o fin d a con­

sis t ant inte ~pcetation of t ru-se f::nu 'l"c es. r.:v~n with Philo 

o f Al~xand::ia, t he ac me of J ewish t..rri tin;' in the '>i as';)ora , 

t h e sc.1o l ars hi p is soli t s o as t o incl.ud0. t i e ·"' o l es of both 

.o:;sibl c ~::-c t ~iat: s : f com 'S'mi l e. 3rlhi~rl9 1-t.o all but i$?'.no~es 

t .e fact tha t Phi lo was n J ew t o Har:-y A. ';Jolfs on w•10 t reats 

ilhilo as thoa~· h he were a co l late ral Ph:i ::-is ~e. .20 Tr.us a ny 

a ttc : l '") t to f i n<l fl con s e nsus on the i c- s u e of bac k g,r ound is 

ro i n c to l eave u s ~d.t:h a n Of)en ques t ;.un . Sti l l, •1e a .-e 

ob1 i ; . .::.t ed to d~termine a uac k r round a uinst wh i.c h we may 

place Paul . 

'£her e art:? two major bci.c kc1-ounds '1W!1i.ch one may at t e mpt to 

c onst ruct i n ord~= to !)roperly !;ituat~ i>eul a nd h i s ctnoatle ship : 

r 3.l estinian J ud:lisM ( usually Phari s a ism but bo t h Kl ausner a nd 

Sc hoc.ps include c.•;oc a l ypt i cism) a nc.1 i·elleni stic J udaism ( t-lhich 

i s what most c ritic '" mean \»hen t hey s ay Hel l e n i sm , t hereby 

a~sum.inr thal: Paul ' s Judaism i A innat~ ) . Oth~r bac~rrounds 

u hi c h h>'.lv~ hl!cm wn.-ir-usl~' ~P?liP.d aric iiell~nisM ("'lc.:i.n ing. 

p~ ·c.n He ll -n i sn) , 'c i · o ~!PS ' s " esc h.atolo• i c al a nµroa c h " , 2 1 

c~rly Chri~tianity, 22 and t:l-.at W!'.ic h Montefi ore , 2.3 ·andmet , 24 

~ml :ub~n!;t!.! in2:~ ~11 aver i s th~ r:ior. t i~ ortant: :'aul ". imse lf. 
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Yet althour h i t i s true t hat rau l th.I?. man is, in lir h t of 

di'.lr presc:>.nt kn owl ed .- e , t horou::hly unique , t llis av enue rnay 

not be aoo.,...onched until we hAve some idea of where to start . 

'1'1\2 f irs t r>lacc. t ha t most J e.wish wr ite t·s be~.in to look 

is Pha ~isaic Jurlaisn - for Paul himse l f s t a t es t~at he i s 

a ?ha~isee . 26 13ut th~ ~·e a •·e pt·obl~Ms "ii t h t tis a•)p::-oach -

because as Monte fiorc and 5andn c l pro..,er ly >0int out, whethe r 

one ckals wi t h " r.::ibbi nic" , a ocalyptic, or l!e lle nistic 

J:id.:i im-:l , th~ a::loun t tha t we know f o :- cc-tain about these. 

Jt:daisms as t hey nay have c:-:is t <!d in Pa u l' G l i f<> time27 is 

ve.:·y little. ind ed. About 1'.lharis."l ic O!ontefiorc us'!S t le 

t e rn •• 1abbinic 11
) J udaism, we on l 1 Mv~ ~ourccs f :-om at least 

onP- hundre d y~ars l a t e r28 n n rl a s 11ont~fio:c fur t her st3 t e R, 

t ne matc:·ial which WP. do '!av .... f r om the oP.riod of 100 ~ . c . -

100 A. O. ''is the work of w~itct""s who:;e r:c l ation to .3.bbinic 

Juda ism is oft e n ci oubtful an<l dis r)ute d ". 29 

Yet i n E1 ~ i t c of t h is, then~ a ·c a nUI1'lbl!r of c c i tics w lO 

atte=:ipt to P lac~ k'au l .:t .. a inst a rabb inic J ewi sh b::cl~round . 

Scho~ps aclmo•.Jl c cl, c s t at it may be d i f f icult to 1)oint out 

partic".ll.::- inf 1 u :ncc.s , but th~t on~ ne.y see in t'aul t . e 

CX\! etical .:md .:i_·< u. 1t' n t ntivt.? MC!.nne of t LP. s chools. .ie t e lls 

us t ,a t " t ae fnc t t :tat P~ul w.:i.s a ' r<?bbinist ', that i1is 

r c lir ion i!: 'CO ~,. ~ -'"::oac .• P.<l :?S a 'r.:idicaJ.iz,.,_d l'!\a -isaism' 

or ' J.>ha.· i -; ~ isr.t on a nr•w basis ' (Loh'ne ycr)30 nay be a ccept ed 

wi t ' out iu·- t · .e - d iscu!;sion" . 31 Tlie qcP.stion f or 'k !'IOe t)S 

be c ones , t h e -efo ~-"! , not w i--.<' h e ::- t his st~tement is v alid, 
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but " 1iow f a r i s t ! is ~tatPru-.nt v a lid anrl when mus t we revert 

to J udai c Hel l e- :li s m?' ' At thiR point , it ,.-" u l d be "lro9 er t o 

int r> r iact t ha t t h i s vi<'w o f Paul as C\ " r a bbinis t'' cor r P.s .. ionds 

wi t h tha t o f 1iv1<in w o s ays t hat " wh atP.VP. r i s n o t o r-i Ljnal 

in Paul is £'ha:i s::i.ic ••• '' But 1ivk in t he n i nval id1.1 tes ~choaps 's 

qur~st ion by a { c i n 1. '' ••• no t Hel l '!nistic 11 . 32 ~c:10<?,..,s , 

how"v~r , c ontinu<?s . H? ">oints t o Pa u l ' s 1abb i nj c ex~; ... s is 

ci tin: t~t r; : n l l owint t rai t s: f i rst, a ll o f Paul ' s a q mn<'nts 

'! Ve n tbos~ dr>~ lin1 l:i t h t he Cnrist , r:t1.lS t hnv e lt uiblical 

" 'l'he at t t>J'i? t t:c un de· ·!Jt.r.nd t '" lor ic :inc' 
ar-~ U"1cnt c.!:i on o f I'a:1 l r:i i s t ~ ivP n L>reP.k 
a h '- a d :ic h f! . Yo r c: J~t·: , h r> i s a t heolor ian 
w .o i s ~ 0 ;:; s t er oz t he c<.) r : ct t~chnical 
l'l\" t hod of scri~tural ~Xf~ r.t?sis bu t i n 
cons<>csu~nc<~ o f ~or.w ">~rvt?rsi ty np'>J ies it so 
.'.::lls<' ly t ha t h e q1·!'ivrs at nons"n~ical r <'sults". 33 

"e c ondl y , ·. · s nys t ha t i n Paul ' s scri. ' tural quot e s , t \l O SP 

'~illel fo _- dc'!. i: ivi n r J';tl:J.1.rha , t ·.:n clf!<i t owa r d t h a ;," a d i c s t yle 

o f r'lidrcish none t~Pl~ss , a nd rh.:ilt wi t 'l t ;~ conc,,. .,ts o f n1:>T 

n 1 :u& , p~ ssi-ilistic j u t! e"'l ... n t abo u t t he 

,nbl)inic roc trin<'R . ;c .•ocps c<rnclud~s by sa;.Tin[ t!~2t " e v e ry 

ex 1 an ... t tio n ·•roct•P.din · f:-or.i ... ~hbinism d e r f'rves a limine 
~ - ~~~-

-:· iG vi ..,.,, i s n e<lrly c tm ; r-u P.nt with t '.a t o f 3..,cc k in :ii s 
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Schoe;)s •s view :ine ck n<lds t 1a t t.>aul t · P.:i t e d I <d 1. P.';'lism in 

t 1e sari" n:mn· ~ a s d i d sonc. :alnstinia n t e;;c ices . His 

·,·ime e xa·'I , l e of t his i s t he>. t r..::!tn~nt of " wi ,::dom" in t he 

Gt·c ck ::.ens c~ ~s t'ilc ;11):>n o f the .;i l>l c . In othe r t:ords , 

t he \ -e· -<s h~d ;11):>n .>ut t hl'.!y u id not hn.v '! 

.'.llso sc.~s rau l ' s Juda ism ( .?a lc~stlnian J '..lda ism i j)lie.d ) 

_· ,:?. flee t ed in .Lr: rcF: ~ on~2 t o t ht:?. ·~vc;it at Jmnaseu:-: w1 i ch 

" \ (.;reek w: ,o ' .ad .,x·>~!"ienc C'.d c;nc~, a vi~ion 
··iri'..lld :--:lve r fleeted , t al l..:NJ , .~nn nus~d , or 
:; ·oken a nd t...-:-itt0 n a bou t it ; h . T/('"!,O not 
h--v ~ h~:ird t he>. J ewish c nm:nand : • r..o • --­
' Thou s 1a l t [ o •. The. Greek had no trt>d w.-10 

1 a i d cla i m on 1·i.m a n-t ~,:mt him <.'at to be 
! is me~ ·~r..n-::e:- . un ly the J c.w w0uld ~lways 
be al~~r"-! that t he rPve.lation ent .lilcd 
t:he mi s··ion ••• •138 

Klausn~r too states i n t he c;tron~ P.st te!1!'1'" t i1a t ?<P1l was 

a .i?R lc~stinian J e w, 39 but hi:! adds nnotl.c~ dimension. 

l'l..iusne 

:ind Pi tilo . Jut hlausn~: s.'."i:;-s t hat Pl ;i lo t oo is in~:.:oc.~:;bly 

b •Und to 4-'.'.l l e.s\:inia n J :icl:dsm. J' l c:usne · i s ~Jil lint to 

inf' l.: "?nccs , 40 ~~t c.v. n t i..::. t .'.!s ..,cct o f .. .,Li_!o '.:.1ic:~ :iost 

()b~ t~·:v~"~ con·-: irlc•· t '-.0··1"·1, 11l y tf~l.lcni:n:ic , .. is c oncept of 

t l.e ::\ / )' .... of ~~d (•rit\1 w'1ic 1 WC". ·.rill rl<.".Bl 1o·P- fully below) , 

he con::: id~~ t o be w.n c.n ;.·P-l o .. n ·c l a:irc l and t'y..;s fu l ly 

consis t 2nt '~ th ,t-ains o f Judais~ found ~n ~alestine . 41 

To t ·.e anscs smcn t of t>aul <lS ;1 .:>a le:~ t ini:in J ew, Y.lausner 
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J ew", knew t he Old .rest al'l" nt in t he orir ina l Hebr~w and 

mc.di t ati;d u pon it , and , as it s a ys in the l3oo k of Acts , 

na t :it t he ft~et of Ra :>ban Ga:n<ilie.l. 42 Kl ausn.ff conc luded 

th~t Paul w:is a !J::i.lcst inian Jew " ~~one as tray" , one wi1 0 

innat:: l y d r s ,,i sed G!··~ek lea-·ninf.: but who , a .:' a inst his will, 

was affcct•'cl ancl in fl ~lcnc .... d hy the !~ll r.nis t:ic cu l tu re with 

whic . he~ hnd CO!'lC in c ont Ac t, 43 and t ht' t ul ti::H~ tC'. ly, "there 

i s not l tin~ in th .... t·~achin( o f ? a u l - no t ~v"'n t hP mystical 

... 1 ~.,·nts in it - that c! i d n o t: cojl)e froM aut -entic J udaiRm".44 

.mot ht?r J ~wi~h w:·it c r who sr>es Paul as a Pal est inian 

?he. ·is~e. is Hu f- L ':)c 11onfic. ld . ·~ut s ince .)c~ .onficld aclrlA so 

nuc !L insu ) •or taDl~ mat e · i a l, ?'! is conclusion s will h:!.v c. to 

be c1 iscu~ r.cc! ind i v idua lly :is thc-y ' ' r.c o::i" relev a nt . 45 

8l lis .iv .in a l t.: o int~ -?rcts r>aul as a P.:i. l c.stinian 

p~ - is<? e , bu t also .:!.l lows t:.~t t:hc.:-.~ mi ~ h t nzv e bee n <\n 

ind•• p .•"\clr -:'l t ti" l l cnistic J udaism . Sut d vkin t hen asks if 

t he. .. -,. riti ~ h t not n.lso be ~ ~fo.ll 1•nis tic 1.'h:lris.i ism w' 1ich was 

nor e intin::l t .. l y conn" cted :.'1. t h PillPs tin~ . !tiv .:in s ays t ha t 

Juda ism i n t M Dias 10ra 11ay b" ch3•~act~:-iz"<l b7 its c omni tm'!nt 

to monothe i.~m , t h"' PentAt"' 11ch, nnn lhn l\aronid,. cul tus, its 

coml'li trl ent to H<?llenistic '!lonnr c ies An rl ~olis institution s 

as compa tibl e. with P1mt a t~uchal nonot .c>i::>m , and a bl,,ndin r 

of He llenistic c ultural and i dPa t i ·n a l motifs with Pentateuc ~al 

"';lOn othei -;m. t low(w<'.r , i f "•'c~ lnok at t he lite :atur~ of t hese 

colTIJ'lluni tic s , by w~1ich !i v '<in ~t:i:<ftl~ t hP. · 1,,.l tcni ... t i c uorlcs 

of t he ApocrY!)ha anc.l t t1e i 1scudt• l') i ! i.- a ('lha suc h as , I ~r<>s urnP , 
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t ho · :i~don o f Solar.io n , t \" ;ibyl ini? Ur~ clPS , t r e ktt"'r of 

A=i s t c a s , ~nd IV I1acc."l><' c s, w~ f i nd t hat t~1ey a rr not 

c on:ni tt<'d to th~ conc~nt o f t he> tt·o f o l d Ul·' (tha t is , t he 

Oral and \,':.·itte n Law) which ITl \lst b" cnn~ i ri C'r•·d t hP. t ouch­

stonP. for Pra cis;iism . Y'?t P:rn l cla i.""f'rl t o be i t Ph?. ·· i see 

nnd Paul livc.d in the Dias ..,o:-a . ·r ms we> d o ":lav e a f irst­

h and ~ci<.nowled emP.nt of an r·;d :.: tinr rri.cu; •,ora Phari~a ism. 

nu t i f t h('. t nuc h- :;tone of :.' hn:- i ··:?.iS!'l is t' p t wofold LRW, 

and v e Lt.V•? a l rP.:>.<ly do::ncn~ t: :.· ..:..ted that th•: ?cn t atc.ac hal 

Judu imn of t he Ji a s ")ora i :; not co~1ittcc! to t he t wo:old 

Um , t i ,f?n i'c l l C'ni <ttic PPnt .~t~uc?tr:lisn , t hat i s , r.el leni s t ic 

Ju<la ir.m such as d cr.1onstr?.t c- c! by t he 1\noc ··yoh.o.- Ps <?udc".) i :_trapha 

:rn-'l ?l·.ilo, i~ 7'1o t ?-qu~l t o .-"h.:i: i s a isn and a .?i·..a _·is~< in 

the :)ius •ora , s u e ' as Paul , is not t !"lc. :;:-"1 • as a :! 11.eni s tic 

J P.w in t '' e Oia~ ·ora such a s Philo , the P.l t '·nr o f t h P. Le tter 

of ,\ri~tens , o r t he a nthor of IV Macc a bP;s . 46 Sc oe-,s 

O ·· rl? .~S th.it t '. c>.re mif,ht h a v P bP.~n a Ph~"i. s '"1iFm in t r.e 

Dias o .:a w;1i.ch was sP..parate f r om l:h£> l!Pll· ni c.·tic J t1cle.i sm of 

Fl· i lo.4 7 

l!os t o f i:. ~ d i.scn,.i::i on aL,,u t a Pal" !; t inic n J~Hish b::?.c k ­

ccNm ct fo r .1.~au l has c ent c :~tl on t h". :..,ha i s a i c-Rabb ini c mode. 

of t>alestini<in Jud~i sr.i . .m <l t t. i~ i s p::-oo :ib ly as it sho~ld 

be, f o r it i s quite cl--m· tl:~t clL~istio.nity , and Pou line 

Chris tinni t :; in pP. ticul.:ir , ' >e.:l." li t tlP rf>s c>mb l a nc r to the 

1'ennl ~ Juc:iisn o r t he ardUC(' s , 'ln<' a lthourh Kaufman )~ohler, 

in 11i s :? · ticl~ in t he J .,Hish ~ncycloo:ipdia , s a i d t hat Pa u l 
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used r::ssen~ wri tint s as a bas i s f o r h is thour,h t , 48 t >is 

r11odc has been little e ~: ·· lon~d by Jewi~t. w it<'t"S. Yr! t another 

nos .- i b ili ty , w1:ich $c h oeps includes i n his " Pal cs tin ian­

Jud a ic .-.:Jproac h " , i s t lt a t of A;>ocal ypt icisrn . Sc~loe:>s does 

no t c i s c uss t i s in : r.,zt c>~ tail in l• is vwn t hou~ ht , and 

exec.p t for Kl uusne r , who nentions it only 3s e n ell.usion, 

it too i s cl i s1ois ·~Pd es a ,.,r.inci pal h<?.c ku~•"'un<l for ?aul by 

J1~wish w_·it"' r s. 

'rhc other 1o s ·dbl c. backfr"und f ot- Paul t-i ·.ich m•1st r~ce ive 

major consid ~r~tion i~ th~t of ~ Hellenistic J udaism. That 

a disc::etc He ll ~ nistic Judaisr.1 "wen existP. d is itse lf a 

matter for debate . Montefiore , in looking a t P:ml ' s a ttitude 

to 'Rrd J udai s m - and t his st<!tement rye._·Lnps sho·~1ld be fur ther 

qualifie d to say t ha t J:ont cfior e s e w Faul' s o. ttitud\~ toward 

Juda ism as much thr <.1u: '" th~ eyes o f t "1e ninet.~~nth c e ntury 

tr.:!r.'lan 4~rotestant schoL.i..· s wr.o it1 turn s a w it throllt' h t he 

ey'ls o f j!a.:-tin Luther as h e. d i d t .i ' f\U!_h Pnnl ' s ,... yeR - cl r:.citl~d 

t ia t no t 1·u e 11 ,abbinic" J ew c oul<l 1>0 s:1ibly pc~rceiw~ J ud .'l ism , 

esp~cially t he L:lw of :o :-:C! s , as Paul did. In s t a tint 1.is. 

case , Montefiore ac1mittcc' t h.'\t Wt! know V C?.i'Y little aunu t the 

Judr?ism of 30- 50 A. O. - bu t in its s · L.~it , the " 'labbi nic" 

Judaism o f that nerioci ( by which we. mus t essume h e means 

:Pharisa ism) could not hav" b1~~n subst!)n t iall y d i f f e r e nt from 

t 'at o f 300- :JOO A. O. a t Phich time , snys Montef iore , t~ose 

who p .rofe s-;c rl to be ~~bbi~ic J ews , t he · - iters of t he ·ra lmud, 

demonst-atPd ~ "'roiound l ove of Jucl~ism , a "joy of the 
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c om•a nd:.ll nts " , 49 an,1 A l .:ick of burd~nsomenP ss o E the Law . 

And h e.-. does not unde,·s tnnd, th•.:.r•cfore , hotv som1,.; onc ,;ho a lso 

nrofes~!ld t o be an ad.:1,. ... e nt o f t i is s a"'l'\c rl .. c-up c<'nld a t 

oncP. unrl c! rc;tand t '1e re1 i t ion a nci not also l e.w e it . l~ontefiore 

s ays t hat t h,, r,,fore , n,, i t h,, r the. o.abbinic J udaism of 50 was 

not t he 1 a bbinic J udaism of 500 (ot.· 300) , o r Paul a t the 

time o f h is cnnversion wac;; no nu r'? Rabbinic J ew•• . 5 0 But he 

als o says : 

"In on'! point o n ly w~ s the .abbinic JudRism 
of the fi~st century pr·obnbl y ~uch inf P.ri o r 
to t l1c abbi nic J ud<=iiRm of t l1e four t h o r f i f th. 
I n the .i::irst c c n tu.·y, t -.e O!:nosition betwc1'n 
the learn c>.d ::n d the i no:: ant mu .<:> t hav e been 
!'lUC1 n orP. i ntense and much =iorc viol ent t han 
it a f tr.~·wards bP.car.ic . A cla ss of ;:,eopl e 
e:d s t e.d who , fo . one rc:..son or anot h e r , d id 
not obse.rv e th<~ Law, and we!'(' ;.-c~ ardc d by the 
t c.ac hc>.r s .'.?.S outca sts and ::-eprob~tcs [.tr.c '.D' 
T4t•~ ?] . But it is a n inte;es tin~ f a c t th~t 

thes~ p col)lc , pho fo :n a b?.clq~:-,·mnd fo:- the 
life of Jcs:is , d o not do s o f or Paul 11 . S l 

That is , Paul was not on~ of t hP se i nor ant :cop le , .-uther , 

hP. claimed to bP a <>hari sE> e . 'lut , Hontefior e fe •ls t ha t he 

has a l r e a dy d <> f"lon s t :-atcd t ha t Pa1.J l c ould not r osaibly h av e 

b~ '?n a 'l a bbinic J ew and , if not , then t hat Juda i sm which he 

castir atcd, crul by exten s ion , that Jud3ism t o ~ ich ~e adh~red , 

was o t her t h :m ~bbinic JuriP.i sn. An ci t~lis s t a nds to r eason -

L O i' J?aul " had br~en subject, :m d had beCOr:le S\;SCe •, tible , to 

t 10SP. 01.J.t s i ct<.. infl11enc,_. s which ~.1e , "! not Jcwi~h a t a ll'1. !>2 

. nc: it w;is t hese nut~id<• inf l ur.nc~s wlnch produc Pd a reliri on 

in ,aul w'n c h diffc!"'t~d f:-on ·~aobinic Jcdn i~~ i n t hat " it was 

p oor c1' t h:m , <:!n <l inff~ril>r [to it) • It n<ly hav e been mu1·e 
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·:y c: t ema tic, a n d pP.rhnI">s a little more n hilosor;i1i c and less 

child-like, but po~sibly f or the?se V P. "'Y _'easons it was l e ss 

intimat e , warm, joyous, and confo~- tinr, . Its C.,od was more 

dis t .'lnt and i.~s c; loving . He was less immedia t e l y conce rned 

wi t h Israe l and with tl1e wor l d ; He l ef t nor e ' sph~t'es of 

inilu~ncc ' to t he c ontrol of anr.cls and d Pv ils 11 . 5:> 

l JontP.fi orP. cal l ed t '.1is "onorc~~ " and "infe rior" Jurlaism 

Hell~mistic Judaisr.1. He <li d not, i1om~v.2r, att c:Jot to t e l l 

us irtuch about whnt it was - only r.i •a t it ··•as not. And w ,at 

it .... ·as no t wa.s 1labbinic J udaism . 

i.tont e.fior<' "li. ht l1av e '\ad a li ttlP. mor e flesh to nut on 

t h i s skel<>ton h<' c rr-at1?<l had he lJeen aware of t he a ticles 

"Juda ism in t he prc> -Chr:istian \J • .,c ld" (1897) and "The ' Paulin~ • 

.manci -,a tion from th~ L.<!W : a i>roduct o f th~ pr e -Chri. tian 

t)ias oo:a" (1902) by M. Fri.~dl~nd~r . 'r "c•~ s~ articles s~em to 

haw~ esc :mC!d t~e notic e of mos t 11otlt~~n c itics , a lthoui h in 

t~c second, rric<l l~nd~r a lluoes t o a reb~tt~l of t he f i rs t 

by ~il SchU:-er . I n the f i t•s t , h·_ 11ostulatf'd a iJia::mora 

J uda is111 divitl~d into two c ar:tps : "one l aw- abid inr and n a ti onal, 

t h,..: oth~r ad~.ict ~d t o ">.ci.loso•ihical 'ln~lvsis o f the o:-i .. i nal 

t ext of Sc··i "' tu~c~ and advoc P. tint unli11ited univ ersalism" . 54 

~~e ~:oes on to say in h is SP.conci a r ticle , t hat Greek Jews had, 

by and l :lrf e , m<?d '! of t '1e l!os:i i c Law a r~vealed divine 

nhilosonhy and t ha t th~ <:;e')tlla: int, h a v i n r been t ranslat e d 

t wo hunch-eel f i fty •e .~.,...s before- , must have bred alle~orists . 

Tl.is l Pad:; to a n ex pa n s ion of \is fo1·me sta t eme nt such that 
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it shuul1 now :~ad: 

" 'rhat b~ fore the dawn of Christiani.ty the r P.. 
a l r ttftdy e:._."i. s t P.d In th~ Cli<J·)e1sion a Jewish 
pa~t ra t her to b e more 3 

He t '1e n . ocs iJeyond t he t•t- alin of our Hork by identif~·ing 

t~sc st?.cts a~ t he Ophitcs , C~init~s , .:ict hitPs , and 

l!e lch izC'dc' :i tes - J e wish "'lys tN· i es - whos~ c onnon d<· n omin a tor 

W'1S t>1cir ::mtinomi a.nism. 56 One s~1ould note, hou Pvc.r , that 

t \ e sc n nn-n."ltion :il antinCJmi an SC'C t s w~ · e ·1ot t oe "rlell eni s tic 

J:idaism" of l'h ilo and Paul whi c h w~ a " P considnring9 rather, 

thcs~ a ·e the sects a a i ns t '"hich Phi l o ' "ritt>s in " De 

Hi ~: c-atione Abrahn..":1 i 11 a nd ' 'De .:?os tc.rit ~tP. Caini" . 1'h"r efore 

fo ·· our >U r:-po~~s , t he i •p o .!.· t .:m c c. of t:he at"t iclcs is not in 

their. sr>e.cif ic d.~ tails; rath~:- , it i !: t o s hm-• t hP widn 

s ,cctrum of J utl a isi<ls w .lc h existr~<i or -ai ' ht lrnv t• ~xisted 

in the H~llenistic Di as ot·a. 

It \;a~ no t until t iie 1930 's, wit:1 the uncov -! in( of t h e 

f e scocs at ti'l<' s;m~; o u c> of ...,'tlra- -;u ropus , t hat conc .:-e tr 

evirit".nc~ was av.:iil::iblc for t11 .. r..xistencc of a J ud:ii st'l 

divcr~"ent i n f o rm ft'OIT\ t ha t o f P:tlestin"· • 'l"tte r.l•.Jst si~nificant 

as,ects of t~cse f ~nRcors ~ere t nat on~ , t hey ~ortraycd 

i ma res, an asoec t llOt c haracteri stic of l'ale.stinia n svnago gues 
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and S (!.••mi n;• l y a nt i t <1 e. tic al to Jud D. ism as thP Ph.?.:'ise.es 

inte l~pc~t e.d it, anrl two , tha t th~sP. i mn· ~ s S '?tat'l<?.d , at l i?ast 

to t he. e y ~ s of ·1·win :~ . :..ooccnou,. h, 57 to represe nt an 

all<:?.! Orical inter pre t a tion of J udaisn which Good.!nou,th 

called thn J ewish J~yst12 :y . It i,; on the ?asi s of t if> 

J ewish l iyst- .·y tlut L'ooc! c nou gh undc:stands a l!t•l l enir.tic 

J udnisrl , the hi '. he.s t li tP.. .. . L·y fi · ur" of ~Jhich mis Philo 

of Alexand·i a . <~odcnoarh, in ~is ~ortrayal of a Je~ish 

;:yste_y as 3nalofous t o t h -? G't·~~k nystP. :·ips, may 1.ave b1? 2n 

somewhat e.xce.-sive , btJt thP • r ounrlwork f or a n ew a •Drnisal 

of p~·e-Christian Dias•,ora Jurlaisll'I !'lad b • n l aid . 

Sand.met, workin~ a b.'!ins t the l>ack(~·1rnnrl o f a n e.ri~tinr 

i!ell e nistic form of J udaism, s ays tha t th~•" a ··p t hree basic 

fo:-r:ts w~Lich the He.11_,.nizc t ion of Judaiam ni 1t t .:;.k ' • : t'hP. 

a.tlo :: tion of ,Jr e.ek lanr ua: P , the. .1.d" ~tion of u:-~ k l.1i l osophy -

o r at l east ~r •. e..~ ~odr.; s of t nougl\t, and t h·.: adontion of 

Grc-~lt way 3 of d 1; in:- thin" s . 58 .ie als o says t hat t hesr forns 

ni :1t occur in t i.re e vi. ·yin! d, ! r e.cs : tiu~t Sel:n in Ra~binic 

J •.1daism , th i ch s hows ov~rton,.. s on l y ; t l:e t s.-.~n in Josepr.us, 

a ?al ~stinian Jc> w wh o kn" w tiv• Or r- ·k wor ld rmt only from 

wi thout , who s l'ows som~ <l 1• "P.,, of M" llf'!.nization but on an 

uno:·ofound lP.v~ l , and , .• ~os~ ~fforts a t w:-itinr about Greek 

.-,hil o5onhy s how f amili nt·ity ttn d P-C'luaint a nce b•.Jt n o t study ; 

and t h'1t of Philo , wl'lo, accord ing to ;anrltr1el, s hows a 

riaxi.mUI'I\ de!C-P. .:! of tlellP.ni zation in hi$ theoson~ical writings 

but w~o is .s lill un"liSt "ik.1bly J c> wish. 59 It is inte r esting 
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to not e t hat San dmel does n '" t include a f nurth d<?gre~ , 

t hat t heor-ize d by t"ri~dU!nder and GooclP.n ough , in which 

J udRism e~~sts in a fo•"m which i !; reco r n izable only a s 

He l l enistic , ~form whi c ' i s .so simi lar to th · Gr e ek 

my :::ter- i es as to be i c, ·.n ti ~iable wit h th~m , and ,, . . i c h is 

t 1u s J euish only in its own nistor ic.1l f'C!rS:>ectives of its 

orit ins . It i s also intc~r~stin;: to note t hat Paul has 

ueen c a t e orizcd in cnc h of t h'.' f irst th~cc dr.:grt!es by 

b y Klnusne:- , ~ vkin, :m <l 'k:i.o~'>s , and th~ t Li r<l i.>y Sar.cnle 1 

anc !-iont efior'?) and t ha t ?:-tilo i s c on s i d t?ced i n th~ s e cond 

dep-·~e by 1 lolfson , t he t hird d~r rce by S:mdme l, anc the 

;)c !\oeps says t 1at in orc\1 ··.~ t o ::na lyze. l'au l as a 

Hc.ll e:n i s tic J~w, W0. f'!lust f i!· .s t bc-a r in mind t wo fact s : t hat 

?aul kn~w a n <i s•Jok.e . ra'"llaic ana Hebrew and t hat t here we r e 

Hcll e rtisti c J wisn unte.c •cents t o Paul. The =i rc: t of t hose 

anteccd~nts is .,,. ,u_ t: ::>c . tUe ?s cal l s thP 11 ~ie:. ~y of t he Seo t u -

agJ.nt 11
• 60 sc~:o~ps S (' ~s in t he ')c '"' t ua, i :lt a :ni.s s i ona:.·y 

~ur >os~ to J udais m whic11 d oes not a · ;)1 ·~ .~ in the !!ebr ew 

')c L· i ptur.:: s . · !t>. ~'.i v~s as a n e':a1:\ple. o f this difference. the 

Hclbrnw a nd Gr~ek version s of Isaiah .'.i4 : 1 5 : " ' .,.l-"Z) , "n11tZ) 

-.1.i., "'"· f:t '11!>" i•'JJt in•' which c an only be translated• 

ae ; w 1osoever cons n i res a_<Ta.inst me , ho'-·eve r , wil l fai l• 061 

and ,) ' 
• ' ' I. • ~ ' • 
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""'<' /t?t.' ri,' .u~/n/fo· ';bl.c_ t u62 in w.1i cn .,,. is tranf>la t <.d as 

li'!'c ::--i/. v'i'c.5 - " proselytP" inste~d of " one who c on spi res " or 

"one wlLo stirs up stri fe " . r ;us mis siona r y und e.rcucn?nt 

must tltcrcfo~P be in t he n ind - s t!t of e ve ry J ew who uses t he 

.-\eptu.:it:int as his Bi b l e . I t would s c . A , a s almost al l 

J ewish s c ho l ars P-Xc<~nt Klausnc r a f r e. e , t iia t t h i s would 

inc).ud~ Paul . In Sc \Oe T>s ' s word~ , " 'f his uniw~rsnlistic 

' pa t h os ' of wor l d mh:sion • • • was t he very soul of Se :i t ua{!i nt 

J e wish ciccle.s" . 63 

l~'l\at Scbo~:)S s ees as b .... inr. rnore i ri:;ortant, h{'lJ"v " r , i s 

t he fac t that the 'ie'1tua[.int c· thi cizcd Jud a ism, t hat i $ , it 

c aus<>.d it to b<' und• r !':tood as a moral l aw. This i s best 

c 1.:i ·a cterizcd by the f a ct t ha t t he S~ryti1a~ int trans latP.S t he 

Hebrew word ;i ·nn, wiiich a l thou~h it 11.;:y l"ean 11l au" i s 

')!.'obabl y best t: t•;:;.r.sla t cd in .nf lish as "rcvt~ lation", as 

I 
>}id5 , a s t rictly lc~ ·:!l t erm •ieanins "law". 64 l'he si: n i f icAnce 

o =: t :'\i s is a lso d i s c ussc.d by S'-!n ''\e l a i rl . 'ont<"! f i o r e ~nd will 

beco'l\t~ raor-~ i 1 •o::- t .ant "fo:' 01.!r ')Ur noses l .'.:!. t er in t h is essay . 

't'his et i ci;rnti on w:\s a lso poi ntc><l out by Klaus-:-v~r 2s being 

c hacactr.>.t'istic o f other Cr~ · ·k-J~wish ,_. ~~it:i.nrs sue~ as t h e 

Si byl lin<' Ora cles65 and mus t c e:·t n inly be sPen in I V (1acc abe....: s 

wh~ r·c> Ju<li\ ism , t':'l ~ l1.nint e.c::s~ntially t he r e l i . ion of t ·1e La~·, 

i s thP. t "UC :-eve l a tion of 1.es.r.on , wit !\ l~:.o.F-on bcin~~ use d in 

t h'! t e c 1n1ica.l Stoic s P..n s" . 

I3acc k po i nted out t ,1at it W"\S t he ~c>. ptu::a Eint, o rather 

·c ri .tur es in • ~n ral, t hat d ifft..!r e ntiu t cd He.lL~nism from 
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Judaism: t ' at the. 1H~ce1 :n ! . .'.!~ ~ uni fc r:-iity o i form bet a 

1.ulti ... licity of schoo l s oc tilOU h t t.;h~rC'as t :v • Jews ·.as an 

o.nor >hi .'.:m o f !."o 'ns lmt :t u ·15. t y nf r r l i~ ion .-~s tl1•"' i v~ci from 

3 •mi fo m :;t~'.lrc~ - t e J i bl€' . 66 

J·.i t ~:~CP ' t =,,,, . .;a ntl-,,,..1 6 7 ::rnrl t:'\r. 'lfn rP:';'lr>.ntinn<>d .~ · t icl e 

bv rci ncll.'!nd~r , a ll Jc11i~ :1 s c ho l :!rs hav~ i .· no ·ec; t t. c-. "'lo s t 

si,'nif i c :.nt ?. «:; ••e.ct o f t he ~~·,tu.:i· i nt - t~\:: t is , t -.at t h e 

tran~ l."\ tion o f t he £-entati:- uch d a t e s f r on apoi:-oxinate ly 

2!:0 3 . C . Th is means t .at JJy t ~1~ tb1~ o f .:'h i lo snc by t hP 

tin~ o:'.: f><ml, i t i s ;il t 0 [ P t h <>.r lilr ... ~ly tha t (l f l'<>.• •k ~xt:>. fr>sis 

t o t .~c ).; p t u'1 i nt 1 ~1d rl ·v e la crl " :-.i c .t ·w:~c inch )·~ nt! :n t of 

t :•r> !~cb .·~,: ~net .\:·z.-.; i c "'~~'-' eGi~ of ~"'a lc!;tinr:. . ·1'1. i s is not 

of :-1 •• ilo - it was not; nc ith r.,.. i:--: it to s 1:1 tl . t t c· ~-r; is 

no t in o •.:i i nt'l.l in --ith~r >;i1 1l or P:U. l o . : <:! rhP ;- , it i s 

~i!'l'."'lY to 1mi nt ''Ut t '1"t th"r" is r:o r0. ..'!So n to ~;::1~ct , ;:.:; 

:;o 1r.n y s c r.olars do , t :'k"lt fo: th"!. r" ~t -:i ls o f th~i <- =-="'' es~ s , 

Pa11l ;•nd/or 1'hi lo W'!-''· "f' li ~nt u!)on ?a1.<>'1t ini.~n ['.!l tec~d,!nts . 

'!'he n ext oi:it 1, ·i t h t hi clt :k .orps :> ..'.:! ' S W" m t~ t c ·nl in 

l'ef.~_·,.nc"' t o llcE P.nistic J·Jd~,isrl\ i s tlw ",' i <>ty o f Fhilo". 68 

')c 1 0~1s ind ic :?..t~ s t t1a t l'hilo ' s dr-> i fi c a ti.on o-ocP.ss is 

_-::1.;v ·;.nt t;hr.:.n \•'<'· ~:t•dy l':1ul ' s conc,.nt: o" t°l1P. C'· r i s t :1nd 

h i :; note .· i olo ~ y and , ~l:.: s.1c :,, rltilo \.-i 11 b~ dv-m m u ' On as 

n e.f!d ··d in l..:.i tc-· c : .. p t r.: 1·:-: of t i s . ape~- . ' •hat it: in o ~-tsnt 

f o r- ll!' nov.· is t o rtot~ t :1:'lt Philo i ~ h i 11scl f - n " ni mn . 

Lo11is 1;inzbc; · 1. C!.~ "'.e<l ,_.1 ct! P.l' 1' hil.o \ i~S a ..; ''" <".k · :hilosrn:u~r 
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l•.-it li J e wi sh b a c l:grouncl a nti 1.o y a l ti~s or wn.s h · a J <?wi.nt: 

thinker c o u c ·ains.. his J 1 d ::?istti in :>hiloso nhic t e .':!ls 769 This 

i s <maloe, •us t o thP. ot~obl c·o w .i c h we face. i n Paul . Tha t 

Philo i s :t J ew is uT\' .tist a~·<al>lP. - t '!i.e ~;;ct t hat n .... a~ly a ll 

of h is p!"esc -·v cd w1:i tin&.s a ~e 3iblic~l exe~ c s es i s i:;ufficie nt 

t o inC: icu t e. tha t . :Jut it is also ~'.)p . 1r nt: t o <lny onc who 

r~~ds ~Li lo t t-.at ·~e i~ h eavil y inf use<! with th<> t hou• h t 

o f t he S t oics , t he' Pyt':•.:! .. or~nns , an<'l Pl nto . Hence• t ,1 r ~ 

r<> l i f.i N ts e>."';')t?cta tions of Pl:ilo wh1 ch Sc •o ps c~lls l>hilo' s 

P i <'. t y and Hhic h WP. s h a ll c a ll, with Sand-,1el , Phi lo ' s 

r~ l i ,_ iosi ty, are di ff~ 1·~nt f !'otn t hosP t hat we f ind in t he 

? .:ilesti ni :on rabbi s b •t st r- ikin• l y s imila!" t o t l·tose o f Pau l . 

·r his as;>e ct will be t r"at c d mor0 ful ly ; r- t h" ne xt s~ction 

of t is chao ter, b~t now i t is im 'o~tant to no t e th~t :!r.long 

Jewish schola1·s , Sandmel us<?s t h !'>. rc> li _iosity of .~hilo as 

an •m a l o u e t o t ha t of Paul w', i l e t he tu!'n-of-th"-ccntur~t 

w~itcrs , Kaufrinn Kohler and l:~rald -·'.:·iec l.:!nce:r , draw e ven 

stconu·~:- p~L·::l llels . 70 

1\.'"lother pos~ibl~ -~ellenistic inf luence on f-aul rn i t h t have 

been lkcc k philosophy . llere we h .:w "' a P?'oblem wi t h the 

dc:!finit ion o f nhi l osophy . I r on~ m<>•ms by "Jh i osophy tl1e 

fo t·mal l)hi. l osop h.ie.c; of Ari c; totlc , Pl a to , neoplatinists like 

Pl.i lo , or P.vcn t he Sto i c s , t iC"' n on~ mu.s t ar~ , with Sc 1oeps 

t hat the influrmc~ of .. ,r,.. ~k nhi l os('phy i s ne lif ibJ.P, . 71 

San dmel, how.-..v er , b~li·~ves t hs t Paul d oes s '•ow s t rain s of 

oonul ar phil os ophy. 72 ~imilarly, it i s Rf Parent t~at St oic 



- 24-

philosc 1)hy influ~nce>d t he w,:it~ ;.·s of the Sibylline Orac l e ::;, 

the. :i sdom of :3olornon, nnd IV Haccab~~.s , and i f Panl u sed 

these wor-Y:s , as .aausn~: beli f' Vr! S , 73 t ~~n t :1cre mny be :>econd-

a ry influenc e frora lir~el• l') t1ilosoohy . 

rhcrP. a ·p , as lt.1s al rP.a<J y bl!e.n mention !d , otlLer ,os.-;ible 

f>.:.!. : t of , '!.>ut nnn~ of whic h a ,.. t ·1e total of , hi s backi,:round . 

'fhcsr- n ·c na t a n '!iP l lenism , P.C! l y Ch::- i ::ti:mi ty , anrl wh a t 

:-.;c ·oeps calls th~ "~sch2.tolof!ical '.l ~,..,roach" . 74 

ThP. :: irst of thes~ , par-an n<> ll~nism , Nay • e -r aps be seen 

in Pa•Jl ' s \IS<- of t he voc a bulflry of the po"mlar Gr:-ek inystery 

P.li ~ ions . ;cho~•ls l i sts t hP 'lost ·)rominent of t 11es{' as 

7 5 And • 

indcetl , t h i s l as t ter m, tnystP.ry , is USP.cl several times by Fau l 

as thour h he wc t·c:- nerc ly t enchint anot h..;r mys tP.r y . 76 Du t 

·'.)c oeps I i f"lsclf ,.oint s out that t i:esc t e rms mea.nt soraethinf 

to t ally di ff,! :-ent to Paul t 1a.n t he y n .: .~nt t o t he n~:tici ')ants 

in t -~" ·xi~ a n 0:1st~ -ics . Schoeps , in fact , dc.ni1·s any 

dc mont;t::-:thlc C•"ntnc t bctw~en .?.:iul and Hellenistic pr- :misn . 

bac k fn:'lund . !le :-efe rs t o uooden ou, ·h , w~10 c lai ned t~Hi.t Philo 
I 

:.lttt>.nr.> t r?d to r.1-n J udaii:::n into t?. ny:s: tP~Y - "inde ed , the only 

t 1·ue riystPry" . 77 !!e sirnil a L·ly a c k n owle d ·~3 t 1at nys t c.ry 

vocabulary a p !>ears in both fhi lo a nd Paut78 but that as J ews , 

nei t '°lt?.r Paul no!' Phi lo saw t h<> nystc.:-ies as le~.i tirn.:?t P 

solutions t o the ht.l!l'l~n p!"edic amP n t. 79 I nde-<:d , he claims t hat 

t he assP-rt ion t hat ia.uli r:5.sm .:mu H ri.lonism a e myste r i es is 
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oft4~n ~n c.ffr•rt t o deni f .·:ite t h eel w'her~as the assert i on 

ti•a t t~l<>y a ~c n ot myster ies is ofte n <!n ~ffort to r escue 

t lie.m from t he assertion t hat t i , ~v a r P . • so Montefiore t oo 

ac1mowledr·es cont act bP.tW·~" n Paul and t il e oae-an my s t eri e s.Bl 

But o f the J e wi sh c :-itic s , only Kauf'T\an Kohler82 and <;i mon 

:Jubnow83 c l a in any d i r e ct b u ·:·owing from t h e mystP. .·y 

L"C li ions: asse..:-tions made with rP.ft~rence to th"' sacraments 

of b J.ptism an d th'! ·:u c har ist . 

l·~arly Ou·is tiani t y as an int'llm nc e on Paul is Mentioned 

by 3~ck, Klausner , }lont~fiorc , SantlMcl, and :>c honfi e.l d . 

Howr~ver, :;a.ncimc l s :ays til at t h'! st:? t~ of t .ie Chr istian Church 

pri o l': to Paul is, by an<l l::u:f'<'. , unk nowa ble. 84 1acck 

n~ver-thP. les.s points out tha t t h e.··p ere e.t l east thr~e t Pnet s 

whic h Paul ·cc <>...iV47.d f om th~ eai·l y Churc h : t hP. n i raclP s of 

J P-sus, 85 t 11e c t·uc ifixion, 86 a.nd the csu~·r~ctit:>n f :"'om the 

dead on t he thi rd day . 87 Kl ausn er ace!~ t o t hese t 1H! de-

poli tiza t ion , ~thicization, and cxalt ntion o f t .e M~ss iah . 

a.s we l l as the t e rms Son of Man a nd ;on of t-od . BE .\n d 

althou~h w~ may f ind o t her bnli~fs and pr~cticcs suc h as t he 

:uc!1a r i s t and b:1.., tism w'1ic' 1 Paul foa nd a l rearly i n use by 

early Christians , ~.,,~ will d~ fer discus ~ion on th~m unti l t hey 

b e c ome pe~tin~nt . 

A!.i.on~ J ews , t he 11c.sch.atol o : ica l a">p·roa c h " is made onl y by 

;c noe:)S who rnak ... s t:hrce 1~jo•· ooints : "'l'h :lt t le 'doctrine of 

last t .in~ s ;~oms th~ ' t reatest b 1 oc !c. of J ewish mat e rial in 

th~ t ' .o• r ht- worl cl of Pau l' 11
, 89 t hat the escha t o lor ica l 
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exc;)ectation , t ha t i s , thP.. c ;·~cmal }~e$siah , t •e c omin r nay 

of Juti~ cment, a"lrl t he cl oct ·i n r- o f the t wo a~ons, was un known 

i n the .. :cll enis t i c wo r l d , :Jnd , with '>c h ie i tz,.r, t '-.at nuc h 

of Pa ul ' s <>. SC .:.:. to l or.y be.comes unint i lli ;. iblc bcc:tu se he '.ras 

p :·i tin: a "consi~tant esc .1:.to l o ciy " basr!d on t he b~li~f t hat 

t he. ..>~ .-.n::;ia uas i::i.i ine n t. 90 !:o J P.wis h :nn:hor <lc "lies the 

csc.i•\to lo ic:-i l '11 ~cnt in i':::.tl ' s t!~ou!jht, but ~ irnilarly, 

no J P.wish cut lOr , othe:-- th<>.n Scl o• .. · 'l.S , s~es it as an ove r ­

w1eltii n c l>:i0is of :Paul ' s t hour h t.91 

Up to t h is noint, we. h '\v~ li'\e c l y pointr.d out th<' vnrious 

bac k f-nU,ds ag~inst ,~ . ich Paul nay be ryercnived . But as one 

mi ~ h t r:>x •1ect , e a ct. o f the.s~ vie ws ~avr. t .. ~ .... i · r P.. l ativ e n .. ~rits 

and d e t r a cti ons . That t :1e. s ituation is by no nenn s nn­

c or.l"l lic:i t Qct is indic ~tP.;\ b~.r t: .1e c t .'!. b11ent s cf ·;a n<!n e l , who 

s .:;.y s thAt it i s frequ~ntly iwnos~ibl<' to id ·nti fy a f' iVPll 

notion ."l.s t:"r ~ek or J ewish , 92 a~r· ,ub~nst !in, t hat we wi ll 

J}':"ob:iiJly neve.c '~now ju!. t i.ou ilc. l lenis tic or l•ow ~..aiJb inic 

Paul r eally was . 93 _\.n r t he !>e st :;ol:: t i o n , o n :i bro .;.d l..~'1el , 

is "')_ o b-ib l y t h.a t o f Scl1oi1~S - t .at •lll of thr! v:n.·i iua 

~·> ·v·o :!che ::: 3 ~ .. e"• .. ,, 1:-.tiv~ly .:-i , ht" - t he qa,.5tion i s , " How 

rela.tive.? 1194 ThP thrt- e n i nor viP.u ,oints discussed :::ibov~ a r e 

o f c o r 1 .. C'r, ··ondin~ ly mino i µortanc•"' for our purno s,.s . No 

Jew i\a~ SC'rinnsly con~id" ·~d P.:iul fron t '\e ..,P.rsp cctivP. of 

paga n lie~ l l Pnisn , a n d ;c .o l"'.ps i s cor~nct in ns $et· tinr that 

'a an 'ic> l lcnis:n i s s i : n i f icant onl y i nsofar as it inf luP.nced 

J c.wish 1:, i kni sm and t!la.t thl! ' 'ocut r~ }1P..l l cnization of 



- "J7-

Ch·:-isti~ni ty" (by which I rn-eRune 'k \ OC". r)S 1nrans t ht>. r.xt rcme 

uT\Ostic vi~ws wh ich l '1.t c.:- becam~ r:l.'n )ant in C!: l'iatian 

c ircles) is a ost-Pnulin~ ph~no~cnon. 95 

'rh -. ~a:-ly Cru-is t:i~ b:ic k: r ound ~v1s .alrc·~<!y be·~n dealt 

witi1 :is £:..ill~, ~~~ is nec~~t,;a17 - for '"' it:>i<lr. of n f e w b asic 

~.:icts ~bout thC'. dee.~: . o f J~ c-..i:; , ~me! cvr.n fr.· . .,,~r about the 

l i fe of Jcsu~ , <:?.nd ttl.P. sc:·nt inf o::-:-tation ... -\j_c can b+ 

,:- lc~mcd f!'o~ t:hr~ .pi:: tlc to t'ic .Jal.:? ti "ns , ·.·re c anno t 

ad1~qu~t~ly d"s c ribl" t he. ci'·c ll1~t-inccs of P.;> t' l y Cbris tia ni ty. 

<\nd a lthm1:..·h Sc iOP.ps c lai-ia t~1at ::os t J r.uish scholars 

h C V C! rrii .~sed t : t"' i~schatoJ.o ic<ll rcl c.v anc ': in ?aul , "prcf P rrin.~ 

l ike J. K1 ausn <? r to P..x -:>ou n d an cxt r ••Mri anrl lonr - out- o f - da.te 

l ibc-..ra l :ittit1uir.>. 11 , 96 we S 'Z'll rn~l:e u:;o. of t h i s :1•)p!~oa.ch o n l y 

wh:!n ncc e s·ary . i or a lthou . h Paul ' s t ho:J._'ht i s t '•o ·ou fl ly 

infusP..<1 wi. t h ead'...it,.,lo~ical d oc t 1·i •u~ , :.>n •l 1 is f.:i"" too 

) r ofound .:=.nd fa r t oo unique to nl lO\! us to c' .annt?l hi'!\ 

so n a t·!."ovly . 

'.f'i·,~s l c .tvc".> HC wit'1 t h<! t wo :cr.nai n i n :_ a l t~c:n~ tivcs : Paul 

was a .. .a:)bi nic J "' '··' or- ..:'.:l'Jl w.:!s ~ H~ ll~:-ti -: tic Jew . If w1.~ 

na': c ·ccout·s~ tc, t " .e 'i':!i, h t of o .... ini.on , at leas t t o t l1at of 

J P wish wri tP.~s ( t h :.tt is, inc luc'l in[ n t1n- scholar l y ,!:~ itcrs) on 

?anl , w:~ •mu ld f i nd t'H~ sc:1le tipp'?.d ovP..rWh•.•l mi nt l y in favor 

of -labbini sm. I f , howc-wer , ,. look only to t he rna jor scholars 

so fa .. enul'l\er .:it'!d , w~ find t he balanc~s a l Nost ~ven: with 

i3acck (in his P.a:-lier ens =!ys) , Koh l e r , HontefiorP. , Samlmel , 

a nd ~rald .''ricdl a n dPr on the :W.1 lcnistic side and aae c k 
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(in his lat'! essay , "The Faith of Pa u l ' ' ) , !(lan!:n"!r , iuv~in, 

:m<l ~c ! 1o~ns on t he .abbi nic side . l'hu~ t .e t>'c.i . h t of s c11olarly 

opinion : ives u::; no answP.r . Let us l ook, t~1ere forP, , to t he 

relative :af!. t·its o f eac h of t 1<' a ,...curnvnts . 

Thcit Paul s hows e vi<le.n c e of Phat·isaic- Rabbinic doctr inP­

is, at l P.<ls t to me, unqu?. stionabl e . I would ask t hr. rP. a de r , 

however , to a llow r:te to defe r until c hapter t h!."el! a morP. 

det .iiled defense o f tlln t s t a t ement. Rut this f act notwith­

standi n g , t .\erc a r e s '!ve;: a l serious s hor tcon i n Ls with t :te 

~abbinic a t' ume.nt. 'l'h·~ most s a riou s of t hese i s tha t of 

s o J:-cc s . '1.'h~ r..a1.: lil~St wri ttcn ·: abbinic oat,~rial c om1.•s from 

t h e ri idd l e o f t he s e c o:td c~ntury. : ow -~~ • iabl e is t h is 

mat~rial f o r til~ · e r i od ,)!' ior t o 70 A. 0 . ? 'fha t t 1 e r abbis 

··ead t heir own s i t z - i n -leb'm bade into t he 1 e riod o f t hP 

Bi b le i s one o f th~ f unda111en t a l 1rinci u l es o f und1 ·n~ t;;ndinr 

'{ab b i ni c t ext s . I f t he rabbi s c o1.i ld ne:·cei v e Abraham, a 

d r-?. s e :-t s e rn i-nomad , as l iving e :: s e ntial. ly as th~y d i d , would 

it no t be. r e asonable to e>c1ect t hat tlt~y 1wuld s e c ilillel 

and Gamaliel , t he i r ideolo~ ical for~bears , in th<? s ame ligh t? 

Ye t '~ hav e no w:itt<' n tnbb 1nic m<> t erial from t h.:\t r>P. r iod . 

It is ent i rr:. l y .>o s s ible t hat th~ 11 -.abbi nic" wor l d o f 

10 - 60 _ . D. wus q uite diff<!C'ent f r om t hat of the. ' ost-70 

e1·a . l'h<'. llni t l!cl .:> tat~s o f 19 5 0 •.1as v a s t l y d i ffcr-ent f rom 

t lvit nf 1930 nnd yet t he r!v nts of 70 w~ ,.~ no l ess c a ta­

cly!i :nic froM a J ewish ;->ers'">e ctive t han were t he Grea t 

::>ep~c ..,~ ion an d t l e 'Sccnnd ··~·o::ld Wa::- f r on an !"\flerican 
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pers~ective. Sc noeps s a i d tha t one mny s e e. in Paul the 

exei~ctical a n d a.q_ u.11~ntn.tivc :;anncr o= t he scr1001.s . Grant ed 

t ha t ?aul ' s exzf es is ri::ty s !1o ;.; .~a!>binic over tones , is it 

·-,o rn ible. to claim t ho.t we may use t h·~ schools as a basis? 

i,r. ich scho ol s? Ishr:tael' s and Akiba's·l Of course not. 

ilcti ~ illel n.ntl 3ct1"1 Sharna i ? l'?.is is u.1doub t .... c• l y what 

Sc' !o~ps Meant - but u· 1a t cio w~ i:r.v'W of 3e.th : ·; llcl and 

:Jeth ' ltCJ:lr1ai t "l.a t ~ <> d o not s e e t :i ~ou: l·, th~ eyr~s of l a t er 

~ri t~rs? 

Sc h oeps also tells us t hat a ll of Paul's a r r tunents mus t 

hav~ a Biblica l basis . ·r:1i~ is simoly not t rue. Althoutrh 

we will deal with so tre e s !'lor~ fully in the ne x t c ha nt er , 

w~ sh(luld note t hat it i s only in the · ~"istle to t h e ;~om;ms , 

t he Fi rst and Second ,p istles to t h!?. Cori nt \ians , and t he 

:<J istle to t ,e Gn l a tiens t 1\a t i3iblic.:il q:w t e.s a !'e comnon . 

In t ~c :·c"ll:"?inin( eoi:; tL..: s ~1;ncrally c onsider ed tn be c enuine, 

2hilip >i a ns, I 'l'he ssaloni a n s , and Phi l er1on, t he -e are no 

Biblical quotc3 a t a ll . 

Sc .0 e :;>s l: ~ll c; us that "ev<?. 1~y ex•>l;m a tion 'lroc :!ed i ng f:::-om 

r abbinis n dc.se 1·v:~ s !!_ licine prefcrencf' ov~r all oth e r exu lan:'! tions" 

( s e ,. above , p . 11) bu t he doe~ not t e ll us w:1y. This 

a sGum1 t ion seems to be prev alP.nt i n a l l J P.wish schol ars 

who use A P.:i.les tini3n i>ha 1:-isa i c backrround tn eY.'")lain Paul. 

But it is unsatisfacto!'·y to t a ;ce t h<? word 11 Pharisee" 

from Phili i~ns 3:5 and the n rnP..l<e assum tions based on 

t a t word a nd armly the m to Paul wi t hout prior L'e course 
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t o t he thou~ h t o f Paul. its~ lf. ? o :· al t l.ou r h Peul may 

ind,. ed have bP.en a ?ht'lrise-~ , t .. i s fact, inunto its e lf , 

no ~s not r:.l l <" ou t a!'ly ~o ~i; ible !!clleni~ tic 9re- s l!:)1 osit ion s 

T.1hich ?:..t :1 n rly : 1::v~ · h:?.d . 

Sa nchcl "'oint~ out thre e rnn jo!" a cm:urntion s r->hicl~ r ovcrn 

t he intc o:-P tation of .t'an l er; a .a bb inic J ew. 1'he f i-=-st is 

t l•c 2cc e . .1 t :mce of t i'Le t ~stimony o i t :lc J ook of ACt:s . 1'h a t 

t :\is i s .2 problc::i . . a :; not }•c t b~~~n f u l l y d i !;c 11s s •.d , but r.i any 

schola~·s , Pr'lct icula:: l y .'.'.:11: i s tian s c i10L1r s , d o no t c onsid· •r 

t he t n stir.1ony o f .\cts t !·n~two _· thy . .\nd yet CPt;" t a in infonnation, 

s u c h as ':>ch o e T> s ' s <lnci r<l.:ausn' .· ' s !>1•lir>~ t~;i t Paul kn" w 

,\··a.r:i.ai c an~ ileb-·r.w i s bas~C: s o l r.ly on ths. t tcsti:iony . 

?u t·then"lor~ , a l thonsh Pnul i!'-: ')ortrav~d as rt t •·a dition a l, 

t ypical ~1~ris~e i n c ts , w .osr. only di ff~r~ncc f : on t he rPst 

of the ~>ha ·ise es i s t hat he l>e li" v e s t : i.at J C> sni; m. . tb~ 

l r~~.;s iah , Pau 1' s 0 1m .:.Jist l e s d i s pl a y a P~ml •·•?".o i s only 

nai.' : inal l y w:~~t w·~ " '>':..Ild C:!l!. a Pha inr.~ . ·~~ condly , one 

•:mst assuril~ t hat t:1~~:e was no d i stinction bet we e n Hel l e n istic 

Jud:~ism an rl ialcstinian Judaisn. Some w itc rs , l i ke .ivk in, 

."tvoid t :us obj~~tion ~~l a t l ovinr a ~i~tinction be t r e?e n t he 

nell e n i s tic and >a)_eo t i ni.::n Judaim":ls and -:1a i ntaini n [ t 1.::.t 

t l1c t· ·= w~s ~ .?h..~:r isaism in the t>i:1s ,,01•a a~>a. :·t f ort " J!e.l l t· nistic 

Juda is·1 11 p' .:. c:! we:: ~ v i !"t:".12.lly id·zntic :i l to th•• t>h a ··is:dsm i n 

D:Jlc stine . And lastly, many of e :ose '·' o t•e f ;:-.ain from 

att·ibutin~ FP.llcnistic influences to Paul fe · l that to do 

s o W()ttld reduc~ Paul' s au t hentici t y - £01· it P<1S Pa estinian 
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Juda ism which was t i c narent r eli. ion of rev ! l l\tion 

"Hel l e nism" i mnlies t he r c l i· ion s o f t h! h<-a then.97 

'.!'here .:ire , howP.ve r , other objection s to a 1.al>binic view 

of Paul . r'i l· st i s t he aforencn tione d lack o f sources for 

t te Pharisaism of the r.rc - 70 oc.riod . ';ec ond , r ran t cd 

t \at P::.ul m:is ;:. Pha · i scc-. , t e nus t also ackn owled f.e tha t, ev en 

in t '1e t e sti•:tony of .\ct:s , au l was 11ot a nntlve .?~le:::~inian 

( anc' <?.l t ho ·.! h Acts cl n.i.ms thn t l e was c.C:·Jc .:! t P.d i n J erusalem, 

Ga l a ti:;.ns 1 : 17-13 , acco :-12in .. to n~~~' c c h.ol;rs , ind ica t e s 

t l·.::?.t ~!e u a s not) ~nd tl~t as a n.'ltivc o f th~ :Jins l O '!""a , nay 

u~ 11 h~vc b "' cn n~ soci .'.lt<>d ui t i a Pha ·is~ism t n t wns not 

d i c.ctl y :-'!la t e.cl t o t hat of ?nl cstin <> . · :P. sin•"lY do nnt know 

wha t connection t here. was betw~ en t he two . Thi rdly , w~ do know 

t · a t r e. a!."dlcss of S "?. ct , Judr'\ isrit its<" l f w:-s , a t th~t tim€> , 

cxt-,~m~ly f luid - cont:~ y to t~~ !.·e. o?.· ts of t h" ninet een t h 

c c ntu--y lie. 1 .:- n sc L Ol.~rs . Ind<• c.d , t ht-r" was not e v e n Yl'!t a 

fix~d ca non. 93 .( hus , it is ul l t he rrto · c. d i ffi c • .. Jl t to ni n point 

a :. pccific d oc tri n e as !'ha ·i ~i.l ic or "" :~ snaic'•99 ot~ e ve n 

J r! \.:ish o::- t,,'r cek . tH\c.i lnstl y , cvc.ry r;chol:tr , J t!wi s h or Chri stian, 

~i10 C?.tte• " t s to us" a ·ta':.>binic bac k 1 i:-ou:d f or- 1-at:l , b ein& 

nc.cc s~."l :ily d ~·)~ndcnt u }on l :t t "'r 5 < urccs , i~ no t·es t he p-=-ofound 

ef::.. cct o f tl~c ~.v ' n t s of 70 on b o tl1 J udaisn and Cltri s tiani t y 

an <l th~ cv• nts of 135 on Jnd"ism. '!'he. t :-a •m!l of the. loss of 

nationhood w1~ incr~A ibly s cw•• e :'md i t is only by intrrpol~ting 

t he s c vc·ity o f t ha t t .:-a11na. that one io'JP.Y adequat~ly 

ui·1d !l' St and th~ ~ai.>binic 111at~ ... i~l . 
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Out what of the HI." llsnistic aoproach ? ArP.. th:!l..,, not 

s h ort-cor.ii n e s with tha t apo-:.·oa c h a lso? Yr>s. r~rst , ~ must 

d e.al with the f act th~t Paul cl n i rnP.d t ·H\ t h,~ was " ext r emP ly 

z~alous ••• f o r t he t 1·aditions of ·1is f :lthcrs11 lOO an d 

t hat h?o wa s , "accm.·dinL to t he Law , a Pharisc e ".101 This 

proble m wi 11 b e t:-l·at~d mi• ::-:! ful l y in tl ~ t~ i !'"'d c h.ar>t <?e of 

t -. is pa ;e.r . 3ut a s e cond ):.·oble n also 3~~ is <> s with t he 

aclle n istic a :•proac h - Wl! haVf' no <l i rr.Ct litP.:.'ar y t e stimon y 

t h:-.t :ln in<lC! p .n clc.nt Helle nis t i c J ud.:?is-:n ~xistnd . I f it <li d 

in<lePcl Pxis t, it , a loni with Most o f its l itr- ·a :·y ")!'ouuc tion 

( whic h we n us t nrr~sumn it had) , has lon r " incP. been plll'[ed 

fror.t .Juda ism. J ut t his i s t o be ~xpect~d . AftP.r thr> collap s e 

of t he -evolt of 66- 70, o f al l t h P Palestininn Judaisns , only 

Pha~in ~isrn survivPd , and its Pnti r~ per~c~ctivP tu ~ned 

inc -;-easi n Ll Y inward . Af t t.? L' t: P. 1~ c~llr m;;•'. o f t r.e s P.cond r~volt 

in 13 5 t t his int: OVt.:!rSiOn bP.Carl<'. i nt,,. nsifi ed • r:XC<""pt f or 

b ;.- i cf oei-i ods of a fc~w dc c adPs , t h is remain~f. th~ total 

~:> ·rs•)e ctiv-.;. ;:nt i !. th~ t:b\P. of --:>a ' adi.:t - ~r..d aft~r l· ir.t , onl y 

t ··e:. 3pa;ii sh p~--iod s t a nds out until th~ nirn: t '- e.nth c '?n t ury. 

Out me~nt.;hile, t •.c ·~of'lnn ".Mpil:~ had und1"'r['onP t i·L" :;low 

proc~!':~ of <lP.cay and f ina l c o l l tApsr , and ·.ii t "\ it , !Icl. l cnistic 

civiliz::ition. :~y t he tine J uda is11\ tuCT\cC: outwa i·c'L ag.:dn, 

any HC'l.lcnistic J u<la ism w11'i ch l~ay h- ve. e:dsted , had l on g 

s ine'! cl i sappea ·~d . And its lit era c y uorks , Philo, t he 

relev ant ~T)oct~ypha a nd Pscmrl<> T) i gra pha , and t .1e tiorks of such 

anthers aEi \rii:;tobulus .~md Jos <!ohu s had ll l so passed into 
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J et·:ish obliv ion and w~ ·.·t.:. pres1~rv(!d only by the. Church . 

But a >ar t f r om t hr f i n <lint,s a t nura- r:uro -.us , a n r\ the 

w_·itin r s o f Philo (wh ose. :tellenism is still tlcbat~d in 

sc~-.olarly c L .·cl - s) , I V Hacc~bc~s , t i1c 1 ~isdol''\ o f Solomon, 

anG. t he 3ibyllinc Ortlcles , i t n:.is t a lso stond to reason 

t ca t suc h influence ~xistf)d ns t o c...-~atc a s;~~nr[lt~ 

" !.· · llcni r. tic" Jud~isrl . 'e know, f or e.Y..3.:'1'>le , tiv'lt Judaism 

was suff icie ntly •·;id~sprP.acl to inf .Lu e nce substanti~l 

nunbcr s in t le> l.?. l l c.nis tic t:or l d . i tany o f t he :>iaspora 

s yna: 0 1 U• ?.S c o ntainPd mc.rnb !t's u .o were ,~/Je ~:, .. cc. i"c. ~ C:~o-Q , . , 

" f earP:"S o f God" , ~·ho , w1tlle not f11ll- fl~d1 C!d c onverts , 

~ttcnu~d th~~ ::;yna:_: o :,:ucs and f ol lowed a t lea.s t t he Hoahi de 

portions o f t he Law. ~!as the " f {;!nce ai· ,,und t h -· To ··o.h'' yet 

so -, i ('h t hat t he i nfluenc".l c ould n1 t •tlV•.! ossP-d t he o t her 

way? I doul> t it . For outsi<l~ o f i'.'\le:.;tinP. , .:md to a l esser 

tlc~ rec l'~vcn ins i de of Eal c Gt i ne . :;yncce. t i :;n , 1>lur alism, 

a nti i\!? t<H.~o ~nf'! ity WP. ·e t h P-. :.~ule an d t he r.! l:itiv 1.1 ly homo-

:.•.en~OUR ">Or t r.'.'i i t of J U<ll'lisn i'.rc4Ucl\t l y D.::-csc ntcc.l i~ t h •! 

pr0duct of schol."u: s , c rcat,..d b e c ause o f inad ·quatc l;.nowle<.l ge 

~ate.rial 3S ~uch as ~o ·~iblc . 

uu t i f thi~ is s o , t:hP..n in t '1ose w~1nm wP. would c a ll 

r..~ llcnistic J ews , nan~! ly P:lul a nd Philo , we would ex.Ject 

t o f ind relii i •US ~s~umotions and expectations d i fferent 

from t h ose f nund .1.-uons• the r a bbis in Plllestinta . It is 

...,recisely t: lis s et o f as ~um l tions and expecta tions which 

l1ont<.!::i o re cal.l ~~d t h e. conn.~ction o f .Pa u l "wit ll h is entire 



- 34-

\!c l tanschnuun g", 102 which 3dtO,!f)S c alls " •)i~ty11 , a nd w ~ ich 

San11m~l c a lls " r" i r_ iosit y ''• .\.nci i t i s prP.ci~nly t his s ·~ t 

o f ~ss\r'\!)tion<J .::nd ~ : :p~ctnti t"'lns w~ich -,us t b~ OU!" n c.:< t i t en 

o f e}:a."llination. 

ii - "'..c.li>i osity 

Paul , .t>hilo, anrl t:he rabbis al l h ad one e. s~~ntinl a s:'::ct 

i n common - t~y mH'e all J ews . fhis ne~nG i:hOt t h ·" .·e a : e. 

a c _ ·t~in numbc. · o .. 1·~ l i ::- i o:is as~U.'n '"l tions which a .·" comr:ion 

to a ll of th~ra and W.li c h indic.:.:~e no r cl:?tion s .i p a., onc 

t:~c"1 b~yonci t~ iat corru"lon .:is JPct . 'i
1!tc fi::st o f t: ~t~s~ assumptions 

is t~1" t: ti\f': "! is .::c C....:od ~nd t :..at Go d i!'; onc .10 3 He i s also 

etc.rn~l a n d Creator a:Ld He int·~r~cts •:ith nan , l':l:mi fes tinr 

Ei:nse l f bot ;~ by love an d t hi:-0u;-:h pun isbnent.104 And al t houe h 

f o i.· ? au l. and l'>hilo, C'r0d M"'Y r~'lVe be~n sor:lcu:- a t n o!'c t i-ans ­

c c ndant th~n Be was f or th~ !'abbi 3 ; Paul , P~ilo , a no t he 

:..·abbi s nl l ns k ho' •' ~.:m c an achieve t hP. ") l'OD~r re l.'lt i on c lip 

with God . 105 And , since the proof of a n i mproper cela tionship 

trith Cod i s death, t .is quP..s tion ext •! nds it~clf to. " How c an 

n a n ris~ abov e t:h~ >Unishrae '1.t o f dPath :mci overcorae hi~ 

r.'or t nlit y ? 1110 6 

Anoth<! : m~jor point t~at all hav e in c ommon i s t neir 

r e l i.:mcc u on t .e J c r i ) tur .rn a s t he source o f d i v i n c ly 

r c.v c..::.1-c•i t ~·uth.107 It is ind¢ e<l t h i. s r c li?.ncc u ·,on ..,c ri )tures 

wl. Leh caus~ s some schol~.i·::; to l a!:>c.l both Paul a nd lJhi.lo as 

·~abbinic J ca'1s . Uut this i :J not n e C•'!Ssnrily s o, for it is a 
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depend·:: ncy w \ i c h one :ntist l! ~Oect of ::my Jew. 

!3ut t here C!f! ·~ basic ~iif~--rncP s bP.twc> · n t~e . ~i.>binic 

wor l d e nd t hP.. :rt~.!!: wo::-ld . 'rhe rabbis be l i ev e d that t he 

woc l d :::.nd tllnn we ·~ e s s cntic.lly 1~ood 9 t hat no m<?tter what 

w~s h:mp~nint, , it was :,a > ~)eninr t hron: h t 1<". \·~ill o f God 

anc1 t .-.<!t l.OC. ;.;~s con~t.1nt:l7 lool;.in~ out Zor n a n O?.nd for 

His pco1le, I s rar·.l . 'r h(! Greeks , on th·~ vthcr h.:?.nci , s aw 

o t .. c:-'\ 'isc . une look .:lroun<! t~'e.M t o l d t hc::in t .at t : le statta 

o f t he uo ·l ri Hc.s r ottt;on . Dis~an~ , ii). th, and :)nv" ~ t7 oet't 

\ cul>s t '-!ntial ~ort :on o f th." 'Jo -:>ul:i.tion 

l. i.V l~d in th,. bonda: ~ of sla.V<"?.ry . :vcn a11onr t '.1.c weelt~"'Yt 

o -- ne .·h.:lps c.spC!ci~lly •r1on !: t·"l·~ •-1ealt hy , 1 l.nttony and. 

S'!Xl~:\ l lic •!n ti "'U rnr•ss wc-c-. - i ic . r ·, ~ ~ oal of t h.- Greek, 

t !".c -c f o !""e , m~s esc :ipc . qu t l .ou, other t :1.:m h y death , do~~s 

on~ ~P.Ct?.Or> feon t he wo~·ld? Thi::: was t h P. "l\ajor quf' stion 

conf~ontinr raul and r>~ .ilo -- it ''3S i"'ot t ie ""l·· jor r;u c Gtion 

confrontin:: the 1:~bbis . 108 It was obv i ous to u<1 t h Paul and 

dhilo t hat t he uo .:.: l c wns full of sin . ~ut i f m~n u~_-,., 

aum·e o f t r-i!: , ,::";le if it w~re U7liVCL'sn1.ly n.:co ~.:lizcd t•Utt sin 

t:ms :~onet d.n~ · i.mL«~.sL ahle , uhy cou-~ nr.? n .. no t r~cti::7 t :lc 

:; i tu:'ltion? Coult1 it be t h:!t :n:m t,•:J -: ')v :.i:: vc ;.-y n~t·1r e. 

sinf:1 l? ·ro t~·H! .yr>.s of t ;1e t.rc>el ~ , it Mu~t r.c v e IJe~n so . 

'l'hus , to ecc:?.ne fron t 1 i.':! uo ·ld , to b~ sav ecl f-om th~ world , 

to achi.~vc snlva t ion, ~ms to rcac'l a st:te of sinl e.s .-nr..ss , 

and t he :-cli~ inns ques t was t '1~ i. • t 1il1i"'ll "!nt o f t ha t s t a te. 

Uut t :.is iG v c-:y f:>..r f:om the i- e l i ;: i f'US nostur~ of t he r abbi s . 
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Th~ rei.'1bi s ''(' ·~ nwa-·c tlt~t m.::m s i nned - but was t het not to 

no t to b : n!: th~ an•cls 0 1· a~ ,;od ·ims~lf . I f ~11'1n s ins , 

it i:; b0c :.u:m it nu s t b~ s o , but o ••cn t o nan also is the 

o tion of .··~p·~ nt:!.nc • , :-nci t h• t ·ul y -~c"'lenta.nt i s f o ·• ivPn 

by God . l ' f J cPis.t (t ~t i s , ~.:ibbinic) cc,~c~""ts , t hot of 

r c·Jl'ntnn c c i s mot:t ' or:iincntl y 111i~~ i~4( f .: o•n t hr- t ho11: h t 

o f P~al. 

·: :1c ·,· i s ' t! t: a"" ot:t~·· r . .:.jo:· ~iff: ·cncc: ~ct~~c n l'uul a nd 

~Li. lei on m·1.1 . hnnd arn.: th" :·.:l~bis on t i P- nt· ,., r . To the 

r.::bhi s , o ro :"lcc y , and it~ c.~:;rnti - 1 co:-oll:lry , :-c v c l.:tion, 

'<·:here.as o rob a b ly f or fhi lo a.••i c " t ::inly for Paul, t·cw <'. lation 

was s till n vi:1b!.c. t"tnc\ iiun for l:nu-·1in"" t " .e !)ivine ". 'ill . 

Wha t Ou:!.· tas ·: nus t no1.· b".!c"n~ i s to t:1•:~ t "1e v;:ri nus 

te:-n~ .:.n o co ne" "l t i ons \·· LC !' arc pr 1.!Valent in i>::iul' s t •ou f ht 

and , usin~ P! ilo as ~ c ont:-ol , C0'1t>:::-e t.>;:ml ' s 'l:.Sc o f t hose 

t P.. ·ri.; .:ir..d concc ,) t ions t o t . . onP. or t i'\n rab !'>is ::rncl t o t :'"losn of 

t he. non - ~alJbinic so\... ~·ccs . I s .P:ml ' s c oncf!l) t o:i the n c. L-urc 

of n .... n t~1at of t i· ,, d.tinat P. in t.oci ' s c~~:'tion, ~ w1itj' , 

on~ · ·:.o i s c:; ~enti~l ly L~c e. t o choo~e t o c': o good or ~vil , 

o.~ i s it sonr.>thinr; c... i i fr>.rcnt? I s P.:l11l 1 s con c ept of s in a nd 

r i ; . tcou~n'!ss t he s a 1e as that of t he rabbis? In other 

wo:~t s , ' 1h.cn Paul 
( , 

s <.ys ':'·~ ru.. ' 
d O "!S he mcc.n t hl" s an<a t l,_j_n fl' 

as t~ r3bbis Phen t hey say aen o r , •• ? Is s a l v a tion 

t he s rune ..., ·occ ss for Pa•~l as for th~ rabbi s? l s 11Cht"ist" in 
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Palll ' s t!10 J ht t '..C"! 3~1.1e. t .in:_. 3S 11 n•w1!>u, its l iteral 

,l<:h ··~w t r.:m::;l:~ tion , f o r t~ .e. -:-:lbhio? 'Jocs t ·i.c t ·~rrri h°'ve 

:;~1c'1 i>.'1sic J~uish conce p ts ~~ t ·· l.."\'.J o f . ~o:;c. ~ ~nc t:v~ 

~l--ction of Isrn~l? · 'h~t i~ thP. -; i ~~ificnncP o f b3">tis~ 

:.in•l t ll'! illch:iri s t fo r P~ul ? I s t '1 · re :i · ~!.~tion:;hip 

, 
<loes he mean ;uunt ? Ar<>. ?aul ' s P. thic~ l a- s url'> t l.ons diff~rP.nt 

froT"l t h.osc o~ t ~I! r ahbis ? It is th~s~ qu~s t ionf; w .ich 

constitute t :.c · t·1dy of t :-tr> t : >olo • o f raul and t . us it 

i s t'l · s "! r:u· :>tions w' .i c :1 ~.·c will .'ltt:c.."lnt to i!ns111?r ~ncl to 



Acts o f the t..'Jost lcs 

C:haptt?r II 

ihe '-":ources 

Ac t s o f t :lc ,.·,ost:les , t~e ~econci part o f t he C.os nel 

ttccordini to L u i:e , pur1,ol-ts to be t i1c t :>.l• of t i'-.1? d<- <ls of 

t h e A ' Os tles of J csns w:1ich took "lac e tu. t er 11is <leatl •• 

. ccorcl inf l~1, t h1? book be:·ins ju:::t nft~~ t hp c'l ~ at:h of J~sus 

,.:i_ t h th~ __ '"loS tl~s · eth1? red in J .... 1-usav~ra . ~ut thi~ o otif 

last!3 f o r only one- fou t h of t ~ book - a f ter uhich thl" 

story is .:?. L'!lost exclusivel}r t l"?a t of Saul /Pau l o f ral.·sus and 

h is t r ave lint cora1· anions. 

'fhc> f i::-st appearance o f t h is c h:1 'flC ter is at the stoninr~ 

of t hn .3. os t!.~ it~~hcn, 1:-.o s e =idv~rsa ·ie.c "cas t i.in out of 

t ne city and stone d h im ; ~md the. witnr s:.c s l~id down t heir 

' fu-nc.nts a t th~ t~ct of~ yo~m~ !'1~';1 n 2.mcd $aul" , l \!ho is 

po1•t:: ayec:! .:?.C · .~win:. cons~1~tcd to ..>t oh ... n ' s dcc.th. 2 

~~nl was a .j)ar-ently <juite. ~n ard ?.n t ocrsec u tor of t ri e 

Chm.·ch, f or he S I'! ::icd to d .:1.i h t in d iscorafit tin' t ' .~ f -·oup . 3 

·.rr"!n , in £.:ict , Jc!"USalen s ce.T"led too s.,=.11 ~n .:n-ca in N'h ict1 

t o p~rsecutP.. 11Clu'is ti.:ms" (the t ct1i1 t"• o~· <> bcinr an un;ichronism) , 

Saul went to t .~ hil h priest to t'eCjucst ~e-:-ii ~!J ion to co to 

Damascus wi t h wr its of c>.Xtradition a<ldrc>.ssed to t h e local 

synar o r ue.s in ord e r to b r int. t 1ose " belon r inr. to the Way" 

ba ck f o r justicc.4 l t w3s on I. i s way to Da.1uscus t hat Saul 

h.:id a vision. In ~-.is vi sion, Saul saw a b l indin. l i rht and 
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hc ::t ··d a V<iic~ wi n .. c l, s'\i d , " \a·.i l , Saul , whv do you r>ersP. c u t e 

r'\P ? " 5 U \On i nqci !" in~ a s t o w !: o it wa::; t ~1fl.t w·.1~ s·)~a'~in~ to 

•i"l i n t :t i c; q:,inn •!· , h e wt!:- t olu by t h.1~ b e in' i n t iie vis ion 

t h.a t it was t i 1e ~isen \:!hris t . Saul , 10. f t bl ind by t ll.,. 

r>.A ,,~,-ir~T"\C\"! , W3.S in:: t :·acte d to conti nue on t u Dn..niascus a nd 

s e k ti,,~ i;o•1 -i ~ oi on'~ . n~nins . ?ol lowi:i,... ti.~se instructions , 

)oul ff'un d n .1.nias w~i tin i o:· hi'l , havin~ ~\inself been 

in fo -ri~r! b~.~ !l v if.lion o f J <?su s to awai t ):".ll l ' s a ·r iva l (we 

must nlr;o point ou t t e t: / nani ::s ' ·taS 

Hho ')au l was anc-'I '.vhit t ;1e wa~ ';)earinp - a ncl as \·'~ l et0 r find 

out , so too wer"' t 11e • r:oole O i: "Jan~scus) . Anani a s c ured 

'iaul ' s bli ndn e s s , '.iaul wa~ b.r:'>tize<l , :<mtl t 'ien iaul went out 

to n -,. '.!C 1 the ; osl)e l in th~ syn ;i .. o u~s of Damascus . 'fhe 

Jews o f na.nns cus, likin~ nei t .. : the s udden ·e v .... :s;il in 

; u-..11 ' s t;tays no1 .. t he ncs sa. c t1h• c !1 he uas ~rcac'\ing , i) l ottr.d 

t o ~,ill him. .'r. e s c a •mtl ove r the wal l i n :t 1_}~;; : .. e t '!nc! nith 

a c omp.an ion ~n:-1lcd I3a rn11b ::s , f l ed to J,-. .... usa l P.n . .i'IH?- ~ hf'. was 

int ;- oc1uc " <l to t .e Cl,11rc~ by :.ln n .'lbas and was tlCCC • t ('d . ~ .. 'h<~n 

;i e. or.. ~n to ,, e.t:\ C~ l in J c t·us clem, howcvr>r , t :~ " HP.l l en i s t s'' 

1')lottcd t <' k i l l !·i m so h ! flN~ to C~2s«:.rea ?.nd t h e.ne e to 

T.:?rsus .6 

'f hP. ·e i s th~n a n inte • lude in t h > s t o -y o f ;)a n l a nd we 

-"e t u - n t o Pet l:!r in Pa lestine . 'Che!.".! , FP. t P. · had ha <l a vision 

w ii c h s 10,~d 1im t 1a t a ll f oods a r e clenn - ~1e res~lt of 

w!1.:L c h was t hat he b<"li~v~d t h a t l• e wns f ree t o convert a 

?.o :ite n c ent u i"ion, t hat i s , a <~en tile , to " Ch .. i s tian i ty11 -
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a nd t ·1 ·~ ii ni fic ~:nc c. o f u i c1'l v a s t 'n t i t was .Pe t er , not 

>aul/?nul , nno f i r st convc:~ ·- ted a Gentile . 

It s e crns a.l.'10 t~, 1.t t he . ·o:. t l es , \:-: 10 w~: ... d i- icrsed at 

t 1e t ime of t !~ ~tonin~ o f ~t~ryhen , · a d b~ en out in t he 

')ias ..... ora. p!-eachin;. nn d .,, :in:i c onv e··ts ( b'.lt o f Cl"lu r se , 

" none •!XCc. >t J ews"7) . U""'>on he.'.l~inc o f t h<>S "- conV"'!'.'Sions , 

Ba rna b a s , no w in ~<\ntioch , wen t to 'fa··~u~ t o $~m·ch for .3aul. B 

In c hapt el.' t~u rt !e n o f Acts , ·we f ine: ')aul, now c a l l ,,d 

f'au l, 9 i n t he svn~1 o: n •, a t Pi s i d ian Antioch w: :.~re , oft er 

~-ea.din~ f t·on t :,e Law a nd t1h~ i>!:"O')hr.ts , a f ~n ral invi t a t ion 

w.:.s i ·' SU•'!d to a nyone who 1"1i~ht h~ve -;..·ishc!<l t o n a k•! nn 

11 ex~1ort~1 ti on" . Pau 1 ~cc~ · t~<' t ~~~ invi t a t iot1 and ")re .ac h ' d t he 

ncssn c o f t :i'"' ;icsr.i a:-,s d.p of J c>sus . I f on~ lot'lcs at the 

.• toc..1~ of ? :m l' s t~;:c l~n:- in t '<' t ·i:-t e'?ntn an d fourtc. ·n t L 

chn. ) te!'s of !~c ts ( .-.aul ' s firs t mi !) c:.ion.'l 7 j o•1 :-ne y) , one ·1i c h t 

conclud~ tlv~ f ollo--int: : ?•ml d i~ intlc~ d n : ·c.ac i1 to J c ,:s a nd 

a t t 1i s time. did n o t ye t inte nd to nb o ; -i t e a ny .a·· t o f t h e 

L9.W of Hosf?s . Tha t w ic )1 was di if~"~.nt in t he t•tod<~ of Paul's 

pr e .'.lchin[. w~s h is wi l linr-ness t o :>.llow Gen tile s , th~t is, 

t e uncir cul"\cised , into t he con• r-c <\tion. It '1.:iR on t bis 

issue :->r i ma ·i l y t a t th~ J ews b~lked . No lon: c r- s u cct? s s f ul 

ar1onr_ t he J c.-::1s , ?aul wn s f o rced t o o ~xclusively tn t h e 

vcntile::s . I f one t .len a.~sumes , (\S do s r\l nusn•!t" , t M t Pa ul 

wa s an o ·•01· t uni s t •~!,o s c """!" i na ·y 1•o a l .. ,as t o r: x-:e. converts , 

t h e !11.!rt t:\Jo ste >s ;"lU :>t f o l l ow : t .at t 1l<?. L3W w2s an i lll•Jo s sible. 

bur c\ ; n f o t' t le ~en tiles t o be ar a nd t h P.r'!fo - e. Paul aboncione<l 
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the Law and was f orced to d .!rive a r a tionale f o!' doin~ so. 

Suc h c an be der-ivcd fa·om t he t estimony of Acts. 'l'he 

op;;osin:"' view, t !1at of SandMc l, t hat it T.1as ""x:ictly l>eca use 

of Paul ' s view of the Law, which he. had established before 

he be. ~an to preach to anyone, t hat he was rejected by the 

Jews, is not defensible on t he basis of t hat t estimony. 

l3ut the Jews we ··e not the only ones who we •' e upse t by 

Paul's views; for s ome men c ame <lown from Jer usalem preaching 

t he ne:.;<l for cir cumcision. t>aul and Barnabas, violently 

OD')Osed to suc_1 a µronouncement, resolved to po to Jer usalem 

to dc~ilate th~ mntt er .10 " When the~{ came to J~.r-usalem, th~y 

we ce t-.te lcomed by the c hurch, and th~ a :Jos tlcs , and the 

c l dt:?rs ... But some believe rs , who bc.lonzcd to thc. par ty 

of t he Phar ise l'!s, rose u p and said, 'It is necessary to 

ci t•cur11cise t ·nP.m and cha ~re t hem to J:.~.P.p the L:iw of Hoses' rr .11 

But t hen .Peter re.late d t hat it h:td been he who had f irst 

announc•.!d t hat the GentilP-s s 11ould he ar the word of t he 

: ~ospel.12 A coml)romise>. ~-as t h<?n concluded by J ames , brother 

of Jesus , to the e ffect t hat t he {jentiles must merely refrain 

from sexual lic~ntiousness , idolatry, and t 1.a t whic h has 

h<!en stran e l ed.13 Paul, BarnP. bas, Judas called Barsabba s , 

an(l )ilas we~<>. t hen s~nt to Antioch to announce th<:: compromise.14 

i~fte J.~ a s ·<-ir t time in ;mtioch, .Pa.111 cl ~ cided to make a second 

nisniona :.~y jou·,~n ... : ~', h:i.d an a~: ·. Ut":\ t'. n t wi. t h Barnabas over 

wheti, .. ,: r or not J ohn Ha:.~k should accomnany th~T!l, ~nd lef t 

Antioch without Barnabas, t a\.ing only .>il:is with hi m. 
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\[; e n h~ 1·.:.ac.1 d L:>'r. trn, P:ml n e t ; t <lis r.i •· lP. n<)m~d Tinothy 

nnd he 0.. d i <l wha t e ve n f o L- t 1P. Paul of Acts was a cut· ious 

t .ii.nr : ~ ci~cunci~ r>c i 111, os t nnsib ly beC.:\US :> .1.inot:hy 's 

rnot 'u~r was :i J ew wh.e.·cas :-ii s !.at .. i:.: w~s a Gr e.ek . 

Uttc ~- i 11 th~ C.la .ter (16:10) , ·e c ow t o t .2 f irst of t he 

so-c~lled " u c - [>Q ~ ~.-t c s " u :'\c r c• t .1e .u1 · .:-a tor sui t c 11e s f r om the 

.t.r~C:itionnlly, 

t~v·se -,.:is sL>. l' S :t \VC b e.en considn --ed f o':.l:- i :i nu.11b c r : 

.\cts l G:l0-17, 20 :5-15 , 21 :1- 1 3 , and 27 : 1-28 :16 . Kirsopp 

L.:lke , howcv~r , co!"lbin,.d t he s P.cond :ind t i ird "':lss n: es 

no.'~i.nr on l y th ·c<' , :1lthou _ h ns !mslin - ,., i.n ts n'..lt , i f th.is 

we 1·e t o b ~ donP. , t hen t ha t pas Ml =:<! nu~ t bc- 20 : S- 2 1:26.15 

It is 11 1.s o cntit·~ly pos ·; ible , as Kl eusncr b~lL~vcs ,16 t hat 

20 : .5- 28 :16 i s on'! lone "vc-o~s~a t? " , r :ie u::c o f t · 1P. f i ::-s t 

'} ~rsnn !"lc :-~ly b :in: ins. 1) -;h·n t" i - t e =o ·· t ",e int""rv~ninff ve rses . 

Ind · ~d , it i n b"'! c a ase of t:1es~ p~s-;:r e s t a :en i n co,.,bin a tion 

'·ti.th II .rit:1o t hy 4 :11, "Lu!:e ·1lone in \.Tit h m~ •• • 11
, t ha t 

tradition :.is crib< ~~ t o Lnke thn Book of Acts ;t"'\1i th1~ : .o :~ - ::- 1 

~"!tic:\ i s its fi r st ~art . 

It is in t h is c l1a Pt e r n l s o t ha t l,au l fir st c l: i.rts t o be 

a ~oMan ci tiz~nl 7 and t ha t f;'l.Ul firs t c1·os~~s into SuroP4? . 

In ch~nter scv ent e ··n a t 'l'hPssn lonica :>nd in c ?•3:te r 

~i:.:-• tcen at Corinth, w,. "l ;:ii n f j nd Paul Drr>achinr hi~ mPst:ai e 

in th~ sane r1oc!e a s ··re f ou nd h in pr:-eac~ in!: a t Pi i::idi a n 

1 ntioch D.nd a t Lys t !"a . And t\S a t t 1e t wo ore vious c ities , 

t !"\P. rta jor- i t<':rt o f cont~n ti on s e e'1s t o nvr· b r> en t ' P. aciMission 



- 43-

o f Gent :i.lcs to the con1nmi ty.l8 .·hrm ~.r l·r·a.c 1P..d C~nchraP.. • 

•. .-a 1J l ••cut :-.is h:tl.r -ior he h.-:.d :iadl" ::. v ow11 .19 He c ontinued 

on to .ohrsus ~··i•P.:.·" he w.'ls ~ n in t n OP .t ··n md 'tr 'in [ with 

JP'-'S . The. :;ncond j u ·n··y " n C"ri -: t Cc'.!!"Sar~a , p r,crr> "h" w@nt 

un and ~ rr- e. t ed t hr-> (.;h• r ch, ~n<l th~H wr.>nt ciown to Anti0ch11 . 20 

Afte .. • wLat in I" cts is .a v c..·y s ' .o ... t tim<>. , Paul be.• :m his 

t 1i.,.d mi.s-;i nna: y j ourney . ·1u l e in 1·.nlte!: ·..is , Pnul mc.t a nan 

£!.·om Alc>:~ndria n ane.d Apollos u o wa R " wclJ. - v 2rs,..d in 

' c <.'i•, turo s 112 l :ind who h~d b·~c.n b '\ ')tizin in t he nanc of J ohn 

but n ot in t hP. nnne of th~ o ly . ~i~it . 'aul co ·rect~d 

..\'".)ol los 's e : ·o r . This time in :'>hesu!l , a s tlH: l .'.!s t t ime, 

.:>:!ul Q. o.in p.·c:ic :1 ... d t o J ews , in :; it•- 0 1 his ct!:-l ic.r 

a nnounc cnc nts , one o :: t heM in ."")t.~sus i t sr>l.f , 22 t h.:i. t he wNt l d 

::: o only to thr> < P.ntiJ.~s . rnul ccmtinuc-d on to ,11i l i !Y 1i 

t,•hi>rr> h: r- tn}·~tl for ::·a:-: s ovpr . !if' thc'n dP cicl~d t l~at t11" t i me 

h::tci C<Y1"' fO '>' hin to i°O Up to J PruSC\ll".nl hcarin~ Cl Collection 

w ~-i. c 1'\ he had bPen rai'lin f o r t hra !"\l""·"ort of t he Chn ~ch there. : 

"h · w:i.s has t cnine t o be a t J'?rusal~m , i f '10"siblP , on t he day 

of Pent e cos t" . 23 HP. a o pa.:cntly c tnrnPd t o ;:phc>sus on the 

way whc:.i~e h(. c lwq ed t he e l d i> i:-s to p1:each "both t o J •!WS and 

to t;re ··'<s o f rcnenta ncP to Goel :rnd of fnith in our Lo:-d , 

J c s·.is Christ" . 24 

\Jhcn th(?y arri v ed in Jl~ u~~lem , ?a.ul and his comrJ~nions 

we .·~ c cC'.iv~d " ~ l:id l y " by t he brc~t 1ren. Dut as t he acc u un t 

continue~ , w~ f ind t hat thc .·c- wa s in<l<?.ecl dis~cntion betwe e n 

t he. bret hrP.n anc! Peul. J DJ'l\es , :; pP.aki n [ to ranl , said 1.~1at 
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t i:e J ews who had beli e ved :md ,.~.o w•• ·c zealous foe thr, 

Law " :tavc t>cen tol d about VNL t h::. t ynu t t!.ac h a l l th" J ews 

\":lf\ 3.:-'e 0.1"10n. thP. lien ti l eS t O fOrSC:f:C t•iOSCS 1 t P llin t. t hem 

not t o ci :-- cu11ci s~ t hPit" c i1il<l.:-un or obs<~rve t hP.. custons" . 25 

J a;,,e.!: t 11 ·n orcL .. ·f'.G .L':iul to nurify ni:iself w ich ?aul d id 

an•J t i1.~Vin._ tlon SO t H~nt t o t he 'fP-r:?le • Ti Lt> Si~ificant 

noints here> :r·e t r•nt J nnP.s war. obvi~·..:s ly in cha:·ec~ and was 

one w ~O ~H~ tl'..lt~o :i ty Pnul Has t ·illin!' to &cc,..p t ~n'1 tha t e v e n 

t hou:-h t he i ssur. was the sa.t;iP i ·· ·i t a nt , .;. i c h h~cl been 

nln' u in? t i1e c~mrclL about Panl orcv i -·usl y , P:n1l h imsP.lf now 

s et~r.,~d t o bP '1C fectly ·wi l l inf to c onf o !"n t-:i th tl1e La '-r of 

1-:ose s . 

In t~ie Tera le , Puul was accu::;cd o f dcf i.l i n: t he. l ~oly 

,... l a c <' bv b in. inr a ... r e.el: i nto t. e court y:ird . 

e.bout to lynch Paul '·hen t he t _·ibunc o f t h c o hort interv~nP-d 

anti a ·cstP.d P:iul, thus s ,.vin~ h.in f:or:i th~ c~owd . .Paul 

t .en ask•·d t he trib1:n~. ' s P. ....-iission to adrl:-ess t .e c .:-owci and , 

perni~."ii.on bcinc :..~:mt~ C: , t1id so in l!eb r<-w. 26 

h~re wns e:;:;~ntinlly as it hnd be.en t:~ro·.: · :.out t 1e f"nt irC? 

Book of Acts but thci.·~ .:i ·e sone new ";)nints - P.o";Jl cl c i n .:! d 

t ' .~t .'llthou~ h he was born in 'l'a:· -us , he. '{·:.:is r.:iiscci a nd 

~ducated in J '2-usalem "at the ft'~ t o f Garn::?.licl 1127 nn d he 

exhor t s t h e c r owd t o " r ise .?..nd be bal)tized , and wash away 

your sins, c al linr on his na1T1e" . 28 rhP. c r owd appat·cntly 

li~tcnf!d t o Paul quite attentive ly until Paul told o f h is 

enc ounter ~ it' the i' i sen Ch:-ist who had c omnandcd h im, 
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" Depa t"t , for I tTi. 1 1. s · ... n <l you =~r :iu :ly to tb~ r~ntiles , 1129 

at w. ic~ 1 point t he t-:..· ibu.""l r.. :1.:icl tea h c.vc (--.in brour ht into th~ 

th~ c· i c f pr i P-sts anrl ttal l th" c o unc i 1 1130 fo r i n'1'-lir y . Here, 

ne clever l y '>erccived t' 1:it t h r. c ouncil uns ""la<lc up of 'bo t h 

)a(iciuce~~s ~md :>' • 
,;; ll/!l ~ l. S~ · ' S a nd ::.nnounc" d t l.3.t he uns on t r i ::il 

only ovc>.r ci\c m~ tter of ~~ su ·r~ction o f t he d ?ad . \. riun~rel 

cr.sur.<l , of cours:~ , and t he co•mci 1 adjonrncn \ ) i t l1out 

deli v~ri nr: .:i verd ict . Pz.nl !1":ld to b · - c1ov cci oy t :t c>. t !"'ibune 

fat· tis o•,rn '1;.-o tl'!c tion . 

of :\ .,lot to kill .. i ;'l a l'\d no .• :id i:is n ...: hew inf o!-m the 

) t·oc u ·rn t or, l';'cli x , in Cacsa:-c a . /"\n o.:ries , thn hi::h p!'"i es t , 

ca~ to Ca~so ·c-a a.r conp.:ni ·d '..> ~· son,.. ~ld,.. -s :md Te~tul l us , 

t•H?i r s o ~~~~r1an , and Paul was ::i "? in exw: ine d , t : ,i:; time 

befor e Fcli ·• A.,~arently , P."ln l w.:i~ c onvictl'd of no char~ e 

but was ler t i n orison as ."l f:ivo•· to t he J ews . Ho1-: l on :; h~ 

was tht' ·c i s d i f r ic\tlt t o t e ll. cts say~ t '1at ' 'when ti o 

years '1ad P.la 1sed , ~el ix was succee de d by Po -ciu:: ~es tus ••• 113 1 

but thcr ! i s no •·my of knowin~ whether t hat "two :lee ·s'' means 

L on t he. time of t<eli>:•s asc .!nsion o r f om the tim~ of 

.iul ' s a·rcs t . howe v e r , after 1'~c:: tus 's a :-rival , Paul was 

::i :-in t:?x 1ninl!d a n c.i wns t hrc.:ttc n !d with t .·i a l bcfo"·e the 

Jcmish ;\Ut i\o -iti~s i n J~"'US.il~m. -"n en t -1i:. p:-o!>p e ct became 

in::iin~nt , Paul ;'} >r>caled t o Cacsa ::- . s :1o r tly Gf tcr t- is appeal 
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i:..i.ng .i\.[.ripr1 a I I, accc:i;:-anicd by l•i s si::: ter Br- ·ni c e , visited 

Fc st:1s . Pa n l W.:'l!l b r o ·1< h t ou t to "!)c e>~::;iincd by Ag r i poa who 

pronounced 11.irn i nnocent , hu t !'lincc he h ad .'.llrcncy .:?.:_:>!>e a led 

to C~csnr , to c~csa_· nc ~:0:1 •.d i\:tVc"' to r o . 

Paul ...,as then s ::?nt to "lo:-ic . . :: ter ... ~ivi n;:. been s Li •wre cked 

o f:'. t '.1e c o:!s t of I L'llta , ~'au 1 f ina lly r eac ilec! 1li s destination 

wcv!r'C he was plac ed und•"r : ous ., .:.l - ·c·s t . Und.~r t he t C' ""ms of 

his a TP.s t , he wa s a l 1.ow'"' c1 t o r r- c ive visitors . So once a , ain 

·v~ pr P.ach ed t o J ews and , havinr been t'E;> j~cted , he once a a i n 

v c•.-•pd t o I o to t h .: G~ntiles . The boo1: close s lri. t h i>aul 

·u~·,,ine liv~d "t:\P {·e t wo u:rn l c yea•s at ·1i s mm ~ >ensP , and 

rn~lc~ninr all who ca~e to h i m, >-ea c h i n '.:' t he k int dom o f God 

and tcn<:i"U.n~ abo11 t t h P. Loc<l J ~sus Ch-i s t quite onenly .i;nd 

unhind~ ·c<l . ,,32 ' ."ne t her o r not ~a.ul wa s l:i l l c d in !tome d:ir inf 

Ne:-o • s anti- Ch :-i:; ti•:m pe.-se c at: i ons a :; tred i t i. on c laims or 

wi•e t. ic.~: r.rml we!: ::i..:>l c to conti'!'lu P. on to ;;-,~in as ~v; wished ,33 

:1c.it.·1e1· t he a ook o f i'\.Cts n o r cny ot h" :· wo":' o f t : .e c a n on i c a l 

Nc.\.1 fe0tar1c n t t 1? lls . 

Such is t 1e s to:· y of Pa u l a s WC' have. it i n ~ cts o f tl11? 

i~po<.;tlP-s . ·r he q te!"> t i on nust now be ask ..:d , " ilow r Plia b l e is 

t i s s t ory in t e.t'ms o f i ts ?rcs~ntation o f accurat"! ' d story?'' 

unfort unnt " ly, only t hre of thi~ J cwi.s:, s c l,ol .::rs , Kl s usn<-r , 

; andMP.l, a nd Sc •1 oe ps , d ·a l with t ii s que s tion in nny detail. 

·r hc or oblems t ha t a r i se in Ac ta fal l into two basi c 

cate.Loc i P-s : details , t ha.t is, t extua l rn~oblet1s arising t hrour h 

dir~ct c ontrad ictions \Ji tn t l,c infoniation w .ich we ~mve. from 
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t h e :,• i::; tl"~ of i•u·..i l , and t e nor, f o-_- t .e ~ ... i i t o f _\cts and 

t nc >i ctu r r. of :•.:iul -,:."!S t~nted t i1c.·c i n i s t•t!cical1.y <li ff~i·, nt 

fro"":l t L.:-. t j>r<>SP.l\t~cl by :•:!111 .ti:-rne l :: i "1 :.i.!: on1 wr1 t in 1 s . 

rh~ 111,st pr0Minc-:lt o f t he t r .. x tua l nr0b l e:ns i s t ha t 

su ·rounf..i~~ t ile ev f" n ts of t !l:- s o- c nl l ctl " A 1ostolic Cn1Jnci l" 

n"sc;.·ibe<l in Act s 15 ::ind G11l a ti :.ns 2 . In Acts 1 5 , Paul and 

'3arnP.h a s n .. ~ a'1 noint<' d l>v th r~ c 1u •-c • a t .~ntioch t o ~· o 11'1 to 

J e:-usalP.ra to <l i :>cuss t he mat t r o f t he Juci~izr~!·s (i . e ., 

cir cu.'lcin r> r s ) wh e -... c:ts i n 1.i.ala.ti nn s 2 : 2 , l'e1 l i·' ·:it~s th2 t hP. 

' ·'l~.nt UT> b y " ~ .. i V<' li!tinn ." In \cts 1 0 , fl~ ~··e. rc~ call , it i s 

?c t e-.· w! .o f i r s t went t o t h 2 i.,_nti lcs .:ind u o l r> t l!r , in Acts 1 5 , 

d e clare d t lin t p~rha.ps t he Law u a s n ot l>iudin u~on t~e 

:?c:-.t :. l~s - a t ,.tf-.ic h t he. J~1·usale..-n Chur c h not only d o e s not 

p::-ote Gt, but actu,d.l y a ccc.ck s t o i.n n ·i n c i le . I n t;aJ..nti.:ms , 

~.>~ter is unC'} t<? <' tivnabl y Paul ' p, advers a.-y . .:Ut·t · .~r::io1· r; , in 

;::i.:·.ti ['.ns , ?::ul cl.=ins t~1:i:: ;Ji A :;.; t !iority i s f~·of:'\ Chris t , no t 

f r on n e n, •.Jhcre>r' r. i n \c tn , G.t-; '"e ~~ve Ree n , ~ :«"' ace · J t t•d th~ 

ciut :\o_·i t y o f J.$1~S to a ~ L'.:.Ct ~ corn~ ·m1i sr.? . In Ac t s 1 5 , t ".1c.r~ 

is t .:· t l·re . - · o int -~ ·o~to l5c l/ecr~<- 11~i ch 1:nu l hin:;el f 

d~l iv~r:.. t o thr- . ntio c i nns . In <.; .J.a ti.·!.n s , t .. 1.e .. ·e is n o "'l~nticm 

o f s•1c:1 ~1 ri~ c t·~e. .34 

T "1c r 11 ., , ., :; ~ve-- ·~l r;o~ •i b l r>, so l 11ti ons t o t .is ' rob l f>m. 

'.!,~e f irst iG -c hu t Ac t s 1 5 t'\nd u<.. l.'.!t i :m~ 2 do n~t r e.ft-_- t o t h e 

sc.""1~ cv .:nt . I f t ,\i ~ i s t he. case, t !ten t .ae discrepancies a re 

il·::-~l~v•:mt . Th a t t l i s "':1 i~ ht be t i-.c c a::;r- ~ay be :.c en ii1 t he 

fact t hat t he. A' ' os t o l ic !">ccr~c •·•ns d~liver •cl t o t 1.e A.n tiochi.ans 
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whr-. ··cQs Galatia ns , o f C 1'1n~ s"" , was w•"'i tt~ n t o t'~ Gal2.tians . 

this i s e ;::s c ntia l l y th~ ~r. lu ti •,n usnd bv .._!ur;,1 'k nonfiP.ld . 3 5 

.-1.n o t he.r a:-1 ·1rn ·~ nt s 3ys t 11:1t sine!'. t .1.-.se t:l!'C" n 1ire items of 

,a t'P -'"\P.n t t '•,a n O! d i s?. ;-r F t'>1'"1' n t I OnP, ·1eV i r-nn .. P- t h e n i sa.. rne r-tc>.h t 

?. u~ to t :le 11 s·11>jectivity of P .:r1 l 11 :-r l.ttiv~ t n t h r "obje ctivity 

of . cts . 113 6 In its r.xtrP1:1~ form , t h i s i'H~ans r o l es c; t han 

convP.rts . Kl :~· ·~n ".!. r P.lso '"lOints 01?t t ' a t Lu~c i s !lot a n nde " n 

: is t orian co·1n i t t Ni t o "">o r-tr.:: i n :- C" Vt;?nts with 011r s c nn<' o f 

!iistorica l acc;;r~cy. I f t l1 is is t "" c c a .. ~ , .. ..:h ·n it i~ 1os~ible 

t a t LuJ~e 1.'1c!c ~ !:cw e r ::-ors . 37 

It is also .>n s c:: i ble t~ , ;< t Acts i s t h" c o ,...rec t v ·· .... s ion an d 

t ha t G:!l. :?ti .1.n:; is .:':!. f o r • r.ry , l.>ut no J C"ws use t ?1is s olu tion . 

Howrv !:" , t •!. view o f K~a c:-ian t<o!:l er fTl1 1i:;t hPr" be n .. nt i on ed . 

i o ii.l c r beli~v~c t 11:it Gal n t iims i s a f1u·1 <' l ' Y but t t\a t _;.c ts a lso 

is incor~Pct - i n o t he: ' o ds , '~ nc v" no correct versi on o f 

\,met 11.LlfJ en._C. . 36 

ro unde~·st: -.ind t ne "l!J 1 ·oac r, oi .Sc ho".!pc , \Je nus t ~o bac k to 

t hP. bP ,,. i..nnin!.. s of t; 11risti :.n schola~·s .·ip : to t<' . i.; . 3aur a nci t he 

:Nlbin. ' n Sc ':.·ool. J:rnr undVi.'S too cl t h e -.;~ l 'lt i 'l• l :: vr·r sio n to be 

t •1P. c o ·n •ct 0 1w . Bu t w ~' I:: .e.n t!v:~ vari ~ i: i ·~n in Acts? Baur 

i)r) iP.v~d th~t t ":1ere we r e tt.•o p o l e s ~t ~·<l s ~-ith eac ' oth.('r 

within th~ ra · l y C1\:·isti.an Ch u ,·ch . l'h r-se wr- ~,! J Pwi5h Christi anity, 

r" pre s~ntnd ~s.s .. •n tia l l y by Pe.t Pr , a nd ~ntilP. Chri s ti .sni t y , 

,~r prcs 0.n ted es<;~ntinlly by Pau l . av t he timP. .~cts was '-Ti tten, 
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it had become necessary to r econcile t M s t?. two vi<>ws . Hence, 

we hav e in Acts a P~ te:::- O '~ratinL in Paul ' s "an t inomian" 

realm a n u a .?aul op~r:itin~ rts on obsc:rvant J~w. 1'his is 

basica lly t h<> virw of ~choeps and s u'1e-f icially t he vi~w of 

Sandme l • .'choens beli<>ves t hat a lth ou f h the P.'.l'l y Christi a n 

Church wa s nP i t be r a • onol ith a 11inst ? aul nor was thE> rift 

as t rPat as Baur t hou r- ht it to be> , t ~ , .. Q W'""e s <> r- i 0us a =-e.a.s 

o f rlisaf r e PJ"le nt - particul.~rly ov~r the ml"' a n s of converting 

~ntiles (the crux of t he :>roblem was t h e qll•.!stion of 

ci:-c iul\cL;ion - c>. ve n the n ost a ·dC'nt o f the Juda.izc>. rs would not 

~lave r e j e cted ;i Gentile ~ .. o .1.id had .l.Os <>: l f cir c u.ncise cl. in 

accord~nc..:. \,"i. t ll t h e Law) . It is cle ar , t h e t"cfore , t hat: 1 cts 

is intc:-c-.stcd i n "min1.mizing d ivis ions, in softcninr strifP , 

a m1 in d i i.utint ~ -·rur.:ients on r.it .er sirle1139 ~nd a s a r<?~ult 

of t :-.is ''har.:ioni:?inr; t c n cl <!ncy ," . cts ha s c h :!n;' P.d the "stony 

sittin; " o f Cal 2 tia ns into t '.e " f :-icndly di!;cus~ion" that is 

t 1erc d~~ict~d .40 

5andrn 1 too bclicv P.s t hat t h P. probl em liP.s with Acts, 

not with Ga l a tians , and 'fandncl ' s vie ,~s on t :!c und~ . l ying 

t71otives a :-e quite uni que:> (s 4? e " Note s to Che >ter I" , note 1184) . 

'iand1e l a~.i:ces t hat tend(> nz exis ts, of cou .~sP.. , but h~ s P.e.s 

t hat t~ndcnz not a s t i..· yin. to synthe s ize t he d i f f c r <' ncc s 

be tw-.: cn Pe t e r and Paul , but r o t \er as neutralizing a oure 

Paulinism wh ich wo u l d not ha ve been suitable for an oq;anized 

C~lurc;\. .;sandrnc l a · rf! CS also wi tl li?."tlno Baue r in t r.a t if 

t h c .·e was a s ·)li t , the "." ift had already b e e n healP.d . 4 1 
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'rh o t er t extua l ;>r oblens a r n vic tually i r~nored by 

al l of t hP- J~wis·1 schol a!'s e xcept >and'llP.l. In t h .. E i-tle s 7 

fo~ PX~,·le , raul r~~eatcdly say~ t~~t t hP. Law h e s been super­

s ecl•.!<l - ind ,!ed , t :\e who le t .rust of Gal~ti .'.!ns is t h:i t it is 

wron L to ob:;c .. -v e t~m Law. But it Ac t s , he. circurlci s~s 

Ti mothy (in ual a tLms , l~e ref u s es to ci1·c umcise 'l'itus) , he 

cuts 'i1is ltair l>r.:! C.'.lUs c of a vow whic h he n."lci made , ~n<l i1c. r oes 

to the .L'e:-l;>l e to f u lfill a vow . . ~or-tans 9-11 infe .. ·s t 11at few 

J e ws be.came Clu:-i s ti.'!ns . In Ac t s , ho,.,,.' v~r , ·wP- a r c r ive n the 

imp:-cr.s icm t i.at myriad s of J eus c onvnr t .. d . In Galatia ns 1:1, 

Paul calls himself " a n a,ostle, - not from men nor t n r ou t h 

mc.n , but t :1rour h J esus Chri s t and L-Oo t h e Fath..:r ••• " Uut i n 

Acts , Paul '~as t aken to .\nanias in Damasc11s wh o baptized l iim 

a n cl l :tid l~i s hands :loon him . ile t hP.n l)rOCP.cded to J erusa lem 

(in d i r ect c ontr a d ictio n to Gal a tians l: 17 wh ff" t-a ul s ays 

t 1a t he. d i d ~ l o up to J~."Usalcrn , but r~t .. e r , sp~nt t h r ee 

ye a.·s in Ar.'.lbia) wi1c r e , t "n.!·out,h t he 1 ood o i.fice s of Ba rnabas , 

he wns .nccP..-,ted by t lte :! os tl~s . An <} in th~ · ~ ·>istl~s , l'a u l 

prcac· e s t hat his was u uniqu ". ro~nP.l - indc.--d , t 11e only t r ue 

".0 ~1 pel (a s t&l t ernent which w0uld hav e b c.,;n un:ne c e ssnry we L"f? 

t l ic l'e not pecnle prea.c~ · ini oth"'r v~rsions) w~wrc.:is in Acts , 

t he on l y d i f:::ercnce s b~twe. .n t he J c\>•S a n d t lP.'\;.1ristia ns , " 

includinr Paul, we r e over the r e aur-i- ·ction and riessiahs h i p 

o f Jes us . 42 

It is 1>os!'l ible to expl.l.in away most , if not all, of t hese 

basis d i fference s - wl i. c 'l both Sc 1o e os Rnd Kl .qusn ., r do . ')c ho eps, 
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~bscncc of rep~ntanc~ in 1-'aul 's t hout ~-1t arl~ oni ttr-d by Luke. 

b~CAU!1~ h <' cl i d not unc.1.:; r!": t 'lnd t hr· cc\nc , ~ts . 43 nut a n i mag e 

shou l d b y nm b<' fo:-nin~ of a F~ul in :i.cts .-.; i c :, i s r a d ically 

diffen~nt from t he l?au l of the .pi stles . It is thi~ diff<>. rcmc~ 

unic · .• I h:w~ c~llPd t he t enor problem. un t hi s i ssue , t he 

f i e l d of J ewish scholars is n a : m·1Pd t o in1...lude only Kl ausne r 

and Sand~ lel . Kl a usne r d oes nc1 t perc e ive t he probl~m o f tenor 

d i rect l y , but ' e <lo ,..s no i nt cut that t~ , .. c are diff~rencP,s , 

c ontr.a<lictions , and inconsi s t encies ? e.t w,... ,.n Paul ' s ·~·1 istles 

an <l t he nool~ of ' c ts and t hat t h::.>· H. e ca.us~d by t 1(' diff,..rencP 

i n ~u t.-orsltip ::me t he cii f:fo.t·~ncc. o f t t.e ;mrpos e of t he author . 

Acts , accol'~in!:. to :·1'1usne r, lvus f nur put:"»Os c s : t o show ho".' 

t .1n Churc~ ·1iraculously surviv~d, to tone rlown t h"' h::..ttle of 

Pete r vc!.·su.-; Paul ( .:!s hypo t hesize d by t hP ·robi n: "'n Sc :i.ool) and 

chan! ·e i t to Jl\M~s ver sus P<:>t..~r a nd Paul , to s •0 ' '1 t h:it the 

J ews p t'SC'CUt ed t he Cht'is ti~ns , arid t o fl <1.ttar - ome . 44 

~~lausnc: a lso says t hat Acts , "in i t s comolet a f orm" ( under l ining 

Klausner ' s), wa s not c orn·,o s e d prior to 9 5- 100 .'~ . n .45 

Dut t h1?n Kl aus net" go e s on t o a r('UP. for th~ V3li <lity of 

-Acts , n o t wit hstanding a n y of th~ a .J os =-ent p-oblet:ts . Ee s ays 

t hat th~ " we - pat:: :,;a. P.s 11 i nd ica t <> t h.A t t h('ce. portions are. t he 

n e rds of a n e ye- uitncss wh o i ita t c!d t he cdito::- i a l s tyle of 

t he \:di tor of Ezra-Neheoi.~h-Chronicles . fur t lv• rmor e , t he 

leni. th and rle t a i l of t hesc>. "we - pa:> ~a. es " indica t e t ha t they 

a .:-c ind "e<l ~:.7~-ui tnes s accou t s 2.S o pposed t o l·ear - say evide nce . 
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Klausn~1: also be 1 i e v e.. n t hat t l\t' <:ut •1or of t hc:>sP "we - passar es ," 

us in~ , other s ources , w1·otc t he e ntire 3ook of Acts ~nd that 

t hzt author is also th~ nutho1· of t 1e t h i rd l o c;pel. "Luke" 

usec ot 1cr s o urces to w: ite t h• fil·s t f ift<> n chapters a nd 

c :1ant ers scv~ntr• < n t h..·o 1::;h nirn· t .•c n a nd , dn '!. to t he a10\.mt of 

ckt.:ii l, t .cs ,_ Wf'.!re pt·im~!· i ly m·ittc n sourc e s - n.lt houc.h oral 

snurc es wc ~c u~obnbly ~v3il3b le . 46 

iaausne: th·~n UC!(,ins t o Wr'itc ::.!>out t~1c cha:~act• !r of Luke . 

L1L~e 11as c. GrP.e.1~ , a p::i an r.onv ei.' t "• d by l?aul wi.10 Pas .:ilsu h is 

travPlinr c on ry,:mion ~nd ryhysici:in (ti P.S" latter two " ositions 

Klausner und . :·s tood fl:on the afe>rcmcntion:-..d v~rsc , II ri.mot hy 

4 : 11. Klausner ·ea1izcd t hat t he w~ir '•t o f schol a :-ly o"'ini on, 

includ in[ , in fact , his mm, i s a ,ainst Pauline a1Jt :1orsh i p 

of I I 'rif'loth.y ; so he hyl")othcsi?.2s t 1at II l'irao t h.y was w~:i tten 

by a discip l e of Paul ' s ). L-..il:e W?.'ote the "w~.-oassa e s" from 

i,is own <'-YP. - t:itnC'.s s a ccotnts , r? labor<l t •' d t 1 <! s pc'!c hr- s from 

actunl "V" nts " accor-dil:. to ti\(~ c us tom o f t~e w!" i t f':.· s o f t hat 

time , 111+7 a nd , in s ..,.. ·"int c untn>.<liction to wh:o:t he had previousl y 

said abont W"'itt..:n s onrccs , u:::<•c t he followinr source rc .. f erpncc s : 

:!. J. l :u·1~~lf , ?hi lip the ~1<...n._ r list ( "'CCOl ' ( inf t o .aausncr , 

Lul· '! :i.ust have ne t P! ilip d~.=-in: hi~ twc ~·car st~y at 03esare~ 

w il<! r :nl W.'.lS FC'.lb:'s nrisonr =-) , John Jta1·k i n . ome (this i s 

bas e.cl on I P .: t e r , a source ;,·hose ('e liabili t y i s far more 

questionab le t han that of Acts) , and J a111es in J erusale m. 48 

Luke a l s o u :c; e <! t h e ~'""istles , t he lack of co!"relation betwP-en 

t~e~ a nd . cts d •r ivin! from th~ fact t ~at LukP. was not a 
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nc ticulous scholar, and J osephus . 49 Kl ausnz.r concludes b y 

say·i n [ t ha t t he sni.:·it of Act s is m" r e. l y t hat of ~ work 

writt:.!n long a f t er t he events of uhich it S?eaks . 50 And 

Klausne:- ' s conclusion as to t he r eliabil ity of Acts i s t ha t 

it nay b~ us~d for :1ist ot"ica l ~ur•1oscs but with care . 51 

San rlmP..l, on t he ot \~:r hand, vil'! ws th~ probl mn from a 

con.~lctcly d i ffoxc.nt pr,:-s :.>ective . Inst~ad of a nalyzine- e ach 

detail, Sandne l s tands l>ac1~ and look s a t the ove.r-a ll picture 

pres e nted. by Acts ::lnd t he OVP.r-all pictur~ pres~ntcd by the 

&pistlc.s ano com·1a:-es t hem. He finds t hc.t in addition to t :ie 

s pecific tend~nz~n of Luke 1~ntion~d by Sc \oens, Kl ausnP.r , and 

t he TUbinr_ en School, t i.e r e is a o en~ral t endenz in Acts to 

counte ract the Paul of t hP. r.:Qistles. 52 Sandrriel ad111i ts t hat 

t i\e ( en•! ral "1otifs of Luke d o i nde•·d: c a ?'Y ov~r into Acts, 

t '·le most i mriorta nt o f thes~ l>einb to po : tray an unbroken 

c ontinuity of Judaism in Chr i stianity. i3ut \Jl .,n confronting 

.1.>aul, or rat \:.'! r , Paul ine doct~·in~ , witl. w~\ich Ac ts by its 

v f':. ry natu r e must d <' a l, Luk e ci'umr es t he ~s~~-:\t l. ally Ureek Jew 

of t h :1 istle s , ont? who has Gr•!e k p::-e- sup':>ositions, into an 

e s sentia lly ?alestinian J ew who is subsP.rvient to t he. J P.rusal em 

Ci\Urch. Luke , furt ··u~rmor.(~ , attenl') tS to de tract from t he 

s ingularity of Paul 's mC?.sSa i <! and ' laces h i m a e ainst a 

back rz·ound o f o t h<!r similar a'">os tle s preachinff, s i milar 

messa; ... es a s op tOS•~<l to the most prominent spo kesman of 

1;hr i sti anit y in t~\e. i>i aspora. ~3 'iandmel ' s c onclusion, 

ther~fore , i s "that ~cts n c\ t only e r s c::rer i<>usly in det:lils 
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in matt ers wh ich a r c alno f ounc in t cK! ~istles, but 

tend.~ntiousness !"l'! S . .>l!ctinr .Paul i s so strong in Acts that it 

adds misleadin1• and unr eliable deta ils about him. 1154 In other 

words , since i t i s an un ·el iabll? s out·c-e of histor y , Acts may 

not l>e used a s a d t>.terrnina.n t f or ei th~r Paul 1 s life or his 

t heology . 

One fut· t her factor to consider in :'.:::ts i s that , unlik.P­

thl'? .oistle s , it i s Jcrusalcm-c~nt,~red . \The ne ve r ? anl is on 

l\ is lnis s ionar:y jour ne ys , t ile reade r is alw2ys a~~nr(-'! that 

whe !.·ever Pau l may b e , h\! i s not i n J e r usalem. Thus at the , .. nd 

of the t iu rd j ou r ney , we ace t ivc n t he fr1pr<~ssinn, n o t that 

Paul is g"in g up to J erusalem, but that h~ i s !'e t u rning th~re. 

In Acts, J e rusAl em is the ~ssential hub of all Chris tia n 

activity. 

How t hen, hes t he ma jor ity of J ewis h w"rite"s on Paul 

treat e d Acts? Ind'?ed , in s f}ite o f Sand11~l's a r :;u.rn.ents , only 

~ an d Nont~.fiore55 have £ully disavo~1e.d the work as a 

r e J.ia b l e sour c e of h istory. r""'lus s'!r ( ~utho · o f t he a : ticl e 

"?au l of 'fa!.·sus" in the. -:ncyclopacrlia Judaico.) , 56 u'raetz,57 

Jacob ( a:.it hor of t h e at•ticle "P?.ul" in t he lJniv e rs.:il Jewish 

1:-:ncyclooedia), 58 1.Jet·ncr , 59 Sc hi l l c r - ..>zinessy, 60 Rubenstein, 61 

and Sc honf i c ld62 a ll a ccept Ac ts unquestionin&l y and without 

acld-·es ·in[. t he .>L·ol>lem. Kl <Ausn e r , as we ~ve s e en, a l so 

a ccept s t~1c h istoricity of Acts but h e , at l eas t, has conf r-onted 

t 1e fact t h .. -i t a n:·oolem r.xL:;tn . Ot her n-itc rs , Baeck , 63 

:lelkin, 64 a n<i Pe tuch owski , 65 ad:;iit that Acts is o f dui.>ious 
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historical v a lue - and th~n proce ed to us~ its contents for 

histor ical ouroo s a s . . nd f inn l1y we h;we t he opinions of 

Kaufuan Kohler and n.J . Sc oeps . Kohler has t he unc a nny ability, 

in bot h ActG a nd the ~:1>istlP s , to <lete1-mine H t iC•l verses , and 

th..:.refore wl1ic h facts , a,.c spuri ous and whic•\ are. e,enuine . 66 

't his abili t y C:'\n only have orir ins in Kohle r ' s own pre ­

sup.-,ositions of wna t lls.ul • i:; lifP must have be<•n l i :.-.e and wi1at 

Paul must hav e t houe ht - f or i t t h <> n bcc<>m~s me rely mec hanical 

to e limin."tt P. t~\osc V(!rsc s which contrltdict t :\e '•)rc.- supposi tion s . 

Schoeps t ells us that the spe "ches o f Paul in Acts are 

t endentious and late i· accrc.tions although :> o~sibly based upon 

11istorical d~ liveries . Thus "as au t hentic t \!stimony to the 

t P-achin r; of Paul ••• tney do not P-nter t he qu~s tion. 

Neverth~less , f o r the reconst uct i on of i>aul ' s l i fe story, they 

a _·c i ndespensable 1167 ( u':'lde rlinin i: mine.). 'le also ·:>0i nts out 

t hat CCL't ain cloctt.·ines , suc h as P~ml ' s abt.'Of,.~tion o f the Law, 

a ·c. al>s2nt f r om ~~cts. Si mi larl y , ?ai1l ' s doctr ine of justif icntion 

is r:iisconctt"Ucd by Luke as for i ivenr>.ss o f sins . 68 Scl.o .;ps a lso 

finds the n on - eschatolog ical Paul, whic 1 is whD.t .cts "lO~tr~ys , 

incornpre~\en.sible . 69 And Y" t , by and l arre , Sc~ep~ a ccept s t h e 

na""t~~tive of Acts .'\S nisto .·ic al . 70 On~ has t he imn r ession 

whP.n readint "ic ho• os ' s cha 1., t ?..r on t he s ou 'ces , t hat he knows 

bett er t han t o use Acts, but c an not u~ov~ his cas~ without it . 

r his imo .. · e.ssion is further cnhancr>d bj" t h<"' f a ct that Sc hoeps 

barely de~.ls \:i t h th~ nroblem a t all - rath e1· , he makes only 

t !\e abow~-ment.i.one C. stat1.i ment rer aro ing t i1e s tJP.eches of Paul. 
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'.Chis "'' u id not ~c s o stri.<in~. had ..>cho1~ .,s not w~itten a.bout 

c v c.ry ot;"\er '"'Oss iblc s oa-·cc , i ncludin: tl~e :? •o c ryphal .Acts, 

in d" t ail . It is hiR v e L·y t"rn:-ou~ 'n~ss uh.i ch nakC'.& hira l ook 

like a c a t with c an ary f P.athcrs in ius w isk~rs . 71 

7>o~s t his n on-r e liabi l ity o f Acts n~:tn t'l~t all o f t he 

in~o"'."mation c ontni ncd t ic.r ~ in i s fa l sP.? lot at a ll. l 

b~l i cv c t hat t r.c.~·c. i s a t_rea t.. d ·al of i nforma t i on in Acts 

w-U.ch , i f n ot e.cc u r a t e ly r c ,or ted , i s based on a ctual P.Vents . 

I als o be li1~ve. t hat ?aul was far Flore awa1·e of Palestinian 

t rends t han t he -: , i.stl e.s w 1u l d , a t .:i r,:l:mc P. , a l low - a state­

ment w 1i c h, as l hav~ prPViously indicate d , I will support 

1ore f ully in t he t h ird cha. ter. I also br? lie.vt~ t ha t thet~e 

cue c ertain c.ve.nts in Ac ts in w 1ic h t here i s no t cm clt?n z , s u ch 

ns t iw fact t ha t .Paul r:tad~ f o u r jour neys , and of Hiuch we 

h:?.v c no cont ..... n<lictory e vice.ncc , .:me: tt' ..ic l: nay be .:icc ··"'lt c d 

without pP.n a lty at l e a st as rcferenc~ noints . Ho , ~ktnt t h e 

non- ~e. l. ial>i l i t y of Acts rn~ans is th~t since \te hav " no surc­

me t hocl of s epartltinz t he V'!l i d inf ot"'l'Tlation I""Of"l t he. inva l i d , 

wr- may not us~ i t for historical data . 

'·rny t hen do M~ny sc·.., o l l!. :::-s , J P.wi s h o.ncl non - J el··ish, a'~e 

usP. of Ac ts f o r t~e.ir intPrpr~ tations o f Faul ? Ther~ a r e , 

I b·?. licvc , t hree m:tjor i·~ason~ . The firs t i f; t het they read 

Acts f i rst. i'h ic L r~nts to th~ work ~ "sub- conscio..:.s " t extual 

<l'.!t:lo'l:' ity. . n y follouin~ .·cadin~ of t .e E .·i s tlcs i s then 

conpa:·cd to . c ts . Hot1cV~T' , <l11c to thi :; tt?):tual ~uthority , 

cts is n ev e r fully nisc nr<l ·d . T~us , t is a· '">.·oach i s backwards . 
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It i s t h e !":pi s tlc s v h ich r.ms t he! s t udi C'd f irst - es")r!cia lly 

t .osc nJr.ios t u·1iv~rsally c onsid,:.·ert to be {f>nuin~ : :-!onans , 

I & II Corint~ians , GnlP.ti ~ns , ~hi lip~i rtns , Dnd I £h~ssalonians . 

An d it i P. u 1 on Ac ts , not the . i s tlc.s , t ha t the bu~den of 

r t"oo £ mu:; t be '."ll.:ic1 ~d . 

Onr '"'1U::> t also uCCount for thP r·ovth o r lc~end in the 

folkl.o~ p1·oc~ss . ... !tis i s e s )P.Ci:1lly znparcmt in thP i ncidents 

in wf'.i c h !tabb~n (ktnali0. l ~ ')pen!'s . ""t l ee.st f our times i:i. t he 

EpistlP.s , ~onans 11 : 1 , I I Corinth i ans 11:22 , G.~lA ti~ns 1 : 13- 14 , 

nnd Philir>o i ans 3:5-6, Pau l P.numeratc-.s his J P.wish cred~ntia ls, 

and a t no tim~ do«s he n~ntion tha t he was a ounil of 1:lbbnn 

G~maliel's . Admi t ted l y , t tis i s An a:. •Jment from si l <>nc e , 

but wi1en c nu :)led with t he fnct th~t the Faul of the~ ·• istle.s 

cpt! r a.t es un de:- pre- sup positions inconsistent \dt h t ·osC' which 

one woulc r .. xµcct of a sturl<>nt of ~a!>ban Gannli. 1 1 s zmd t hat 

no l'hariscc - aa l>bi of p ::-on.ini:?nc e i s c:ver l!Lntion ..... d in tht:> 

:~istles anL none but ~~~1~licl in . cts , one ~ust r e a l ize t . at 

an allommc e for t he .., rowth o f l :•rc nd ovP.r a pcrioC. of 

::? n~· o!:i.n~tc ly ..:i i ty ;·~~rs nust bP. r.1<>.de . 72 

·.rhe t '. L d ~N1son is tlle t a lt ou~ h a':1y schola !.·s adnit t hat 

t·"~r<' i s t Pnd•1nz in Acts , i f t h"'Y a e wr itint on Paul, the.re 

is e ·,.·oc l ivi t y to conpar<> Acts only to t '1e. ,l"\istles . Howeve r , 

t 1is tak~s no cornizanci:> of the fact t !"a t Acts is part two of 

Luk e, z:md t hus ACts has a muc h ,,..e•t•·r- literary affinity to 

t he r;ynoptic . ospe.ls t han it doc-s to a n y of the F.oi s tles. 

It is , t hf-, ~fore , in li, h t of t he syno·,tics e.nd the !lrobl e ms 
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t!.e~ e in 3-!:·icin r t :1a.t Acts mus t b •' studied . Th\·. fact t hat 

Luke is ca.ll~d an "irenic" '!ospel ITIU!;t .::i lso be inte roolated 

into Acts - t r a t is, t here s ho\J l d be t endc nzen s"loo t i1i nz ov er 

d i f f e.rence.s within t he Church , betwe en t hP. Chur cb and J.ome , 

and bet ween Ch!:'i sti::mi ty end J udaism. I f t h i s vcre done , one 

would a l so f ind th~ r en eral t~ndentiousness of Acts a s a unit 

t hat San dmel has f ound.73 

'l'he Epistles 

It is not ny intention in t11is section to r epP.at info .. ·mation 

whic' 1 may be fuund in any basic int coduction to t he Hew 

Tc !;t ane nt . :tal:L.!r , I nerely wi sh t o -,oint out whic h e nistles 

a re acc P.r>t ed by which s c: ,ol:!rs since t i1is has a bear inr on 

t ht:- i r- inte'C".:lre t a tion of Paul. A f ew words of int:-oct.uction may, 

howev ..?r , be. a p >roori a t c . 

'rh~re are , in t he Ne Te s t ament , tilirt~·.!n e·,i s tles to 

which. Paul's n awe is aff i xed plus t he s::n i s tlP. t o t he Heb r ews 

wl1i ch Churc h t r adition ~sct·ibc.s to Paul. ·rhese m.ay be 

c a t e go r-ized e ssentially a s follows : nine a r e to specific 

churc·,~s , a ll o f w .i ch, llith thP. exct~ i,tion of that in 'tome 

and t hat in Colossae , were fou>ided by Pa ul; one eac h to the 

:~onans, Gal atiz.ns , J::phes i a ns , Philip,Ji ans, and Col oss i•ms and 

two eac!\ to t he Cocint 1ians a n( t he i'he ssa.lonians . The se are 

nctu.:il ly let tet~s w· i ch dc.nl wi t h s ")ecific problems which a r ose 

in t h e in<.i ividual chu!'c hc s . llith t he. exc cq>t i on of , omans, which 

i s a d .... t.tiled out l ine o f Paul ' :; r o spel , t hese lette rs are in 
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no way .. c> p rfo! s e nta tive of a sys t e.JT1at i c the.olo~y . Furth~rmore, 

sine~ t hey are w·-it t c n in r~s --onse t o l)rP.. - existing o~oble.rns , 

th.e modern re.ac.!r c an only speculate as t o what those. r>roble.ms 

nay havr~ be en . T'wo of the epist l es , :'loMans a nd ·:f')hcs i ans , 

a ··e thou ht by some schol nrs to hav~ been circula t ed as 

enc~rc lic a l lett~rs and in t he. cas l'! o f Romans , with personal 

notes a fk ed l a ten~ by P~ul to meke it ~1nlica!>le to the 

Pa:ticular c :mrc h . 74 I n add tion , f our o f t he i.· istl~s 

arc addresse d t:o individuals : one to !>hilc-oon, o-:ie to Titus , 

2.nci. t l:o to '£imothy - t he lattC!.r t~r?e b~in;r lm o '-."n a s t h e 

" l..>astora l istle s." 

Until t he probin~ s of 1odern scho l a.rs lip , all of the 

~pistles we ·e assumed to be r c:muine . Howeve r , aft er the 

res earch of F .c . Baur and t Lc TUbinr en Sc~'ool, t his outlvok 

chanBed . Baur notic~d diffa~nccs in vocabul ary, sty le, and 

conten t whi ch c nuscd him t o rP.visc his previous conception . 

!J.s conclusion was tha t: four of t he !:oistl e.s s how such simi­

lariti es in ~11 thr~ -:. ~ttriout~s and in t heir frc quant use of 

3i blic:il versc :l , a phenomenon not c haracter istic of the o t her 

.pistle s , t hat t hc!y must b~ c on s i dered f,enuj ne . These f our 

wer! 1.on a ns , I and II Corinthians , antl Galati a ns ; t he o t hers , 

Bau:: saitl , weT. sti ll "in n<'~d o f <> ..... '<:aminntion . ••7 5 

A l~tcr group of ~c 'ol~rs , Bruno Baue r , ~udolf ~teck , 

and a r ... ou o k nown as t nr> " Dutch >chool" or the " Dutch 

.adic:;ls" includint: ,\ll arn Pir.rson , ·' . C. Van Hemm , an d 
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.\. D. Lonan, believed t hat a ll o f t he Bpi stl es were for :-,:eries -

creat e d ear l y in the St!Cond c..~ntury b y anti- Jewish-Chri s tia n 

Gnostics, ancl t he.t t he historical Paul, if inde.ud he existed 

at a ll, was t he Paul f ound in t he Dook of Acts. 

'rl1P.. prese;nt consensus o = scholarsh i p , JcPish and non­

J ewish, i s that Romans, I and II Cor inthians, Gal at i ans , 

Philippi ans , I Thessal onians , and ?hil~~on a~e r enuine , 

t he i?as toral ';pistles ~·'? pst?udepi era,,hi.c, and about 

II Thessalon i llns , Colossi ans , a.id 1:1')hes i ans t here is di v ision 

and debat e . Howeve r , t h is is s c onsensus and our J ewish 

c ritics d o not all c onform. 

i - Romans , I and II Corint hians 

These c •>i stlc:; , t h r e e of t he four dccl2.red [ enuine l>y 

Ja~..:r , ~t~e ~cceptP.d by .'111 of t he? J cuish wl·i t exs on Paul with 

a few minor excp·-.tions . K~ufrt2n Ko h h!r , as n cnt ione d above 

( scP pa ve 55 ), i s ,,~nt to d ecla r e singl P. verses s nuri ous . 

For example , he so d~clares lo-mans 13:1- 7 since it "Jraises 

t he Cantiles as ministers of God . Kohler f inds t his belief 

un.acce!'t~blP. in t he " eenuine " .L'au1 . 76 The. Corint t..i.an 

corr~s 1~ondcnce f)Oses c::. s pecinl pr oblem because many sc \olars 

consider it to be. .an ed i tcd com1>ila.t i o n of ~s :nany as four 

separate l c tte-·s : in c h.:-onc l o( ical order - I I Cor inthi ans 6 : 14-

7 : 1, I Gorint.li a ns , 11 Corintn i ans 10- 13:10, II Corint 'U.ans 

1-6 :13 , 7:2- 9 , 13:11-13 . 77 II Cor intlrians 6 : 14- 7:1 is 

considered s purious by ";:lec k.78 as is I Cor int.1ians 1 5 : 2 3- 28 
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this latter bccaus~ l3 a e ck fe ls t :1at " Paul ' s structur e of 

f aith i s c ontra1'y to c s c hatol o r y"79 and t ha t it ma ke s no 

sense in contex t, but rati1er c reat ,'! s a j ump in t hou:_ h t 

wi,i c h would n o t occur i f 1 5 : 29 wer e to fol l ow 1.5 : 22 . 80 

Kohler consi<lc:-s t he s~cti n s on c e l i bacy in I Co1:-int h i ans 1 

and t he pass a·_,e s conc 1!rnint t h<! i nf cffior ity o f wo tac.n , s u C·'1 

as I Corint dens 14 : 34 , to b- r; ~~u ... ·iot;s 8 1 \.ni l e h e f e els t ha t 

I Cor i-:1t .i a ns 1 3 , ~,- .i l e ~cr:1.~ps :tot spur::.Cl:.is , is c c :·ta inl y 

o·J t of '>lac r. b et\ c ~n I Corinth i ans 12 nnd I Corint h i c:ms 14. 82 

ii - Gel~tians 

No::-raa l l y , t:~is e ...: istl C' w,.,u, <l b <! c onsidc> ·e d Pi t ll t he 

above t 1ree - for dnctrino1 o ~ ically , it i s inexor a b l y a tta c hed 

to 1or!lans . I lis t it sepa~ately only bec c u sP.. Ka u fMan Ko hl e r 

dec la- P.s it to b e". S'"}Hrious on t he basis o f i t s be inf too 

anti-J~wish to be a ~ enuin~ .?~ .1li ne l-P.:i tinr . 83 KohlC' r cites 

f 01.· su~1 )Or t t h e \·rci tin r s of B. Baur ( sic - h e me.ans Bauer) , 

Steck, an~ H..:i.e'hl eis , 84 l>ut whe1·e as t h c :;e ·nen deny t he 

a'.ith~:iticity of &!, 0 £ t~1c ..:'1i Gtle&, !~oi'ller s i n , l es out 

C:i l a ti.2ns , a nd t hr:ir a-~i,U'"1c:m t:l will .1o t W1?'1ort t~is ac tion • 

.,:::.n<lmel alon~ d~Pns i t n~c<.! s ·:n_ y t o c ount er t his {L'._unent . 

He s~ws t "1a t if ;al :1ti -:ns i s not i)y Paul , then t h e wh o l e 

cnterry!.· icc. of un<lerstandin~ t h P.. :!c-~u TP.statient mus t bP- t,ivc n 

up. 85 -.a.n <lrnf' l' s rP. a son f or sayin~ t ti s is t :tat Gal a tians 

i s ~n ~notional , rn1::1P.r t han a r-a ti.onnl , l c.ttcr . Paul is 

clc a ::: l y v '!!;:y an:_ ::-y - so much so , in f a ct , t ha t he b ·c~mes 
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ve:~itably t on Lue-tied ( h{• i s dicta ting ) and ,, t times , unable 

to rJa.i.ntain h i s t !:'nin of t["\ou~ r.t becaus~ o f t .f' t anr ents 

w'h.i.c !1 come into l~is i"1ind . J 2ndnc l ) -..~o~e.rly accord s t he 

view t :iat Ga l a tia ns i s S? urieius t o "tne frin~es of s cho l ar­

s h i p 1186 u hile by o t '.c. .. ~ s chol a r s , t hi s vi~w, o~rluaps e ve n 

more nro~~~ly, i s i.gnor P. d . 

iii - Phi li~Pi~ns , I 'rhc s sal onian s 

Th<! s e two epi s tle s we "e no t includ~d a'"lon ( t :\Os c of 

~·n ich Ba ur wa s s u re , l e.q _ely f rorrt arr,1.un~nts o f si lencP ; t hat 

i s , b o t h e istl~s a"P. l ac k ing ;nany of t h". doctr ines t h at 

appe a r i n t 1e oth e r P.pistle s - but t his is bec ause t h e y <Fe 

aho!· t an swers to s i n l e qu e s tions . I n addition , t i\ .. 3c i.· i pturias 

a ·· ~ TIP.V l! C qu r..it ed in t hese npistles - i n n n .. ·l ~ed cont :ist to 

t he f our 1 ;i~ jor epistl~s . Howev er , s ince t he tim~ of Uaur , 

sc:1o l arly con .,cnsus ha s s ti.ftc,~d to t he ~ e ne r a l a ccc.pt ance 

of t :1e se 1 1?.ttci:-s a s ··enuin~ . ConnP.quc nt l y , wit!t t l• .. ree 

t~: :ce.)tions , all of t 1.e J·~wish s c. oh~;:-s c. lso :icce pt t h <-m. Ba e ck 

d oes no t include t~1 ' n in his l ist o f t hose wh i c h a.~r. definite ly 

r>~nuine , 87 Cet"a l d Fri edlander , td\o cl.oas n ,.,t t a l l us h i s own 

position, s a y s t ha t t h ; c ons e n s u s a'llon r all but the "conse rvativ(> 

schola .:-s " ind i c a t e s t hat t hey a:-c not >- ermine ( Fried l ander 

wc ote in 1912 ) , 88 2nd Er nes t J a cob accepts .only the four major 

c ••i s tle s as .enu inl.! . 89 Ka u f ma n Kohle r a ccepts t hese e p i s tles 

in ~encral but b~ lieves t hat Phili, ~ians 3 : 5 is an 

intex po l a tion, f or it ma.:es Faul t oo J ewi s h . 90 
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iv - Phi l P..mon , Co l o s s i a n i:; , and :~!tcsi.:ms 

These lr~ ttP.rs a · c b~i.n conr: ider~d tol_ eth~r bc.c a us'? a s 

:ns l in noints ou t , Colos::; i a n s :md ·:p~ .~ s i :1ns ac1?. n e <:trl y 

i dentical i n o u t l i n.:. , st r·uctur~ , a nn ('h r-~seolo~ and rh~.re 

Tyci-.icus e.s t' .:- i1- 11ess~nt ~r . On~sinus , th<~ ·~tu~ninr; r unaway 

sl:wc o f Phil <'.non , i s r.lt'?nticm~d a!-: t he c o - r.iesst?n: •r of 

Colo~sinns . 91 

.'1.cco ,·<lin t to :nslin, J.'hil "10n has been littl~ c n . .:illenr_: cd 

c~ccpt by ti\~ ... 't!.binr_cn Sc hool .:iad t~\c Dutc h 1.adico:?.ls . 92 Indcc.d , 

t L'.! re i s 1-ittlP.. ~.-n:ason to c itr.lle.n: c it - f o !:· it c on t :? ins n o 

doct ::-ine at ~11 , rat~·=r , it i s ~ not~ t o ?hil~:non ~skin[ him , 

a~ ~ '? ·--~ ·~nal f .".!vor , to acc '!-, t t~c :- c t u t·n of On~~ir:ius , ~is 

slav e- , without r c t • ibution . Nev :: rt'1~1e~s , none of t !-1'! e::n· l y 

J c v i s!\ s cholurs , by which I n c an cw ?. -yonc ':)r i o r- to !'a::?.a s nrr 

and includin:: Ba.e ek, :icc i:>'.'l t h ile111on - no ·P.asons a r r ~·i VP.n . 

Kl :msner t acitly a cct?..,ts ?hilP..ielon93 't·h~~·~ :l s : lu" c;r• r , .>a ndnel , 

a nd ~c ·o~:>s94 ~11 emun~,· :: tc> i t a.,on f t hr ;enuinc e i s tle s as 

do 3c 11c-n i i P.l d :mrl .>c hille r - >z inessy " ''o ncc ept al l o f t ' ~ 

: l)istlc- s . 

Colos~: i..ms , on t he o t ;:· :· 1.:ind , has n et a . r P-<i t d e a l of 

·:r:::ist\!.n CP to ::;c:\olarl y nee " •t .. nc:! ; t h e ri~a.'y ·co.3on s b e i ng 

t :u:it t:1~ h r i stolo._y i s too '\i ::h a:ld it cont~ins d'1nuncia tions 

d ~i!ls t felsf! <l0ct .~inP.. nt ti. tin t! lf\c n i t i s ~:;t-:u.-ned t :iat 

doctri ne t1~3 only looc " l Y '!s tablis !:~d . T\io se ,~· io :1cccpt 

Col ossi<ms say t hn t it should b r. of no s l"pr i s e th3.t t i<'rP were 

c ~· ·ori::;t s and t hat t el<'. Gh r i stolor,y i s n o hi~ h e r t ~..;l:i. in any 
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Schiller-Szin~ssy , Schonfi e l d , Kl au s ner, .and apparently 

Kohler96 explic i tly accept Coloss i.ans . 

:phesians, al t hou '1,1-. it is doct"inolo~i~ally r elated to 

Coloss i ans , present s e ven [reatcr nrobl Pms and is occept Pd 

by ev~n fewe r ~'1ritcrs t han i s Colossians . Unlike Coloss ians, 

BohP.s i an s reads 11ot 1 ike. a lett~r but a t ract . In ad<lition, 

t he aut hor does not se~~•n to k now the l)eor>le for w iom it 

was inte nded. jaau~n~r di sa[ t'ees with t h i s objP.ction on 

t te _rounds t hat Paul would cer t a inly have k nown t h<'. Zphes i ans 

for he. had l>een t o s:;phe.1ms s e.vc-:-a l tirnes . 97 ·rr.is, however , 

is backward r e asoning . 1.'he question is not wh~ t .-:.<>r o r not 

.?aul. kn~w t he ..:.phP.Ri .1ns , indc d , it i s quite thf! o >posite . 

It is becaus e it i s assune<l t hat Paul ~me-;.t t~1e ::.:l)h,.. s i ans 

t hat t h e genu iness of t h e lett"'r is in question. Klausncr ' s 

Leasoning on t his ~oint i s quite circul a r: he assumes t hat 

Paul wro t e t h e e ni s tle , of coursP, Paul was in ~phP.Rus , a nd 

t herefore it is absurd to ass ume t ha t th~ aut hor o f the e t) ist:le 

<lid not know th~ p<>.ople t o whom he was writing . 

Ot her objections a ·e t he excess .:tnd mystical i m9ort ance 

c: i v en to t he Church , t i OUf.h t t o be neither a fully organized 

body at t hat t ime nor to hav e bl! ~n c onsi der-eel a monolithic 

wh ol e , the fac t t hat t !lC e o i s tle contains indications of later 

speculati ons , and the style of t he e~istle. i s heavier t han is 

? aul ' s won t i n t h'! oth~r <w istl<:.>s .98 

Kla:isn~r ~nswcr-s t ic.s c ob jections by s ayinr t hat ~phesians 
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doe s contain r enuine P.'.luline i deas ( but t hat mir ht well be 

exoect~d of a ·Jost- Pauline doculT\· ~nt) . He also says t hat the 

l e tter ~~y hav~ r e ce ived an incor~~c t address , t hat it may 

have b.!e n an encyclical Pond w:ic n t he ~whesians rece ived it, 

t hey affi xed t he i r own name , or perhaps an olde r .Paul , a 

1) .. :i son~i:' in ~one , was able. to a:m r e ciate t h e ''apos tles and 

th~ pro~~ts " ( ::ohesians 2:20 ) of t he Church bc.tter t han t he 

younger Paut. 99 Kl ausnt? r do ~s not , a t this "1oint , sta t e 

wl1e. t hc.r or n ot he a ccepts ~p~v~sinns or whr thc.r he is merely 

offer ine alternative s to non- Paul ine s utltorshi p . Indications 

later in i.is book a ee , howe ver, t ha t he cio ~s indeed accept it 

as LEmuine . No o t h e r J~wish schola rs , exc•"?t a ~ain Sc hi l l e r­

, 'zinessy an<l Schon f i e ld , accept t he Epistle to t he ~phe.sians 

as Paul ine . Sanrlrne l and ~c 110eps both ~~ntion it as a debated 

matter . 

v - II l'hessalonians 

'l'he r e nuine s s of t hi s e pi stl e , like t'\at of Colossians 

and ep~siuns , is a matter for cbl>at " in s ch olar l y circles . 

Kl ausner mentions two of the na jo':" objections as being the 

lack o f warn th in t h is c·~istle .'ls opooscd to t hat f ou nd in 

I Thes"lnl onians and i n t h is e ""i s tle , t h e Day of t hic Lord 

and t hn coming o f t h .. l. Mess iah ar e connected wi t h the coming 

of t he a nti-Ch c ist whe reas in I Thes s alonians, t he Oay of t he 

Lor d is to come "like a t h ief in t he night" (I 'Thessalonian.s 

.5 : 2) .100 An object ion wll ich Kl ausner nee-l ects t o m~ntion 
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i s t '1c c~ctr ~me t e xtual simiL~H·i ty between t he two Thessalonian 

e p istles whic ~t leads r1any c ri tics t o b ! lit.:ve t he t t he au t r.or 

of II '£hes!:alonians cop i f'.d I 'filP.ssalonians . Paul, h aving 

just written I Thessalonians , would have had no nee d to 

r e pe.a t h i."':lse l f to th~ s at"Tlc•. c~.urch . 

Kl au sner a .· ~ ues t ha t Paul was not a professor of theology 

or r>hiloso11h y and t hus ue should n<:-~ e~'P~Ct tota l consis tency 

f t•on him . FurthP..rmor~ , any rnc:m is e ntitled to c hang-e his n ind 

anrl it i s not unlik~ly t h .::t ?aul night have cion c so .101 

Thcst?. a e , however , merely coutner-a::~· ur\cnts , not c onclusive 

<l~"-:'lonstrati\. ns . Nev erthel e ss , Klausner doe.~ a ccept 

II rhess alonian s as t'-mttin e . As with Co lo~~;ians, t '.1e only 

othe.: J e ws who .::.cccnt t h is wor k as : enuine e:-c Sc 0.llf'r - SzinPssy , 

Sc honfiel d, and p~rhaps rohl e r (see "Notes to Cha pt ,. r II", note 

#96) . Sand!'lle l and <:Jc hoeps, a:; with Colo::::si:m~ and ~phP-siatts , 

bot h mention t !\e acce .,t C!nce of t his ~"'istle as a dcb~tt'?.d m.at t e r . 

vi - The Pastoral S istle s 

The l'astoral i!:'>istlns , I and II ·rimothy and Titus, have 

lon~ been conside red non- Pa lin~ by vi- t ually a ll schol~r~ . 

These c ryi s t l e s pre sume an orr anized Churc h , dealing as they 

do uit\1 c h1.!rch o~~ anization a nd c 11.urc h o ffice rs, pe h'los , 

a s ";a n d1cl cla ims , in orde ... · to c ount e r .Paul' s doctrine of 

individual f re don w i c h , in t t lar~e orf_anization ove r a lon g 

period of t ime , 1voald haw~ l C'..d to a n"'\r:-c .y .102 Lacl.:ing is 

t hP. i -imin<>nt €'.xnecta tion o f th~ Se cond Col:lin?-' so ;,>rorninent 
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in t he othe1· ~!)istle.s . There is opoosition to " t eac 1ers" 

of heretical doctr ines which bear r~se..r:iblance to s econd 

centu-:y C'nostic beliP.fs . The wor d ing , phr aseology, and styl e 

a ··e radically different fror:i t hose of t he c.pistl es r P. cognized 

as •P.nuine . uth~r, less c ert a in, deficiencie s are the fact 

ti1at thes e c istles a \•e not Mentioned in ?1a r cion' s ca non, 

n e ither a '"e thc~y m~ntion~d b y the Church Fathct"s until t he 

beginning of the t hird centur y , th~y ass ume a t heology 

wh e c e as t he otMc e i)istle s expr1und onP. , and , even if on~ 

W\.!re to acct~pt Acts , these epistles c~nnot be corre l a t ed with 

t he evP.nts in t hat ''ork at alt .103 

San<lr.te l points out t hat t hese P.oi s tles could ha.VP, been 

ori~·inal P3.uline wor~<s into wi-..ich inter }e l a tions have be<·n 

made; l04 Kl ausner , t iut t hey wnrc unintentional ly :il te.red by 

l ate r c opyists .105 Anoti e r noss i bility ~entionP.d by Kl~usner, 

althou~h one which I beliP.ve to be less likely, is t hrtt these 

e pistl es were writte n by a d i sciple. of Paut.106 Tle r e 3son 

this iR less likely is tha t i f the e1' istles a re as l a te as 

the s econd century, we would necessarily have to be dealing 

with a s e cond, t hird, or even four th r c.neration d isci r> l e , 

and f u 1·t 1e·~more t it :.~equircs an assUMption which is unnece ssary. 

We may note t hat with t he exception of Schil l er- Szinessy 

and Sch.onficld , no J c.wi sh writer accepts t he Pastor a l Epistles 

as r,enuinP- . 
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A!1ocryphal Ac ts 

Then~ a r e a lar::. c number of non-canonical books of "Ac ts" 

of individual a "1ostlcs - inclueint: Paul. One of t he smaller 

works on Paul is callP.d t he Acts of Paul and Thc c la. To my 

k no•1l cdcc , t ~LP.~c exe no s c l1olars w·h o s eri ously consi der t hese 

works to be histor ically valid , but t h\!r c is i n t he Acts of 

Pm1l o.nd Th~cla a dcsc!'i ;"ltion of Faul whi c h i s used as valid 

by Schonfi eld and Daeck .107 Schoeps says t hat he a gr e2s wit h 

Bae.ck t hat t his e i kon of Paul may be an att r ibution of the 

descr i otion of Socr ates t o Paul.108 

In addition, s c:ionfi e ld uses otr.c.:- Ne w Tes t ament a noc rypha. 

In particular, in on e book , he ha s .Pet~r and Paul in Rome 

t or etherl09 - an occ,Jrance based on t h e. Acts of Paul and Pet er. 

lie lat e r d i s avows t he histor i c a l validity of t his wor k .110 

No other J e wish wr iter even t:tenti ons t his mate~·ial. 

Other Sour ce s 

The :l\ost commonl y used 11ot'hcr source" i s t he :ll.>binic 

f"'\ate.:·i a.l found in th~ ltishnah , Talmud , r:iidr::.~him, a.nd ·ros epht a , 

but unfor t una t e l y , more f requen t ly a s found in Strack­

Bille1~heck ' s Ko~cntar zum Nc.uen Testament aus Tal mud und 

Hidr asch . Some o f t hP-se ref er ence s a .e specific, for e xample, 

Scho~Ps , a r reeing '°Jith both 'ichonfi e l d C'\nd Herford , be lieves 

t a t the c .a ·acte r of ..,ehazi in :)anh~drin 107b and Sot a 47a 

mny refer to Pau1.111 But mos t refe~~nces to ~abbinic Material 

a re not t o s pecific t:\entions of i'aul (or supposedly sp~cific 
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nc.ntions o f l'aul ) but t o ic!v. :is . 112 ')c hoeos inf.ica t e s t h a t 

the use of this qatcl.·i a l i :; t '!nuous at b~s t , but Sc noPDS 

relic s on t '1i.s mcte. i a l no~e than any of the other ~ajor 

J ewish Achol ars al t housh Schonfiel d ,113 'chiller- Szinessy,114 

and BelkinllS do t he sane ( n•nong non-.ieNi sh scho l rirs , 1: . D. 

Dc:iviesll6 is c.qually bu i lty) . Dut t :\c. •n·0blem is t r at a ll 

of the inat~-·ial was writte n a t leas t a c entu:-y .after Paul ' s 

li fetime and somr a c; nuch as five o r s i x Cf· nturies l ater. 

The a bilit y to find ::. t e net ~Jh.ich Puul he l d in t he. wci tines 

o f a rabb i w 10 lived f ive or six :rund-·cci yc~rs a ftc ·ward , 

;>rov e s not hinr . - ~.'.lbbinic Judn.isn , con t ::-a. ·y to t he 01>inions 

of ti ~ ninet a n t :\ c cn tu-:-y Ger::tans , ·pas ext .·~"1ely o l~n 

doct r inolo( ica lly and t he f act that a Qa: ticu l ar ite~ of 

t h ou , h t shoul d alTlear at leas t once i s t o be expe.ctcC. . 

But t h i s doi? s not indic a t e t h a t t '1e p.:.i· ticul ar item was 

t y oica l o f ab,>inic J uda ism a s a 'hole o r ~v~n t hat t l:,. 

beli r f was held by anyone> other t h.an t hr- 'lb!:>i ' lho c;tated it . 

'rhus , recour s e to the llabbinic nat cri a l is , a" Sc ho•;ps sai d , 

t e:iuou s at best ~r.d t ho ·ou. h l y inva lid a t worst . The only 

useful nct :1od f o!' connc.ctin~ P:ml wit'\ Phar i s.:iic- 1.abbinic 

Judaiso is to l oo!< f o r hnl a -:hie ove.~tones d i rect l y in Paul. 

Other coramcnta tor s , ~aausncrll 7 and Kohl erl18 mos t 

notable .a::?on~ t he J ens , u~~ uor'ks o f t he Gr~ek . pocryph:l and 

Ps~ud !·~ ir.ra.1ha , ~s'Jeciall3• t'·~ :i ::;c!oi71. of "nlo:ion :.md t h e 

.>iby llinc Orac l es , i n t ',<!i r intc~~ ,-r.tntions o f Paul. That 

t h e id-.!as o ! th~ • "is d oL< t of 3olorno n appr.ar in Paul, cs".>ecia l l y 
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in the. .:.,,i stle to the 7{omans , is r a t her a poarent. But 

whether t hes e are f'l'lcrely par alle l ideas or wh<! ther t here> was 

direct usa~e. by Paul is im~ossible to k now, for Paul ne ve r 

quot e :> any of t h is n ate rial . 

Philo of Ale x andria lias c.lso b e en u~ed by various write rs 

as e. s ourc e . 3an dr11c l r C' lie s v c .. ' )T h e avily on Ph ilo a s an 

~nalogu(> to l' a ul since , as h ~ belie ves , Philo i s also a non­

~~bbinic J e-w of t he Di as .ora . 'l'he t heory o f (;e:-al d ?ried l a nder 

and Kaufnan Kohler,119 t hat Paul r e nd l'hilo, is ">robably 

incor-r. .. ct. It e.s s u..rne s t '1a t Philo ' s works Wf'rr. wi de l y circu l a ted -

so wi.c1e ly t hat t :!"'Y wer _ av a ilab le on thP othe r s idP. of the 

He.d i t e r r a n e an - :m d tha t Pa ul som~how manaf <--d to acqui r r an 

ample numbr.r of t ' e.rn an<i r e ad thP.m. 'I'her e a t"'e, h owever , no 

r e e.sons for e ssurnine t h is. Acco-·d ing to Sanrltic l, t ha t rnul ' s 

~!!'itinl::s show p:.·P-- s u p .)o s i t i ons ua._ a lle l to Fhi lo is bec a use 

t h ey both lived in t he Grc~k world , but t hc-y s h ow no evicicnce 

a t a ll o f cl i re.ct borrowinf~ .120 

"ic 'lOP.ps 's use , uith t '.-ie 'I'lfbin;Jen Scl.oo l, o f t lw Pseudo­

Cle:~('.atin~ l i t eL·at:ur P i s danu~rous . ' , is l i tf".?;~ture is qui tc 

l a te and we do not know P.nongh nb out it t o ass ume t h.at the 

vieus and act i ons of r;; i n on llarus in t he Ps eudo- Clcm<' ntine.s 

a r <'. r e l iabl e !-listo t' ical r<>:flec tions of t he vi~ws and actions 

o f Pau1.121 

Fina l ly, Sc h onf i e ld ' s bel i P.f t ha t Faul b c ame an ascetic 

w .ile a stude nt in J e r usal em and t·~us made U :le of the mys tical 

n•wa"I~ nw1Z> is but famciful n u s inr . No evidence whatsoever 

exist s for t h is as~ertion .122 



Chaptt>.r I I I 

The Ll.fe o f Paul 

I t i s n o t my intention i n t hi s c ria'> t e.r t o t'eitc-rat e t he 

ev !n t s of Paul' s l ife '1S f nunci in the Book of Acts , TI('. i t her 

i s it t o cr~ate a lif~ of Pau l b a sed on Act s sue t a s Kl ausner 

has rlonPl nor t o c r eat P. a l i f e of Pau l ost e n s ibl y basP.d on 

Acts bu t l a r ge l y bas ed on con j ectur e and fancy such as t hat 

o f Schonfi e ld . 2 .tat he r , I would like t o brine to t P.P for(> 

t t .e f e w cert a inties of Paul' s 1 i fc th~t WP. know f r om t h"' 

F.pi stl e s as well as s oMe. of t he. i)r oblems whi ch t he Epi s t l e s 

l eave uns ol ved • 

.1.hc da t e. and pla c e of Paul' s b i r t h i s no t known f or ce r t a i n. 

It i s ;>robabl e , however , t ha t he was bor n a.bo11 t e decade l ater 

t han Jesus encl probably i n Tarsus . 3 Paul t o.l l s us t hnt he was 

t r a ined in "the t r adit i ons o f [his] f :ithP.r s " i n wl: i c h he was 

" a dvance d ••• beyond many of [r.is) own ae~ <l1'!1o ng [his] peopl e . n4 

Whether or not Paul went to J erusa.l P..m to s t udy, a s t he. Book 

of Acts c laims , i s no t known , f or it de pends on how one 

i nterocets Ga l o. t i <ms l: l 7-18 , 2 2 w T i ch says , "nor d i d I 

[ aft e r conversio~ go u p to J e r u s alem t o t h os e who were 

a : os t l l.! s bef ore me but I went away i nto k-abi a ; and a gain I 

return1?d t o l)aus.s cus . Th.m , aft er three years I went u p to 

J erus alem to visit Cephas , and re.r:iained with him f i f t e e n days 

•• • Anc I WC\S still not known by si~ht t o t he churches of 

Chri s t i n J udea ." Those. suc 11 as Sandf.le l who deny t he validi t y 
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of t he Book o f Acts say t · ta t this i m1)lies t hat Paul had not 

be~n in J e r us a l e m T)rior to t h i s visit to Cer>has . Thos e such 

as Klau~:ner w •• o a cceot Ac t s sey t hat nothinr of t hP. s ort is 

~::-~in i rnnl i ed ; ?:iul n i : h t h~ve been in J t?:-usalem p rior to 

r.is vis it t o Damascus j us t as Acts c l ait!'.s . And as f or his 

not beinc known on si::,ht t o t he c . urche s in Judea, t his s hould 

n ot b e o t all stran.:;e - cs~ecially i f by t he s t a t ement Paul 

means t 1tose c hut'c :\cS outside. of J erusa l em . Howe ve r , a fur t her 

wl'!un e s s in t~•e ;,cts a ccount i s t •1a t it h::is ?:.ml retur ning 

directl y to J e rusalPm aft er his c onve r sion and omits t he trip 

to Arabia and the t hree years in Damas c us. 

Yet we do know t hat p::ior to h i s convers ion , and uerhaps 

e ve n aftP. rward , Paul considi:. r Pd hi ms e lf a Phar isee5 a nd t hat 

or ior t o h is conve r s ion , he was an ardent •ersecut or of the 

ct-.urch . The nature of t i1i s pP.rsc c u tion is not 1cnown , :>Ut it 

raust haV<! been of suf ficit?nt r:taf llitudc f or t he C \ Ur C l:C" S in 

Jud ea to h:tV<· been a m1c e of it. 

\ :ha t t .1en f o l lows i s t he only e xperie nce of P::ml upon 

' ·7hic h we c :ln !:>!:?c c. .:m a p,...roxir:\a te dat e . Sonewh~rc in t he 

~i~s or~ . 9~obably outside o f Dao~scus , Pa u l had a n c~xperience 

w ich c aused :1im to becom~ a mc1lber of t he churc h he t.ad been 

oers~cutin~ . i:::cact l y ~ha t t h i s C}r-;>eri ence ras in ontolot ic:il. , 

objective t e r:ns we do not kn ow, neither i s it imr>or tant; what 

is impor t ant i s the f act t hat Paul b e l i e ve d t hat he haq 
exp~rienc~d t l.e ~sen Chrj st :md t hat he had r e ce i v e d from 

t l e Chr i s t th~ command to become his a r ostle to t 1\e G~ntiles. 

-
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~ubenstcin ' s analysis of ciri.s v ision as Paul ' s conquest of 

his own nortal ity6 is fascinatin.g but not especially pertinent. 

\1hat is re. l~v.ant in ~ubenstein ' s .·malysis , however, is t h.at 

he bP.lic.ve s t ha t at this · oint in his c a.r.cer , Paul was fac~d 

wi. th a conflict bP.twa en t h e ''tr3d i. t ions of h is fathers" and 

h is m-m exp~rience, and r e s o lved it in favor cf h is m--."tl 

c.xpe~ience .7 

Jiowew~r , to continu e. with our na!~rativP : Paul t hen continue d 

into O;imascus. Exactly what happened t o Paul w·1i l e in 

Dan~scus , we do not know from Paul ' s m i.m hand , but ?aul must 

havP done somethinc s evere e nough and no t iceabl e e nou[h to 

c ause t he. r ovc rnor of King Ar~tas t o t r y to arre s t him, for 

t tc n~Y.t sure. point i n Paul' s life shows .1i m escaping out a 

window <rnd ov~r t he wall in a bas k P..t . B J ud: i n!:: f?.·orn t he time 

of t he t"Ci t"ll o [ Kinf Arc t as , t his must hav e han pen <!d sone.time 

around t he y~ar 35 A . !) . o n o n o re t h;m hAlf a doz~n yea.rs 

afte'!" J~sus ' s deat h . · rP. s hould a lso note that at t h iR point , 

by means un~nown, th~-:- e i s already a functioning c nurch in 

t)a.mascu s and pr o bably in Antioc h as well. 

Paul t hen went into Arabia (the desert , we may ass ume -

why, we>. do no t know), ::-P.. tu.'n~d to -;)amascus , and remained t here 

fo thT~e years . It i s aft<' r t h is three yc.ar period t ltat he 

·.11cn t up to J a,·us a lem to confe:.~ with t 1e othe:' a •)ostle s , but 

me t only Gcplws and J emes . 

W~ mi'\y fu r t her assur.le t i\nt 2aul e ither cla imed o r was 

con£irrY·d in t~.c r ole of nnostl~ , but we must not<1 de t e rmin e 
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wha t wa s i1eant by t he r-o lP of (lpo:;tle a nd whether or not 

t hc;J.·e wcrP. antec~de.nts . George Foot Moo re said t1~at "Jt?ws 

did not send out mission a:-i e s , 0 9 but t hi s sta t ement is 

contr.:idict~d by virtua lly every J P-t,'1.sh writer on t he s u bject . 

Kl a u s ne.r lO and l(oi·.l erl l b o th t ake a~ axior.atic J ewish 

rtiss i on a: .. y e fforts in t he Di a s ;or .a , a n d ia au s n e r ooints to 

" Chr i s tian" effor ts a s we ll aft e r t h:. stonin~ of t ephen . 

San dmel points ou t t h a t t h _ r abbis saw Aln:ah:am as t h e 

paradi _:mat ic 1iiss i onary ::m<l t hen ~sks rhe t o r ica lly how t his 

coul d b e unl"ss t~1~y themi:;~lv~s wcr~ aw<\r c of J c wi r,h Tli~~ionarics .12 

Ba P-c k s peaks of ,,·a n der inr; Gr,,ek th~atrical t roupes a nd 

wand~- i n r Gree k o rators 'by wi1:i.c h h e. cXl>l.a ins t h" infi.1s ion of 

Gr e e k i d e a s into Pa les tine .13 Al l of t h r:?. !'> ('- orovide a fp1•tile 

i.>ackrround a,ainst which Pa u l mi~ht do his n i ssi ona i-y work . 

Fur t herr.iore , .Paul hi.rns~lf sr>eaks of otn~r " a .os t les 1
': ,\nollos , 

c~ohab ·h~n he c a.Me t o Antioch , a nd t he J uda i z in( e l cnents 

... ainst wh icn Paul const a n tly had t o d o bc.:ttlc .14 But t here 

was also ~nothc.r b ·•.ckbt'ou ·.d , '>ointec O.Jt by botl na.eck ( S f!.! 

t.bove , p.:i~P. 12) a!'ld s~nct'7le l, Ei w!tic h l'au l , as a J ew, oust have 

Zelt - and t hat i s ~ibl icnl 1'ronh~cy . Paul was c onvince d 

that h e. had S<: f'.n t~c !li s"n Chris t , t~:it h .! hatt h ad a reve lation 

fror:t God , and t hat, t he'P.for e. , a s a J~w, t1e -~ w~s but one 

ave.ilable c 10i.Cc> o f a ction - pr~"ch. And so too d id his 

m~ssa; · resP-nblc t hat o f t he Gi blic a l oro ohe ts. Amos, ·Micah , 

Hosea , a nd I sai a h .:ill sn·" a Ct>r t .'l i n v a cuousness in t he 

pre.v~~ Pnt !" r. li~ ious mode - t ha t o f t he ..,ri c stly cul tus . Th~e 
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11eoplc beli e v ed tha t t!u~y had fulfilled t l.l'!ir ~.-elitious 

obligations t h.r o:ich t iJP. [Jr i.~s ts :tn<l t "Le sac rifices . The 

-,roph~ts told theA that t :1e:1 we .·c wron6 , t i1a t a cer t ain 

et· i c , 11 c .rt ain ri101·ali ty , w.1s ~lso incu11b'!nt u ';Jon t h<' people 

of God . Paul t o o sar,• .:i vacuousness in t he prP.V\llernt 

rrli~iN1s node o f his rl:'\y . 1:~ w.:is s e e l<.i n g salvation - a 

stat~ of sinles sness - and t he oc-cv alen-= reli~ious mode -

t he La ,, of HosPs - d id n o t achieve t ha t end ; quite t h e 

Ol)")Osit~ - for " the Law impacts ••• c onsciousness of s in."16 

Thus Paul was cons t cained to ~o out ~nd preach t hat w'tic h 

God had 't'c.vcal~d to hi m - t he p~opcr way to s~lvation.17 

In s•it~ of this, Paul was not secur~ in his ~postleship . 

Svcry c-,istlc he wro tf! , excep t .!?Ii.lemon and .~orl:.ms , is an 

a- ~ u.1P.nt ~~ainst a 'iisun<ler standing of I.is t osp c.l or •1ore 

frequent ly , a _a inst oth~rs who ve..''.! pr" s.c ' .in:; a d ifferent 

. osf)e l :md ch;lllen:-. in~ Paul ' s ai)ostlc ship . All of t hC" J ~wish 

schol ars t w. t d~~l wit h thr~ mattr~r a~ree t h'1t Paul's opi)onents 

a·e Juciai zint,; Chr i s tians. 18 In G~lati~ , he was chnlleng ed 

doctr inologically - t ;1p circunciscrs said t hat Clu~istians 

must obey th"' Law of }!osr"s - Pa u l s a id no . In Corinth, Paul 

was a tts cked pc1~sonally and his rit ~t t o .-;.postleship was 

qucs tion·-~d . 

the ::tost difficu lt ,.,r olJlcm to h..-i.ndle , howev~r , if indeed 

it is not i ruor-s i bli ... , ie t he sta t 2 of Paul ' s J ewishness . 

t lens t fom· times in t he !.::pistl e s , Paul dP.fends his J eTvish 

Ci;ed nti:-.ls . 19 ~ie w~s a :r?.b e w, an l sraQ.lite, circuncis~d 
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on the ei(hth d ay , a Pter.lbP..r o f t le t r i be o f ;:enjnmin ( how 

Paul knP..w t 1is , we do n ot know) , and f inally, accor d in?,' to 

t he Law, a Pha:i see •• • :\S t o ri~.hteousru>.ss under the J..nw, 

bl~meles s . 

It i s t he Ph.?.ri ~Hlic as T)e:Ct of Paul wh ich .,, ,..oduces the 

mos t ~roblems f or the c~itics , and is th~refore landled 

l east adcqua t ,! ly. Propexl y , most of t l'e wc i t ers on Paul see 

~is Ph2eis:?ism in his f •:equrmt recourse t o t le ilible. Sandmel , 

?..ub<?nstnin, lk1eck , i•iontefior~ , and, i f onP. consici<>rs that t h e 

3cr i p t ure s nust c on s tit ute at l east half o f t n e twof old Law, 

.:0.vk in20 a ll ritc> ntion this as the onP. sur e indica tion that TJe 

h.~ve of Paul ' s ''Phar isa ism." !3ut does it indic~t~ th<l t at 

a ll, or does it tnP..re. ly ind icate t hat Paul wa s J ewish? Ind t?.ed , 

_,andmel c laims no mor...:. . Ba.eek h s s s a i d t :· 3t t he one t hing 

t hat a ll J ews had in c otru:1on wa s t 'le i r u s •:? of t he Sible . I f 

we a.r~ t o find some i t c>..m o f Paul ' s t'10~: .. h t that is indi c a tive 

of Pha:'isa.isr.\ , we mu st look fu- t hr?r t " an t \is . ~ubenstein 

cites Paul ' s be l i e f in t he rcsu_i.:~ction o f t he d e ad as the. 

deter:-tinin£ i>lulri saic f<.!ctor . 21 Lu•<. e himse l f doe s the same. 

Kl ausner looks to Paul' s ' 'n i d r a s hic method " f or ind ications 

of Pha-isa ism, 22 b u t Klaus ne r ( o e s too far ; f o r he the n 

a scrib e s t'"'~ sa1lP r.lct 1.od to P!d.lo , and e..'\:cept f or '. lolfson, 

the:c a e. f('>w ind •"'d u'ho woulo cn.11 Ph i l o a 1.a!.>binic J ew. 

What Kl a usner f a ils to notic e i s the d i ff C!rence in t he use. 

of ScL·intur~ in Paul and Phi lo. Philo uses ~c i:- i'>turP. f or 

allec:orical pun )oses . Jin sta --ts f r om th~ v1~t-se and draws 

alle~.ory u"'> on it . I f he then uses p1:oof- t e xts , it is to 
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build t he schP.me of his a1lep.ory . Paul ' s usa[.e , on the other 

h and , is much close.:- to t~at of the. rabbis , using t exts to 

reconstt~uct a na!'-·ative nnd to build a s ernonic point based 

upon the t ext unich may or may n ot be alleLory . Kohl er f inds 

tr.'!ditional J ewish (tha t is , Ph.nrisa.ic) practice s in Pa11l's 

initiation o f proselytes : e"'lphasizinr, t he 111.aw of Cod , " 

specifyi n g aandat o t·y comn~nd!"lents , a c atnl or ue of s ins , and 

a confe :.sion. 23 J(ohl er does not cite his source s t~1ourh , 

and I arn n ot a l tog~~ ther CP.rtai n t hat t hese oracticP.s c an b"? 

found i n the ·~oistlP.s . 

However , none of these c e itics adequat e l y address~s t he 

question of Paul ' s Pharisaism. Rivkin, on the other h and , 

does . H~ wise ly d oes not c laim absolute cer t a inty about his 

answer, for , he s .:iys , t he s ources do not t e ll us wl1a t we need 

to know about t he. Phaci.se es . Theref ore , any historical 

n o<l.::. l w r.; c onstr uct depends on h()w w~ con c ept ualiz e ~nd use 

t he sou~ces a nd n3y t .us b~ totally c i Eht or tot~lly wrong . 24 

1.iv kin offers an ext')lanntion of PhariGai sm w'\i ch i f applied 

to Paul , mi.~ht eXl)lain why he perse c u t ed the c hurch so 

vehel'Tlr.ntly: he t e lls l,ls t hat "the Ph:~rise"S • •• far from 

l ook.i n [ for t ·v· r:H~ssiah ~nd the usherin g in of a t erres t r ial 

1<in; d on of Uc>d , were hostile to anyone rna',inr such a claim 

or 1Jroclaimin tmch a kin~dom" and that such messianic hop~ 

ttwas l i mi ted to indiviciuul pro~het-like fi[ ures , ap oc a l ypticists, 

e.schatol o r iRts ••• wh o f_ained n ow more , n ow fewer adhere nts, 

t h ouch nP.ver more t han A tiny mino:- i ty. •125 If t hio we.re. 
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indeed t he cas~ , it would be easy t o und n!":;tand w~'Y Paul, 

i f he were. a Pha1·is~e , mi.~ht r e l entless l y :>ecsecu t e any snch 

adherents . 

Dut wha t d oe s " i f .Paul we~·e a Phar isee" n e an ? Ri.v !cin 

b~lie.vcs t i.at t he s ine qua ~ of P:"lari1;a i sra was belief in the 

twofo l d Law w~--. ich c;r ants individua l salv a tion in t~\e form of 

Tl.!sur r e.ction. '!'hat Paul b c l i r->v ed in t he t wofol d Law Rivkin 

d-:!rives from t,a latia ns 1 :14, '' t raditions of my fathers"; t he 

word for 1'tL·adit i on11 b e ing "'1'1""c_ .... , 5 .26 Th~s i s the sai:ie 

word used by J osephus in Antiquities XIII: 297 and t he evangelists 

i n Hark 7: 5 , 8 and Mat thew 15 : 2 where t he twofold Law i s meant. 

"As t o t he Law, a Pharis~e" m..;ans, thE.~~efor~ , t ha t Paul, 

orior to his convec-sion, belie v ed t hat onl y t hrour h t he two­

fold Law c ould on'? attain salv&tion. "...TP.. k now t h a t Josephus 

was a Phar isee ; ye t Josephus wro t e in Gtv~ek , lived in t hP 

Gref•k world, and was a.we.re of He l l enism and Hellenistic 

civilizati on. Therefore , bec~usl! Paul s~.ows an a\:areness of 

;:e l lenism, wc i tes in fluent Gr.eek , end l ived in t .\e Greek 

worl d , 27 is not suf f icic nt caus~ to ? ortray liim as any less 

a Ph.'.lri s e e t .an Jos e phus o c any othe r r>a lc.stinian.28 

1'h.ere are, l1owev 2r , severa l '"eakn~sscs in t his ar1 ume nt. 

FL'st , Paul nny o r may not ha vr. meant t h e t wo told Law by t he 

word n-.1..l't.l:o':" t.S • .tivkin <lo~s not add~~e ss himsel f to the 

C'jue stion o f a ~t~ na .·n t~ , o r rath~r, diffcr~nt HP llenis tic 

Phaci.sni sia o r- Ph~t1v~r or n ot t \er~ n i ght have been an 

inde1>cnd~~nt ilPl l nnistic Oral Tr ad ition. Re h as attempt~d 
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to d emonstrate faul ' s t hourht by his usP. of t h e word "Phar isee " 

r a ther t han by t r.y in!: to find out w~l.2.t Paul ni Lht have mean t 

by " Pha::-isee" by studyin:: )aul ' s thou:.;ht . !tivkin us~s aomans 7 

to s 1ow t \a t Paul's "~roblc.n" was t hat of a Pharisee livin~ 

in an alie n soci-'! ty a nd t hus denies any ik:lle nistic t h ou: ht 

in Paul ' s u·iting s . But the r e a-:.·c , as W'! shall see in the 

ne:>..'1: c liao t P. r o f thi s work, a o l ethora of Hel;.eni s tic pr~­

supposi tions in Pau l ' s t Hmzht. =tiv k in mi sses t he d iffe>rC?nces 

in t he d P.fini t ions of "sa lva t i on" a nd "resu-· r e ction" b~twP. en 

Paul ' s thou~ht a n d ~abbinic t hou zht . s~concily , t he arviment 

11necnu:;e Jose!'hus - t he refore Paul " is unsound. Paul :!nd 

J o:.;e[)hus we.re. not onl y diffc~ rent me.n wri tint f o :- d iff<'rc=mt 

;:>ur:, ose. s , but t hey a lso had diffc ·r e.nt b.:i.cl:r r ounds . Paul '~as 

a Di as;.ora J ew, J os!!phus l ive d a ll but t he>. ln.st tw~nty years 

of: h i s l i f e i n Palestine . \le would thc;·~for~ expect J osephus 

to hsv~ Pa lestinia n ~..abbinic p~e-supf>ositions and in fact , 

would b r- quit P.. surr!· i s c.d if he di<l not . ti.vk in poi nts ou t 

t h a t Jose<.>hus s.-:y::; t h a t only Phu!"isa.ic Jud~ism n,~.c.d be ta!<en 

s c ri!>us l y29 an r1 conclud~s f r om t h is t1~at any 11 :if~ llen i s tic 

Jud aisr:l" whic h roay have P.xist<>d was i nsi( nificant . '1ut 

J osephus is ¥ iting a~ a n a-·olo~ist to a Gr~ck audi en CP. for 

t h<- J~ws ·,o hav~ just s t a l ed ~ mass ive reb~llion n~ainst 

Rome . Paul is writ in.f' nothin;- of t he s or t. 1:tther, he i s 

ansu e ring GUestions or r~snondinr to p:-obl erns t "\at hav l:". arise n 

in :lu·is tian c hurchr!s . ·:c c annot e v e n use Philo, t/hosc bec k ­

r;round was 'l\.lC~l close.-::- to Pau l' s than t hat of Jose~hus , in 
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t h e Mann er o f on E> - to- one c or.:-es "'on d '!n c e . \ ' P. c an, •' s lli vk in 

h i ms P. lf s r> id , only look a t ou r sourc e s ~!1<l i n t erp'."'r- t t hem. 

~ut b e fore we c an conpa..r P. onP- to a no t h a r , w.- mu s t e valua t e 

eac h on i ts own flt.~t"i t . 

On t he i s s ue of Pau l ' s Pha r i saism, <;an dmel s~yc that we 

c.'!.n a!'rive. a t two incon t 1-ov e r t ibl e fac t s : Paul wa s a Jew a nd 

:ie wns educ a t .!d i n Jud .~ism ::::uc '1 t~U'.! t h e surpass~d h is s chool­

rnates in p :'OHP.ss - a fact a ttes t ed to by t he P.f::o;-tl~ss mann er 

wit ~\ ,1 i ch he CjU <"> t '!S J c t·i .~tur~ . 30 r s t o Pa u l' s a s scr-tion tha t 

h .! i s n ~h .... -..-ise c , wr. hnv c fou:- tl\n.i o r » r ob l c.ns : Phari see s had 

G.i w • ... ·t e n t vieus .-i.nd t l1c s <»irc~:; Ai:"<' f e w, 3 1 " ••• l a t e Phar i sai sm/ 

:::-ot o- ~a.~binisrn -·epr<!.-;"?nt~d ~n i r:t .... u l st> t1hich w~s tb~ ~Y..act 

antithes i s of th~t o f Pau l, u32 W<' c a n n"'i t h P.r a s c r i be '1a bbinic 

eXP.(P..s i s t o Paul ( since Paul' s t hour h t is s o obvi o u s l y non ­

~c:.bbinic) nor c a n wc- :i~ cribG to PP.u l 7<,abbi ni c i.? :>«'fes i s f or 

non- , a.bb i n ic e nds s ine<" t his is a desc ~·int ion of the co n t c>n t 

f:-om t he l abe l r a t her t h:m t he l~b~. l from th~ co n t <'nt , 33 an d 

th~ t't• i s the >os ibil i ty of ~ 1.~llenist 'i.c Pha~isn.ism 

tl i ffC" z:cn t f i:om t hat o f P'l l c s t i ni1:.n PhE' .. - i s a i sm . 34 'l'.'lus t h e 

onl y si~n~ of Ph!!. i sai sm a r e hi~ use o f t he Sc~iptu~~s3~ a nd 

h is a.Jpa_-~nt i n d i f ference t o t he '.i'1~:-1 p lc - f or Paul' s J uda i sm 

s~ems to be o f t he s::/n~: o ue v:lrie t y ~t. .<!r t •.um t hat of t he 

·rcrat lc. 36 

iiowev :r , t ti s v i e w d o.;s n o t fu .l y adc':-~ss t he ;1rob1.~m . 

Pa u l ' s a :.-de nt o p7>os iti on to t hr. r.aw is in its(~ lf an aff i mat ion 

t :,at i'aul , a t l;~.nst pri or t o 1i s c onV•"!i.·s i on , acc".pt~d c ert a in 
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b asic Pharisaic assllr.lp tions . 37 A Ruddhist would not fe e.l 

compe l led to a tta ck t h "! Law i n ~uch u. manner - n c it ler would 

o. Sadducee . 

If .:ti v1d.n ' s initi a l assrn:iption is cor:r-c~ct , t hat the ~ 

gua ~ of ?:\nrisaism i s th~ be.l i e f in t ~'c efficacy of the 

t wofold Law, t h.en we r.n.1st look in Pa.u l f o r an aw;irr•n e ss of a 

hal Rk.hic proc~ss - t hc--rPby incor rio ratin.- th~ possibil ity of 

a n indr.pend,~nt Helle nistic t radition. 

In ~omans 7 :1-3 , Pau l says , 

" Do you not know, brethr~n -- f or I am speak­
i ng to t h o s e who know the Law -- t hat t he Law 
is binding on ~ person only dur inc h is life? 
'l'hus a macriec1 wonan i s b ound bv l aw to her 
husband as l ong as he live s ; but i f her 
husband d i e s she is disch~rp-"d f :-om t hP- l aw 
conccrninE her hnsba.nd . Acco r-dine ly, she 
will b P- c a lle d a n adultr~ss i f s he lives with 
another man a s lon~ e.s ••e.r husband is r:J_ i ve . 
!lut if her husband dies s t.e is frei:. f rom t hat 
l aw, and if she marries a nc t h e r man s h e i s 
not an a<lul t re ss." 

In ,.,alatia ns 5 : 14 anc a nin in ~omans 13:9, ?aul s ays , "?"or 

tt~e ~IL1 olc l aw i s fulfi l l c.c! in one •..;o!.'c! , ' You sh~ll love. your 

ne i : hbor e s yourselfr ' "38 I n d ~fending hi ms e lf against 

c harecs of wronr•- do ing at Cor inth, Paul tells the Corinthian~ 

that " ••• Any chaq~e must be. susta ined b y two or thre e witnesses. n39 

In speaki n.r to the .01:ians about the election of Israel, Paul 

s ays , ''As r<","ards the E_ os !">e l, t h ey are. encrnied o f God , for 

you r s ake ; but a s r~Lards e l e ction t hey a r eoeloved for t he 

sal~ o f t he.i r f ore fathers . t<or· t h e e.ift s and the c a l l of 

God an~ i rcevoc.s.b l e • 1140 This l a st sta t ement beine clearly 
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an exanpl e. o f the c oncep t of 41 • 'l'his is in no 

way to i npl y obeisa nc e t o t he. Law or th~ preachment thereof 

on Paul ' s pact . Paul preacr\es re.lentles r; ly for t he com•ll e t e 

a n d thorou~h abrof;a tion of the Law. aut th~se v~rses s how 

an Urutlistaka ble awa_·eness of a halakha or 1>c-oto- h2.lnkha by 

Pa u l and such an awareness can only be a :.·e.sult of Paul •s 

rh.arisaic u purinuing . But the question must t hen be a sked , 

" Why , i f l>aul had a ?harisaic upin·int in,:: , do we not f ind 

:-nore. ~~., >l c s of hal nkhic auarcness and ,,:1y does r.is t hout_ht 

a near to b~ ::;o c onsiste ntly non- -~bbinic ;md aicllenis tic and 

11is l ant- ua, e. so tho:•oa;,h ly llrN ,k and unn i xcd with l!cbrew or 

Aranaic phrc:.S '.!olory?" ' ith one ~nswcr to t hi s quc•s tion we 

h ave a l ready deal t : t herP. i s a 'h.:i f h l ike lihood t h at t h e re 

existed in the \Jr .!ek worl d a ? ha.-·isaism s epa ·a t P. f r om that of 

Palestin~ but ~qu~lly committrd t o th~ concept of a twofold 

Law. A more ::i~ nifi cant answr~r has be en mentioned by ..>Choeps, 

and t ha t i s tha t Paul shows G:-.!ek or J ewish t r ends of thou~ht 

d2 J)~ndin!. on t ic natura of h i s au<l i ence . 42 I n I Corinthians , 

.Paul hfotsc lf t e lls us t hat t he "Jews der.umd sivns a nd the 

Gre eks s eek wi:::dom. 1143 .ilut nor~ i n ,o::-t antly, Paul, in the 

" To the J ews I bcc.r1c a s a J ew in ord\• r to win 
J C'w::: ; t o t !Lose und~r the L<:n-1 I b e c ame :?S one 
und r the L·w -- t 1ou~h no t nyse lf bein~ 
und<> ~ the Law - - thut I mi fht win t hose under 
the Law. To t hosP.. outside- the. Law I becn.'Tle 
as one outRi <l" t he Law -- not be.in: without 
law toward God but bein~ under the Law of 
Christ -- c hat I n i .-ht win those out s idP t he 
Lnw. To the weLlk I l>"c arae "'eak, t hat I r.ri,,h t 
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win the weak . I h a ve become all things to 
al l men, that I mi .... ht by all means save 
some . I do it a ll ~or t h e s ake of the " ospel, 
t hat I may s h3r t? in its ble~ sinf:'.s . 1144 

'this s :1ows itse l f in I Corint'ii n.ns w:1er e Paul use s "wisdom" 

as a t e c hnical t e rra , 4 5 in ~phesinns t ;hc :e P~ul cd<lresses 

1rir.lse lf to the mystical ~lcmc:nts of t ne c~mrch t here , 46 a nd 

in his f1~equent usn of t he wor d "mystery'' in t he .toman and 

Cocint1~ian co~res 1ondenc~ .47 Thus s~nd~el ' s assertion t h at 

" Paul as a lways ~ntir~ly carnest 1148 :1olds t rue only insofar 

t hs t Paul beli e ved that ai.>ove. all e lse , Chr ist was the Savior 

and that salva tion could be obta ined only t hr0u :._h h im. 

Becau~e, whethe r he is e a r nest or not , t h e f a ct i s that Faul 

is inconsis t ent. 49 It i s my beli ef (althow•h nd."!'i tte.d ly a 

c onje ctm .. ·e w~rich c nnnot be substantic. t~d) t .u1t i=a.ul W.'.lS far 

n orc nwa:-c of th~ mind - set of ~ lis l i s t e ners t han has been 

accraclited t o him, and we .~e we t o hav e , f or exru:ip l e , a 

docunent L·orn h im adnr esse d to an exclu~ively 2harisaic 

audi~nce , wr• wol.: .. d f ind !-'lim equally c onve rs:m t in bot h Gre ek 

and Phar isaic n o cles of t hou._:.h t . 50 

Thus, t he qncsti on nou arise s , " '&en we look n t t he 

reli~ iosity of ?aul, a. e we ind ·~d lookint: a t t he l'cl i giosity 

of Pnul o r e:t ~'e W<! lookinz a t t hat of h is andie.nc e.?11 The. 

probable , althou~ h by n o means c~rtain, answ~r i s both . 'l'he.r e 

a r e c ert a in all-pcrvasiv~ e lements in Paul ' s t h ought which 

e. ·- p~ar consis t e ntly t hrou ' hout his e '"'istles; t 1c most pro-

n inent of t hese being th~ afo ~-et'l·"ntioned beli· ~f in t he 
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salva tion t~lrou[ h Chri st . nut i f it is t he C;:l.s c. t ruit muc h 

o f t he. Paulin e. li t c. '!.~aturc t e lls us only a bout his P-u d i c.ncc , 

t ien to en• a (..! in an at t empt to disce r n t .1e na tur e> of Paul 

t he man as it must have bi?en , i s all but futile . Al l that is 

l eft to us now is to look a t Paul's t hou,...h t as we hav · it. 



Chapt e r IV 

El ements of Paul ' s ·r hou t,nt 

It is ... curi ous f:ict t hat ~lthoi.l::h .Paul is considered t he 

lP.~dinr .:i o:;tle of CLristi a n i ty to t h'! -·~ntiles , t l-.e ear tl">J.y 

c!.::.ra.cte r o f J "su s a t•;>ea.rs but oncP. or t u icc in ~!.l of Paul's 

e pistln s . l TI1at t h is is so is £tt~s ted to by a ll o f ci~ 

ma jor Jr~wish wr ite rs on Paul, 2 anci t :~ • e:ts on , ivcn by both 

Sand:no l3 a nd Klausne r , 4 is tha t, ns a newco:ner to t : e 

" Chr istian" cor1Munity, to :-e c o . niz~ t h<· su"'rcme i n o~t&nce 

of t h e. r>P.rt h ly J·~sus oould have bn .. rn to s i .,•.i l tan eous l y 

dimini::h h i s m m s i :_ :lific~nce as a n a ·ostl" , for he '"lad pYob:ibly 

n e vc:: s c ~n t he eaxthly J c s u3 . Thus for P:m l , it wa s the 

rne ta··mysical ex..:ilte cl Christ t ha t was of ;>rim~ i n •,ort."\nc e. . 

llcmc~ , Paul ' s [ o:;p " l , ns ':ar ~s \1C !'now, was uni que in his 

tirne and t h:1t it " •:s l.~[itino.t~ co1 1 ~ s f r om th~ f nct t h a t Paul 

f i r:.1l y br"!!.i e.v ecl t ·iat it ca1'I~ t o ld.n "t: 1rO·l~!\ a l~evelntion of 

JP..su~ Chri r.t. ,,.:; 'l'hc only !1.:ml i nc t1~~c t.in~s w\ i c h 11ay be 

~ncrii>ed t o a pr ~ -Pa-.1lin~ c!mrc h :ire t he. knowl edt e t 1u1t J esus 

t·2s c r ucifi P.d , t · - bc:.li .... f t ha t he t:as r ni s-.d f--om t l\e dPad , 

t ic bc> li-..f t ·mt he had aO)pea r e d to s~v £?ral of t lte a.postl~s 

-- las t o f nll to Paul , 6 t hat J e sus l llS op'.>os e d to d ivor ce, 7 

and t he nr:ictic..! s o f b a vtism ~nd t he E:ucha··ist ( c lthou[h 

th~sc wr· · .. ~c , 'ohnbl y not o f t h e sacrament a l n a t u r P- to which 

._)aul a' )lied t h ·m) . 8 Ou4· t a s k in thi s c '·w."' t e.r ·will b~ to 

e~::riin ~ t \ Os c- be l i e fs , r;n·acticPs , and pre-suppo~;i t ions which 
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r ive Paul ' s t P..a c l--.inr s t heir uniquPW?.SS . 

'!'he Na tur-c of l·!an 

" For Ucid iL..->.s clone uaat the Law , u c ake n<!d by 
t lC ~ f l esh, could not d o: ~£ndint; itis own 
Son in t he likeness of sinful flesh a nd f or 
sin, h e cond~mned sin in t he fles ~1. , in 
or<lP.r t lat t h 2 just rcquir.~mant of t.:e Law 
rai r h t be fulf illc.d in us who wal k not 
a ccordine: to t he fl~ sh but accnr~~n~ to t he 
"5pi r it . For t· .os~ w lO live a.ccor.iing to t he 
f lesh s P.t t r.ei r ".:linds on t he t hin gs of t he 
f l P.sh, but those who live accordin2' to thP 
Snirit s e t the ir nind s on t he t h ings of t .-.e 
Spi r it. To s e t t h P. ~ind on t he flesh is 
death, but to s e t t he ~ind on the 5pi rit is 
life and pe a ce . .For t he nind t ha t is s P.. t on 
the f l e sh is hostile to God; it do~s not 
submit t o <Jed ' s law, inde .;d it c annot ; and 
t hose wh o a re in t he f l esh cannot plt:~ase God . 

nut you are not in the f l esh , you ar~ in 
the Spi r it, in fact t he Spi.~it o f God dw:•.l l s 
in you . Anyone who do~s not h~ve t he .,µ i r it 
of Christ does not be lon(r t o h im . 119 

Goin i: a ll the way back to t he time of Plato, the t hou<:ht 

o f the ..1re.ek vor ld conside red exi s t ence to be of two d i s tinct 

subst tfftCc :::: flesh an d s '"'i:'.'it.10 !<'lesh is by its n a ture 

inh e rently evil ; S '">i r it, in~ercntly f.OOd. God , t he re.fore , 

and c :, r ist as '~11 are entir~ly of t he S')irit . Nan, on the 

o t he-:- hand , i s of both s ..., irit and flesh . Being of t he fl~sh, 

man t oo is inherently evil. But t he s pi r it i s a l ways within 

h i mll rmci t 1us man has the notentia l for salvation by putting 

o f f t lir f lesh or denyin£ its influenc~ and putting on or 

acc enting t he inf luence of the S?irit. 

J a cob , Klaus n e r , l'ohler, Hontefiore , and Sandmel ha.ve all 

:-ccot_niz~d t ·ds d istinction in ?aul , but only Sancimel ~'ls 
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reco~-nized it a s a .. · - stat .. :men t of Pla tonic dunlism. Sandmel 

and i.<ohler h:?v e bot~1 ?ointcd out t hat t h i s c oncept is identical 

to t Hat f ound in Philo and Jacob, Hontef iore, and Sandm~l 

hav e all pointed out t h:!t t his view is fundcm~ntally 

d i ff ere.nt fron the ~boinic view of rn.:in as inhe:·ently good 

and free. to do cood or evil and that man, althourh in nossession 

of a soul is l>.;tsically a u nity - t hat bot h body and soul were 

given to man and both a .e equally c ulpable or praiseworthy.12 

Montef iore , a ltnou!:h he is aware of t h is vast diff'!r e nce 

betw~en t he Pauline and ?..abbinic conce ptions of man , i :; e ither 

not aware or e lse. d oes not stat~ t hat t h P. Paulin~ c onception 

is ~ssentially t l e Grc.t::k concP.ption. 13 

Kl ausne r , on the other hand , p:-oper l y disc e .·n s Panl ' s 

conce p t but identifie s it a s J ewi s h - in fact , Biblic.al. The 

exa., ..,l~s t hat he e ivc s , howev e r , a re that of Hebrew poe tic 

pa.:.·allclism ( for exam ., l e. : "In whose n.and is t h e soul of 

ever y l ivinc t hi ng , an.d t he soirit o= a ll human flesh" 

(Isaiah 57 :16) - t u~ u 11dP. .. lining i::; Klausnc~ ' s ) . lli. Kl ausner 

s ays , th~refore, t ' 1at ? aul t ot the ide a f r om the Bi ble but 

t h r o u gh his !t.!llcni::;tic u-;>b!" in[ ing , raade suc h an extre me. 

d utdism of it t hat it at,oroacht~d a non-Jewish concept .15 

~in 

" ••• a ll men, both J ews and Greeks, a r e under 
the. power of sin ••• " 

" ••• since all hav e. sinn~d and fall s hort of 
t ho! [ lO t"'? of God , t • ey a ,.·e justifie d by His 
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r race a s a l ift , through t he r tl!.dcrontion 
t J ~ich i s in Clu'ist J e sus . "16 

" 'f herc.fore a s sin c a':1c into the worl d 
thr our h on~ ~an Adam and death t hroubh 
s in, .'.lnd so de<?th s j)r~ed to .all men 
b~cau:;c all nen sinned -- sin indee d wes 
i n t •! uor l <l bcfo. P t l.:.e Law 'tl.'.lS :_: iven ••• "17 

:->incc , Rs 1e. h:?v~ s e en, Paul consid~r~C! t~;,c f l e sh 

inhct·c nt l y ~vil, hP. rms t n l so hav e c onsidered t hat man has no 

a ltet'na tivP. but t o sin. For Paul, r.ian ind . . ed has no ch oicP -

f or sin i s n o t as it i s in 3i b lical, tabbinic , or evrn modern 

J uda.ism. 'l'hat is , for Paul , sin i s not a s i •!l;>l<' a ct of 

coMMission or omi~sion , a t ran s !':_resr. ion : n aen or a , ... 
To sin is t o "f~ll shor t of t he r lory of God . " nut a ll t:1en 

fall shoct o f th~ Llory of ~d , t nus all r::ir.m a _·e sinners , 

th~t i s , it i s :~n i ntcins ic :>:lr t of thei r nat ure - no act is 

involve d • 

..?o.u l. Indi~"'O , "'~" Must "'U:>~cct that this would ~e s o for we 

a "e n ow e ntr>rinr, :i.rcas o f P::lul ' s t h o· fht u':. '!. r e? Pa11l uses the 

sane voc abulA•' , as the r :obbi s but ·n,,.3ns so":l.cat hing totally 

d i f f e rent . ~1at t .is is Paul ' s concr p t of 3in i s s een by 

Bacck,18 ' :i·rsch , J a coh , 1aausn~r , nn ' ' Scndnr!l.19 

~r:tC'.tZ sc ·ned to l'~VP. hP-c n awarP t hat t r •~e. wcs a d i fferenc e 

lY' tucen l.>.:!.u l ' s c onc e pt of sin a nd thr- q,:i!>binic c oncept, but 

t !ic on:y incHc.:!tion o f t his i s t~rnt Grev:. tz a c i:nowled _e s t hat 

f or Faul, sin \!as ;h~ :e<li tt.i.ry . 20 . . uDens t e in ade quately 

dc~fines t ,\e J ~wi.!::h conc c.· ~t of sin , tells us t ha t f or Paul , 
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Adan wa s th~ pa::-edi gr.1atic sinner, and t hen s t ops - t:i v ing 

n o e.xol an a tion of wr..at Paul me:tnt by s in . 21 ~ch.onfield22 

and Jlontefiot'c (in his ea!'liest es~ay)23 use the llabbinic 

c oncept of sin as v ol unt a 4 y a c t to d~sc i be Paul . All other 

J ewish t·T!.~i t <>.r s , i n cl urlint. Hont2:::ior~ i:1 his lat er ess ays 

and Bae d -. in nos t of hi s i?ssays iD"tor~ t nc i ssue a ltore t her , 

t hereby L,ivinf::. the i mpression that thP.y a_~~- no t c.ware of 

any d i ffe. .:-cnce who.tsoE:ve r . 

Montefiore, 2t'.• San<ltlel , 25 Sc h oeps , 26 ~no Shalom :1pi ecel 27 

a ll nention t h.c p oss ibility t ;irt t ?au l also conc~ived o f sin 

as e da."'Mf)nic forc r'\ . I f t his i s t •. c. cnsc , t hr.> occurencP. of 

such doctrine i s rar e i n Pau l ' s r ":.c o n i zed ~ennine eDis t lr>s. 

One c onc e pt s t-~ikin~ ly micsinr: fron t)i.~ thouc:l~t of Pau l 

is t 'ta t o f repP..ntance . J a cob , 1<L1usn~r , i··ont ... f iorP , 

RubP.nstein, Sandnel , an d '"choep s c>.11 nention this . 28 nu t 

onl y .,_ub~nst~in anc~ Sandmel S ·:'.\!m t o b~ auarP t h.at t \f\. w 1o l e 

conc~pt i s i rre l ev ant f o r Paul - but bot h for 6 i ffcrent 

r e .::i.sons . :lu!)cnst d n , who ~s t ak.!n c os y c holor ica l 3 ;>i:>r oach 

t o .P.::ml , s ays t hat with evecy act o f sub "'liss ion, t he!'c i s 

nl:;o a desire t o rc!Je.l , ond t 'v" re.fore no 1~e. rntanc~ is 

c orJ;>lct c ly :; inc~r:- ; for "no n.:\tt~r h ou i:eprrhP.nsiblc~ the 

d <.!r!d , sonr pa._ t of t he ~inner w~ntcd t o conriit it. 1129 

Snndnel , on t he. ot"..~c i1and , sC>es re-icnte nce as a cotn'"ll e t e 

i itlnoss i bility within Paul ' s "sys t~m. " One can rc" ent for one's 

own a ctions , but if sin is clefin.£:.d suc h t hat it i s part of 

one ' s bei n[ , repentanc~ CP.n no lon~P.r be a n ootion - f or 
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o n e c annot repent for one ' s Ollftl bcine a nd rcpcnte.nce. , t hl!r<?-

f ore , s e cven no ? ut ·pose . 30 

This es t abli ::;hed , Paul is now on t he ver,...e of h is qu~st , 

" llow <! oc s man a c hi ev e a stttte of sinle ssn ess?'' 

Salv~tion 

For Paul, t here.fore , the coa l of man, escape , t hat is , 

s a l va tion , involv~d a c han c;e i n m:.m ' s sta te . And t h e qu~stion 

t~H:tt fo_ Paul n eeded to be :-mswe!'.'~d w:1s , " 1-.ow does man 

a c h i <>V<! t he absolut e ce1~tninty o f s a l v a tion?"31 

" Do you not know that a.11 of us W''O h2ve been 
baptize d into Chr i s t J esus w~re baptized i nto 
l1is deat h ?'' 

''Fo _ i f we. have. been united with him in a 
death l i ke his , we shal l cert ainly be u -:.ited 
with h i m in a re.sm~r::ction l i ke his . 11 

" ? or h e who has di~cl is freed f ,;om sin. nut 
i f we !Lav e d i ed '·Jith Christ , we beli c v P. that 
w~ shall a l so live with him. For we know 
t hat Christ , b e inr. r a i sed f r om t 11e d~ad , ·will 
n cv <· r d ie a ..._a i n ; dea t h no l ontPr has dorrtini on 
ov.!.r him. "3"' 

And t hus c Path no lon; e T has 2.ny doni nion over t h1..: man in 

Ch~ist . This t .en i s Paul' s definition of s alv a tion : by 

a cce pt i n g Christ (throu~·h baptism , wh i c h Hi ll b•'?. d iscussed 

lat~r), one die s to t h e f l e s h a nd t~us to sin, and i s reborn 

to the spit·it in Chr ist - for :is on(! is "united with him in 

a dc.ach like his" so too is on~ united wi t h him i n etern a l 

l i fe . How i s t hii; -O:> ~ible. i f t i.e sinfulness of man i s an 

u n atonc._ble. entity? I t i s unn tonable f or man. But Ctu-ist on 
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th:?. cross was the perf~ctly nun> s acrif ice , t "\e perfect 

atonement whic~. God a.cce ;:it e d f or no !.~ea.son other t han grace 

:m d wh icn aton~ s not for the sins of man but for the sinful­

ness of man. 

·r l Us t hrou 2h ~ race is man justified. "To justify" is 

he::~ not ~s Dae.ck und-e..rs tooci it, on act of justice performed 

on a.an , .}3 r ather , it means "to maJ~e rifhteous . "34 As most 

JeHio~ sc:1ola rs :>~opcrly ,,o int out , "justifica tion" is not 

for- ~ivcm'!SS on t he pnrt o f :;od , it is c ono letc acq~tal . 

Antl indeed , t his is whn t on~ would l o ::_"ic:illy expe ct - for the 

nan w.lo h a s been reborn in Chr ist is , in f~ct , a n e w man.35 

Anothc"! r "benefit , " to USP. Sandrie. l ' s word , of s alvr.tion 

is " reconciliation . " Th~ l·1ord is not used f requently by Fau136 

and exec.pt for Ko t>. l e r , 37 Jrontef ior e, anl' Sandme l , J ewish 

scho l !!.r s i::nor~ it altol2ther . Hontcfior·~ , houever , s )Oke 

of it onl y in i1is fi:-st css<'.ly at w"-ich time he did not fully 

<l'>flr~ci~te t hP c oncP. p t.38 ?or it do e s not r.le~-:-t "to make- up" 

a s he i aµ l ies, r a ther , it rne~ns that (;od .and nal\ bec ome as 

one s ubs t :tn cc wh;!.::ens p.:.~~'vious ly t : ,ey had been e stranged as 

.'.l t"e sult o f "1~n ' s c.'1 ~ tivity in t i e fl?S1l . A man rebor n i n 

th -! s >irit beco~es on~ body u i th ~city ! ~imself t h t"OUfh 

Chri:; t . It is t .. is r-cconcili~tion t hat Pnul speaks of when 

he says to the IJc l:.:..ti ~ns , ' 'The!'e i s nf!ith~r J e , .. • nor Gree...1' , 

t her ~ is ne ither slave nor free, the -·e i s nei the~ male nor 

female. ; for you a:-e a ll one in Ch=-ist. 1139 

nd l.:as tly , ".! s -ii r itual man is a "son of God . 1140 Thi s i s 
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by vir tuP o f the fact t hat he is unite cl wi t h t he Chris t -

the Son of God - and ir, thus one wit h h i m. 11',xact l y wha t 

Paul ne.:m s by t:1.i s , ;ill be e _: : :!.. a in-:C. in t he n(!.-t s e ction, 

" The Chri s t . 114 1 

Up t o t h is '>eint, Paul ' s c oncept o f s ::: lva tion i s V r>.' • .'Y 

siraila_ to t h a t o f the 31- P. .:: tn~,rst:::ry ccli:_i ons - t o t h e 

nd .cr~nts of wh i c h union u ith t heir pat 1-on r.;co , b e he 

Attis , Adonis , o r ;:ithra, a l s o n e ant sa.lve tion. 42 :Jut ?aul ' s 

conc~pt of salvation was ii1or~ cnf'li) l e x b<~cause i t took pl a c e 

i n a t l e a st two st":->S - I say a t l ea s t b o for a s tin~ went 

on, Paul b e c ame ~ver more cornolex a n d ~ve~ nore c ontradictor y , 

henc~ t'i:~ e. mul t i - phas e o e s chatolo, ·y o f I Cor i nthia n s 15 : 23 - 28 . 

The f i r s t o f the s e s t e ps h ad already t a:·. ~n -p l a c e , t hP. 

c r uc ifb."ion o f J e sus Ch:-ist follow-~d by hi s r~sur:.~ction : 

"For h e s a ys , ' At th~ a cce p t a bl e time I ha v e listene d to you 

and h2 lped you on th~ day of s a lva tion.' ne11ol d , now i s t he 

acc--pt a bl'. tirn1- ; behold , now is the. day of s a lva t ion. n43 

But Pau l ;:i.1:--o :.H~ :.i !:!.V.!d t hat on t he. 11De.y o f the Lor d ,'' th~ 

c .1ris t woul d rc t u;An , at u h i ch tine t h ose no t having bt!en 

s~vcA -;o:.i l c peri s h and tho ::;e. r->'· o 1 ac .:i.L·~a~y 'Je en saved woul d 

liV•" e t ' r n a l ly in c~ ... ist . 44 ~ !m;.:?.Ve~·, 9't'oblcr:is arose b~cause 

Pa u l b!!J i cw ('d t hat the l,,ar ous i a was i rm!lint?nt - p :-oba b ly 

wi t 1-.in hi s m.m life time . 45 3ut af t er a nunber of ye ars had 

passe d , some o f thP. o r i r inal believ~.: rs b~'.an to die . His 

c hur c .. 0.s , csp~cially in Thess a l onica and Corint h , ~1anted to 

lmow i f t:~.ose w:t0 had d i e d wcrP. lost to salvation. To t he 
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T~essalonians he s a id, 

" But w~ ·would not have you i s norant , brethr~n 
concerning t hos e who a r e 3.slP.~p , t ·.at you may 
not t:;ricve a s o t h ers do who l:ave no l··ope . 
Fo s ince we b-:! liev~ t hat J f" sus d ied and 
r os P.. a i:ain, P..Ven so , t hrongh J~ sus~ God will 
bring wit h him t hose w o have fallP.n as leep . 
For this we dP..clare to you by t h e wo r d of 
the Lord , t 1at W•" w~ ~o a t ·P. aliv e. shall not 
pr<' ced e t ' ose wh o have f allen asle ep. 1146 

But to t h.e Cor inthians , his res'.)on s e was r.mc h l"!\ore e l uboratc. 

lie told t hem t ha t when t .ie y had bec omP. onP.. in Ghrist, they 

had , i n fact, a l ready d i ed to t i~ f l e s h and haci ~lrear y bP~n 

r c surrP..cted in th.c spb~it . This .,~ant t hat t he dea t'r o f 

t •1c.ir bodies was but a m .. re de t ail - a tem: .. orary phcnomP..non -

f or on t !le Day o:: t he Lord , t l 1B day o f resurrection , no one 

uo•il d h:ive. his " f l eshl y" body f or ''we s h a l l all be c h.:mgcd . " 

...... o r tho~P. who a.::-e. ali VP. , t~·.c. " f l es ~1ly" body s hal l cease to 

be a nd only t :w. s p i r itua l body will P.xi.s t . .?o r t :1os" , ... ~ho 

have fa l l en as l eep, t hey will be. aliVP. in t he spi r it as in 

fac t t hey already are . 47, 48 

Some schol ars , t he r c.f ore, have strc~s~d a Paul ine conCPpt 

of ~eons whic h is a bit morP como lica t ed t han thnt of the 

r abbis . I n Rabbinic J uda ism, t h<! pr i mary division was between 

t 'le :n:s n'11J .:ind t h e 1t:i:s D'11' with some r eference s having 

t "1c ft"1'Z>f1 n1Z>.. in betw~en . Paul , on th~ other 'tend , has the 

oorl d before>. t ; c L.'.lw, the time betwe en t he !,;ivinn_ of t "le Law 

second coninr s of Chri 3t , a!1d tlv' pe r iod after the s e cond 

conine: . . cco~din:: to Sch oeps , th~ l7.11.'i'O>J , t ' l '°! la.s t a ..-e , 
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a ctua lly be1 a n with t he first coming and only t he consum-

mation i s l ef t . Upon Chr i s t ' c r'! turn, the f ina l judg eme n t 

ui.11 t ake lac e. and t 1Le dead '7ill b~ rcs~recte.d . Thus the 

pP.riod betwr· en t he fi r st and second cornin~s i.3 a ctua lly an 

ov£>rlnp bet'\Jt•en t he two major :i._ons o f "th is world " and 

"the '\:o'!:"ld to cora.e . 1149 

Ruben::;tein ;>oints out that in I Corintl' ic.n,:; 15 :23- 28 , it 

a ppcr.r s t hat th·~ ~inal rul2r of the worl d is not 01.r i s t but 

~d : iimse lf . so 

The Chr ist 

As t·Je hav e all·e!l.dy s ·~"n , t l1e "'tL· t h l y lifn of J e s us is 

basicnl ly irrel~vent to t 'le thou~ht of Paul. The only 

<!Vents in his l ife t hat becar1e impo r t ant to Pnul w~r .. his 

a tonint d ~.:.th on t he cross and his r~surrection . Thus it 

was th'! ·~xnlt .:.d (;h~-ist rn.tLer than the c:~rt lly Jesus who wns 

p.:iramount , but f or t.1e ~r::tctical consider::.tion o f t he delayed 

P:::.rousia , t his rncnn t th.~t the dcat i\ took preced~nce ove r t he 

r~surrP.ction . 51 
~ 

'l'h c .Jreek wor d 'jf <-c-1'05 i s a n e..~nct transl -..tion of the 

:1~b rc-.w wor<l """ti ; b oth n.--:inin:; " a nnointed ." Tltls in itse lf 

s'1o•tl d indic:\ t <' s on<? r ., l nt i ons"-lip bet ween t he two, one w11ich 

is proba bly pre- P.'.lulin12 in naturP. . Th~ queGtion w'.ich WP. 

mus t now :1sk t hen is , " Is th~ Jewish "'"D the Paulin~ Christ?" 

The J ewish Hess iah w~s •.inques tion"lb ly a n a tional f i gure . 

His pr imar y function i1as tht> c-c>storation of the. J f'uish 
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politica l s t atr . In add ition, h e was t o u s her in an a~~ in 

w u c h s in wou l d c~as z. , the nat ion s would be judr:,~d in 

:-i · h t cou sness encl tin Gentiles would all look to God as their , ... 

n~ity.52 '.Ch is was not Paul ' s c oncP. pt. Lest he incur t h e 

·wru.t h of Rome , t~.e c onc\> p t of t he n a tional n e :rni ah wa s no t 

t e n abl e . It i s not , r.owc v e r , t hnt Paul 11dispens~d: 1 with 

t~is conce pt, r ath e r , his conc eption o f wh a t t he Chr i s t was 

to be was diff ...! :-en t. San dmel s ays t hat "Palestinia n J e ws 

s nw in t •'lt>. l1e s s iah t he d i vine a , ~nt w to would hel p t he 

c olle ctive people out of t heir n a tional pr edic a.'"flent, w~tile 

Paul saw in hi m t 'le me.ens of s a lva tion o f ind ividu als out of 

t he 1 \1.U'lan predical"lcnt. 1153 And Uaec k po ints out t ha t i n Paul, 

t he f unction of t he Hes <> i a h c h ange s from :?. hor izonta l one , 

t h a t is, one W)i c h SP.es the uorl d r:novi n f fc ora its cr~ation 

to i ts f ulfill ment, to a v~rtical one , t ha t is, one whi ch 

"re conciles " ( Paul ' s word , not l3a e.ck ' s ) t h e wo~ld bel ow to 

the world above (me anin p , t he world of t he fle sh t o t he worl d 

of t :1e S ,J i~rit) . 54 Thus we arr~ now d e a ling with an entire ly 

diff e : e n t entity with an enti rely d i fferent f un c t ion f rom 

t hat concept he l d by "rne.ss i ani s t s " in Pa les tine. We now hav e 

~ b~ing wh o i s , in f act , divin~ in hi s ve r y n nt ure , who is 

an indivi dual . .;avior, wh o i s li.imsel f not a man , but a "spirit" 

relat ed to Deit y lil.mse l f . 

Yet in s )itP. of t his , tH~ .-e arc some c r itic s , most notabl y 

i\.lau snc r , 11ontcfiore , :~ubenst'!in , and ·~c , ·ocps , who s el' J ewi sh 

ove r tone s in Paul 's Chr i s t conce pt. All f o ur men sc.~ the 

• 
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concep t of the vica 1·ious a toning death of Chr ist as inne.te l y 

J e wish. 55 Scho...! '(>S and Klausn1-~r bot h ·1oint out t hat t h is is 

escentially the i dea found in Isa iah 5 3, n"t1er e t he "suffering 

s erv ant" suffers f or t he sin s of t he. peop l e . 56 In addition, 

Schocps , St'.)ie~el, and :lubens t e in ( who used Schoe s's idea) 

all s e e t he sto~y of the s acrifice o f Isaac as a 9a~adi (m 

for t he cr ucifixion of Christ, t \e de t a i ls of which will b~ 

d iscusse<1 bP. low. Hontef iore nnd 'lchoeps both s '2e the 

c r ucifixion as a form of ~,•~, a forn of expiation of sins . 

This, ho'7ev e r , is an impossibility within ?aul ' s sys tem. It 

is rat h e r an "exl)i a.tion" of sinfulnes s . The differ~nce may 

inde-.d aJpe.ar to be s emantic, but it is not . Christ's death 

di d n o t atone for ~ man'n covetin~ of his br other ' s wife , 

r a ther , ~1e atoned for t hat pa. t of m.:in Wi1ic it would make him 

cove t his b r other ' s wi f e in the f i rs t place . That t he. 

sufferine; s e1·va nt raotif s hould appear in Paul should be of 

no sur~risc>. - neither should it im,Jinge on our Hellenistic 

i mpresl':ion of Paul. ·ro c .::tl l Paul He lle nistic is not to call 

hi m non-Jewish , f or he wa:> in f.:!ct a Jew and u s ed the Bibl e 

extensive l y . 57 

But in Paul , we. hav.! a Chr ist who is so:net :Ung Whi ch does 

not a opear within th~ conte xt of Pa l estinian Judaism. Christ 

is a pr e - existent bcing , 58 t hE'. ''firs t born of all c reation"59 

who, "though he was in t he form of God , di d not count 

equnli ty wi. t h t..od as a t hing to be ~'rasped, but P.mptied 

himself, talcin~ the f orm of a s e rvant, being born in tne 
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likeness of men. And 1)einr found in human f orm he humbl e d 

h imse lf a nd became. obedie.nt unto death, even death on a c r oss. ••60 

In o t her words , the Christ pre- existed J e sus and be.cam~ 

incai:nate d in J e sus at h i s b i r th. 6 1, 62 

But w~at t.te n is t he C u-ist ? Paul uses t h ree t erras , all 

o f wh ich rel')resent ex::tctly t he sam~ thinf : Christ, Son of 

God , 63 and 1<.¥to5 o r Lord . It is pre cis •.;ly on this issue 

t h.a t we can se~ a striking pa rallel to Philo of Al e xa ndria. 

" Philo s e <!s t he ) oyo.$ as that aspect of transce ndent Deity 

which is perceotible to the human mind. So too is Paul's 

Christ t liat part o f Oei ty percc o tib l e to t he hu.rnan r.iind. 

'l'his in no way r.lak2 s Pa~l depende n t on Philo as Gerald Fripd -

lander sut . ests . Rather, both conccnt s a1·e functionally 

similnr to t he t,ods of th~ Creek mys t e ries. In t he Greek 

myste c·i e s , the hi t;hest goal m~m c an attain is unity with t h e 

deity, howe.v e::- to Philo and .Paul, to wh om t h is r e s ? onse was 

Je.wishl y unsatisfacto1·y, i t was u »ion with the ?t6ros of God 

or w:i.. th t ile C"?lri:::t . The ) 6y os i s not a n ea.sy entity to 

de scri b e . Sand•nel uses the analoc v of a ':)Ower plant and a 

l i [ ·i.t bulb: t he r>ower plant reore.s cntine_ God , t he lir h t bulb, 

t he °)dyo> • 64 Cl ear er pee haps is t n.e a nalo&,Y o f a flash­

lip.:ht h1.!l d b>?.hind a lart_,e s hee t and obliquely to it. Wh:1t 

we see on our side of the sheet i s an elli ;:> tica l projection 

o f lit.ht . We c annot tell the n.:?.ture of that which is producing 

t hr. l i f'ht or even t :1c .'.lctual shape of the l i fht beam. But 

we know that it is th~re by means of t he. illumina t ed ellipse . 
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But the concepts of Eaul and Philo cor!'~s>ond only functional ly. 

Philo s poke in St oic- Pythaz;orean- Platonic t e.rms , thus his 

">-. 6yo.s. was a metaphysical abs t ract. Jesus , on the other hand, 

was n historical fact . Thus , union wi t h Chr ist has , i n the 

minds of Paul':; audience , n uch raore physical reality t han 

union with Phi l o ' s /\6y o~ , t i1 e reby p l a cinrr Paul muc h closer 

to t h e ri.yste ry r .. !ligions t han Philo . 65 

Somewhat difte.!"ent views a :::e hel d by tivkin, Sc 1onfield , 

and to some e xtent , Klausner . Sc~onfield bP.li eves t hat the 

t ern "Chris t" Means "Is :-.:i~ l"; t h:!t is, t :\e Hessiah is Israel 

personified . So w 1en Paul s !)eaks of unity i n Ghris t , he means 

u!lity in I srae.l , and t hus he is abl e to make I s raelite s of 

t he G~ntiles without t he Law. 66 T1li s ide-.ntificati on simpl y 

d oes not :.o l d u p under scrutiny, however , and Schonfi~ld 

has t t~ process c omplete ly bnckwa~·d . By sayin~ unity in 

Ch:·ist, Paul doe s not ncc.n unity in Isra<!l except in a 

s -;J>erficia l sc~ n!;~ . In 'onan s 9- 11 , Paul defines "Israe l" as 

t h o se in Chri st (instead of t he otl:.er - way- a ,·ound), not by 

identifica tion, but bec.'.luse t he inheritanc e of Abraham is 

t r ensmittcd t~• rou!:h Chr ist as opo ose.d to tra nsnission t h rough 

"flr.-shly'' descPnt , in t he sanP. manner t hat it was t ransmitted 

t 1rough I saac and no t throurh I~hmae l, t hrough J acob and not 

t hroueh Esau • 

. ~iv1:in says t hat "parad0>d.c a l ly," Pa11l ' ~ Chri st is 

con_gruent with the Pharisaic system of t h e t wofold Law. l~~ch 

was belie v ed by its ad h e.rents to be t h e c-·e~tion o f God t he 
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Father , eac":. pronise s t o deliver f ~ o1:i sin , ca.ch offers 

e te,:nal life a nd r e im : cction fo:- ti.10 b~licvin~ individual, 

eac ': p:·eachP.s t hat reality i s Fi.t:1in , not without , eac h 

d~nies t o exte:~nali ty t h2 ::ower to :-P.fu t e tit~ cr~rt.:?intie.s 

of internalized faith (und~rlining .livkin ' s ), and e ach says 

t hat the Hessi ah will come (or co"!le. a ._ ain) and t hat salvation 

i s a t han<l . 67 'f hus , accordinr to ~vkin, Paul has mecely 

t'e.•)l ac e.d tlt~ twofold Law with Christ . 68 The pre:nise s may be 

co-·rect as far as t hey Go , but t hey do not ~o far enou gh to 

yi e l d th~. conclusion ; for the y deal n~ithe. .. - with t hP. fact that 

by s a lva tion, Paul mean s som..: t 1ing ve~y different from t hat 

p!:o::iised by the twofold Law of t h e. rabbis , nor ' :ith the fact 

t ha t the ? .. oc css of salva t i on and t he function of t he. Christ is 

v~ .. .-c~r diff _.:.-e nt f r om t hat o f t h e t wofol d Law. The. twofold Law 

llas its authors>.ip asc c ibed t o God, but it is n P-ithe r an 

offs pring nor a son of God ; on~ att err1pt s to l ive by the 

precepts o f the twofold Law, union with it i s ne ver a "oal . 

Kl ausne r69 and J~ohle.r (s ~e " Notes to Chan ter I V" , note 

#65 ) both c laim that Paul ' s Ch r ist infringes upon t he unity 

and divine pre l·ogative s of God . 'r'1is is c learly no t the case ; 

s t?e. , for exam ·l e , I Co-·int r.ians 3 : 23, " ••• a nd you are. Chri st 's 

and Chri s t is God ' s , " or I Cor inth ians 15 : 28 , "When all 

th.in~s a rc suujecte d to :J.ira, t'1en the son hinself will also 

be subject ed to him who ;>ut all t hings under , that God may 

!>e e v _rythin... to e vc r yon:! , ' ' ~ihc1-cin c :-..ris t ' s subordina t e r ole 

i s quite a•,pa .. -<mt . :>ancl:ri~l sumrJarizc s t;n.s by saying , ''It 
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may arw~ar to us t t.at in Paul ' s vi2w, Ch:-is t act s !££. God ; 

but i n l?aul ' s thout.ht , God ac ts i n Ghri s t " (underlining 

Sandr.iel ' s) . 70 

Ano t her aspec t of Paul ' s Chri stolor;y which we mus t 

cons ider i s t hat of t he. Second Adam : 

' ' If, because of one man ' s t respass , death 
rci r;ned throu~·h t hat one man, much more wi l l 
t ··ws e w .o rcc e i v e t he abundance of grac e and 
t he f r ee gi ft o f :-i ghteousness rei '_n iit l ife 
thro'.If.h t he one man J e sus Chi.' ist . The n a s 
one man ' s t rcs >ass l~d t o c ondemn ation f or 
all men , s o one man ' s ac t of r i ['ht cousness 
l eads t o acqu i ttal and life for all men . 
1•'or a s by one man ' s di sobedience nany we!"e 
made sinners , s o by one rrtan ' s ob ed i e nce !!lany 
will b e made c i i;ht eous . 117 1 

That i s , jus t as one man , Adam, brought death and sin int o 

t he worl d , his counterpart , t he New Adam, the New Creation , 72 

J e sus Christ , b roa<=ht eternal life and an ~nd of sin int o 

t i Le world . 7 3 

And finally, an <:isPP.ct o f Pauli ne. Chri stology raen tioned 

by ,tube ns t e in , .Schoe,s , and Spie ge l , althour h no t by Paul 

himself (which _., c i\oc ps freel y adrnits ) , i s the parallel of 

t he sacrifice or Chris t wi t h t he sto~y of the binding of 

I saac . Schoeos beli eves t hat Paul sta ~ted wi th a pre- s upposed 

I saac , which , bein~:. a pi ous J ew, he mu s t have heard i n t he 

~osh lfas hanah litu~gy , 74 and bui l t his s o t eriol or y aroun d it . 

The pa callel s and o ')•>osite s a s Sc h oeps s ees t hem ai:e as fol l ows : 

l i ke I saac, t he sac r i fi c e of J e s us ~ras a divine l y co1nmanded 

son-sacri .::ic~ , the di f fe.i:-cnce.s be i ng that only Chri s t cla i med 

t o b e th"?. l1~ssiah and one \,J '1om God had s en t and t he sac.c~ ifice 
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of Is~ac was no t consumi"llat ed . Sc ho eps a lso says t hn.t in 

;~bbinic t hou :._ ht, t : e s~crifice o f Isaac h ad e.xpi nt ory ? OWer 

j ust as t l e dea th o f Ch .. -ist h~d e.::!' i.::i.tory ;;owe r (on exl'>iation 

versus atone:~ent, s ee nbov~ ). Sc h oeDs also se ~s word 

parallels betw~en rto1:ia.ns 8 : 32 and t !i.e Seot uar_ int v ersion 

of Gen esis 22 :16 . But n ccordin,_ to Sc~ioeps , t he most 

si~ · nificnnt di ffe r ence betwc r'n t he t wo mot:i fs is t he fact 

that ·;od interr upt e d Isaac ' s s a c r i f ice but no t J c sus 's.75 

Spiebe l, on the other hand , s ees the Akedah merely as 

anal ogous to t he Gol r.o th.a event : as t he Akedah [ rant ed merit 

to I srael , so t he Go l gotha ev~nt r ranted me:cit to t .\e whole 

wo r-ld; a s Isaac was coll ed t he s 1eep for the burnt offer ing , 

so too was J~sus called t he Lamb . Spi e&e l a l s o men tions 

wi t h Sc .loe ps t l-.at Abraham di d not com;olete t '. .e. sacrifice of 

his son w~.ercas God d i d . 76 

1-:ow not to Obt.:::in Salva tion: 'l'he Law of Hoses 

"Yet who k now that a man i s not j us tif i ed by 
works o f t he Law but t hroug,h fai t h in J esus 
Curist , even we hav e belie ved in Christ 
J e su s in or der to be ju;; t i fied by faith in 
Chris t, and not by ·1\1ork s o f t he Law, hecause. 
by wor ks of t he Law shal l no onP b e 
justified." 

" Fo r all t hose w lO ce. ly on works of t he Law 
ar-.-. under a curse ; for it i s writte n, 
' Cur s c.d be e vecyone who does not abide by 
a l l t hings wr itten i n th~ book of t he Law 
a nd do t hem ( Deu t. 27: 26) .•77 Now it is 
evid e n t t ha t n o man i s justi f ied before God 
by t·~.e Law ; for ' He who t hrough f aith is 
r i r ht eous shall l ive ' ( Hab . 2 :4): but t he 
Law does not r e ::t on faith , f or •ne who d oes 
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t h em shal l l ive by t hem' ( Lev. 18 : 5) . 
Christ r edeemed u s from the c urse o f the 
Law, hav i n g bec om'! a c ur se for u s - f or it 
i s wcitte n , ' Cur sed be \?.V..!ryone i:•ho han gs 
on a t ree ' ( Deu t . 2 1 :23 ) t hat in Ch rist 
J e s u s the blessin1; o f .\b::.·nham mi , h t c ome 
u .. •on tt-:.~ Gent i l es , t h.'1 t we mi ght n~ceivc 
t h e .,:::-omise of t he s p i r i t t hr o:.ich faith ." 

" Why t hen t h e Law? I t was '1.dded bec nusr. of 
t r an s t,res ·· i ons , till t h e o f fs ) r i n g should 
c ome to whom t he promi se had b~c.n made. ; 
~ml i t wa s ordoi ned by t:.n ( e l s t hrour h an 
inte.r ncdi ary . r ow a n i nte .. ·nc.di a r y im!)li e s 
more t han one ; but God i s on e. . 0 78 

'rhus the~ Law is abro~ ated. 'l.'o l?a i l , it wa o unful f ill a b le 

and th~rr.for~ no t a v alid VP hicl <.' f or s~lvntion . 79 .:'or i t 

u as not within t he dor:tnin o f Pr ovi d c n c n t o p ~ovide n:m ui t h 

a means of s~lvation w:\ich was i t s t.? l f unatt~innblr. . ThP.rPfOrP.. , 

t .le means o f salv:it i on mus t b P.. Gone t h.in r ot her than th" Law. 

J:o"'ur t 1<>rnon~ , t he Law w:i.s but an inf Prior f o!"n of rP.vela tion ; 

for it was .·e.v e a led not by God , but b y ant els nnd t hen 

t .:oufh an interfTledi a:.~y , Ho s e s . BO ·.; i mi l arly , i n Paul' s 

!Ji nd t he L:'.u was fur t hr- t' \ .'C~kened by the. f a ct t ha t he h a d had 

a dir~ct c nc ount e :::- 1:ith Cod - one. l"t~r t han t h.at o f l ·1ose s 

Sut t .c ..,_·ooi t :1c:.t the 1..3.w wn:; not the sine qua !!.2.!l of 

:- i·ht~ousn~:;s c oi.: ld be found i n t he ~ xnl'T'lpl r.. of Ahrchrun himsel f: 

" _7o:- '•: <: t C.ocs t 1 e Seri ..,tur~ s ay? 
' .\br::h:ll'l be-iev~d God and it 'l:as r -=- ci:oncd 
t o hir:t eis -if h t r.ousnc ss ' ( Gen . 1 '; : 6 ) . Now 
to one wh o wo:,~cs , h is ua es a _'C" no t !"eckoned 
as a , ift but as his duP. . And t o on e who 
do" s no t work but t -us t s Him w •o j u s tifies 
t he u rigodl y , h i s f c.i th is ,..~ckoned ns 
r i t;:l t r,.ou s n e ss . 1182 
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An<l as ' e hav~ a l r e ady st>.en, " 1·i .'"' tP(\U~.mess" or '' justifica-

tion" is t:1c s.'.lf:l'! thin~ as salv a tion its~lf ; for it is the 

"'c"lov~l of t he ~1unan state of sin.:-.iln ess . 3ut t is s t ate 

of salvation wa s r c ck on::d to Abr:ih~M on t e basis of f a i t h 

c.lon~ ;md pri or t o th~ ~ivim .. of t lw Lew. -;;o t oo with 

cir c\l.'"1cision: 

" Hc. r e ceive d c i -.:cumc ision as a si~. n or 
s .;a l o f t he ri~. h t 1!ousness uh ich he. ~1.'.ld by 
faith wh i l e he wa s still uncircur1cis <~d . 
The .m r')ose was t o r'.ln.1,~ :1i m t he father of 
a ll w:lo beli e v e without b•dnc cir cumcise d 
.:!nd who t hus hcvc. --i ... :1t ·!ousnP.sS r c c :,oned 
to th~ra , and likewise t he father of t h e 
cir cumcis<..d wh o a_·~ not :-1~rc l y cir c umc ised 
tmt also f ollou the •!::--ar:nlc of t he faith 
wh i ch our fat her Abrahar:l h:td be.f orc he. was 
cL·cuncis •.!d . 1183 

·rh,_1::; as ,.,i t h t l1e Le.~., i tse.l f , cir cumc isi on c nnnot be an 

P.S SP..ntia.l rie.ttc r f o!' s =~lv~tion , since brahron ru1s c onsi de r ed 

1·i~ h t c.ous b c forP. he was ci:·cuncisc d . 8 4 , 3.5 

Uow we rJ.ust as!~ !"low it i s t hat a Ph.a · is,•e a nd a !)t'a cticing 

J e w as Paul claimed t o h a v e be·">.n c rune to .3.bro t. c:t t P t 1e entire 

k"tw. 86 Sc l.o eps believ~s t .1a t Paul, t hro'.l .h hi s US<' of t he 

s~r-tua int , l os t t~\r aeb_·~.w conc~pt of n•.,:i t hrou e,.;h its 

' r'\ , 
tr~nslation by ·~ <..~ fl;;'lt "o( w iic h d oes not c ont.:iin t !1e ide:i of 

r~ci?:oci ty b~t\lccn God and !!lan , ;;i~1d thu:; he :i l so l os t t h e 

:w:i 1wn. :~lso , t-aul ' s 

conc~"lt o f ti.1e Se c on d dam, \:hose s:lc rifici<'ll death :-.. "d 

thP. ability to c ::.Ji.::tc h:L1.::n ::;in, n"~nt t ha t "the failur e of 
/ 

the Lau of lfos~ s c ou ld be con pcns:tt<'rl .:ind · ; i.ped out by fi'L": 'i' c.5 

X/"-~ol: . 11 37 But , as "t;.~S c .::Jlai nP.d i n the> l<J.st s e ction , 
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th~ vie.w of J esus ' s d~a.th as an ex ' iato r y s a cr ific" is not 

sufficie n t to explai n t he. fulnesr. of Paul ' s t h nur;h t . 

Hontefiore s .'li d t h a t J \!sus had ooint ed out t hre -. s 1ort-

con i ne,s of t \ose uho followed t hc- um: puttint, t he l i ter a l 

in 01.ac~ of noral ity, self- r i . h t eousnc.ss or pride, and 

ill- d irc c t 2d intcll ectu<?lism. ilut Paul , on t he othe:~ ha nd , 

.::lttacked La" as Law. Al thou, i\ Bontefior~ here has i gnored 

past s c hol ars hip by t .e>::itint: t h <! syno1)tic t r adition a s we 

now hav e it as a pre- Pauline p;1P.nom~non ( Scl'O~"')S .:-.n d 

t ubenstcin a re f ~quently ruilty o f t e s~~e t in; ) , he is 

on the ri r h t t r ack by s ayi n g t hat it \las t he very fact t hat 

the Law i s l aw whi c h c aus ed Paul t o ~ttack it . 88 Par t of t he 

r c.ason why t his i s so i s a s we h.:tve :.l·teady rnention.!d , the 

"3ept un.( int ' s t !"ansl ation of ;run by Yc}p os . 89 

This , accortlint to Sand..-:icl , woul d cause sooP..o ne>. with 

I 
inna te 0rc ~k pr.? -su~ osi tion:; to conf use. t l.P. i ssue of Yo/'·o~ 

I 
n c.a.ning :i-,1n and 'V9£'05 ilcanin6 polis l aw or i:nperi~l l aw: 

no t so nuch in t e rms of their ori: i n , but in t crl"\s of the i r 

nat ure ar. l aw. In the Grr· .k. wo;.- l cl , th~!re existed t he dual 

conc ~pt of n :1t ur<!l law versus rn:·ittc n l aw. ·rhP tn-itten law 

~Jas nadc by t~<" local rul<.> r or by t he r ov~t·nment in 'lome . 

It could b n ~ ood or it c ould be bad . Natnral l a w, on t he 

othc~: han d , was that i dP.al law (he.r-e nsin c " ideal" in t he. 

t e chnical Pl a t onic sense ) by whic h a ll me n ou r_h t t o l ive 

and whic h t he l aws of all rulers out.ht t o R'?roxima t c . Philo 

was qui t <>. auare of thi~ "")coblPr.t . His s o l ution was t iat t he 
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book of Gen...!sis was the book of t he l aw of nature and t hat 

Nose.s, in l et;isl ating t he r enainder of ttH~. Law, attempted 

to anproximat~ the livi?s of J\brahaJll , Isaac , and J acob who 

i n fact had l ive d i n accordance with natural l aw. Thus the 

Law of 11oses was the best approxi mation of n a tural l aw 

available in w1·itte n f orm. 90 

f.JhP.the r or not Pau l was actually aware of t 1is concept 

is imoossibl~ t o t e l l for surP . But thece a r e two possible 

references t o natural l aw in the ~istles : 

and 

" Ever s ince t he c r eation of t he world hi s 
invisibl e nature , na~ely , !~s eternal power 
and deity has bt!en cle a c l y 1)e.rce ivc d in t he 
t hings t ha t hav~ be.·n made . So the y {!:hat is , 
t he uneodly of ·:erse l :18) a :-e without excuse . " 

"Whe n Gentile s who do not have the Law 
by naturt?. what t he. Law r e quires , t he y 
a Law to thens~lvesi even thou~h th~y 
not i1nve the L'lw. 119 

do 
arf' 
do 

aubenste in, who assumes t hat t he syno;') tic t r adition , 

especia lly t he SC:?.!:'mon on t he Mount , i s older than Paul , 

beli ev es t hat t ne break with the Law came not from Paul but 

f r om J esus himself . rol- whe n , in t he SP-rmon on the Hount , 

J esus assr.rte d his aut hority ovc.r t he Law, and w'\en in 

Hat thew 12 : 8 Jesus de.clared t hat " t he Son of t14n i s Lord of 

t he ..>abbath, " for Paul , the precedent had already bee n 

C".stablished. 92 'l'hc problem with. this view is its ass umption 

of the p~·imacy of t he syno·) t ic [ Ospels . 

Host J eui:;h schol::i:-s , however, believe t hat Pa.ul used t he 
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Law itself and its c asuistic dinl~ctic to '>rove t hat it was 

no lonGer v a.lid . The only najor e.:ceotion to t his is 

Sandmel. Klausnc r , 93 Kohl e r , 94 and Sc 'hoeps point t o 

~omans 7:1-6 : 

"Do you no t know, brethren, for I .'.l..":l 

s;>l!a~ing to t h osca u ho knou t he Law 
t hat the Law i s bindinr; on a person onl y 
during his life? Thus a married woman is 
bound by l aw t o her husband as lon g as he 
lives ; but if he.r husband die s s~\e is 
di sc \arged f r om t he l s.w conce:-ning her 
husband ••• " 

" Likewise , my bret hren, you hav~ died to 
t he Law t i.rough t he body of Chr-ist , so t hat 
you may be long to anothe r, to h in wi.o has 
be( n r a ised frot"l the dead in oL·dcr that we 
may bea r f r uit for '3od . \·fnile we wen~ 
living in t h e f l esh, our: s inful passions , 
aroused by the Law, were :it ~ork in our 
members to bear f r uit for death . But now 
we ar e discha4·t,ed f eom the Law, d~ad to t hat 
which held us ca tive , so that we s erve not 
under the ol d writte n code but in t he new 
l ife in t he Soi~it ." 

t o sh ow t hnt having "died ," man i s now d::!a<l to th~ Law. 

Schoeps , in addition, note~ t hat t his conce pt a ppears in muc h 

of t he aabbinic l ite-ature . 95 

ll0\1evei: , th~ ~bbinic dictum pointed t o by nost Jewish 

schol ars is found in Snnhcdrin 97a ( nlso i n J er . ~Jegillah 70d , 

Abodah t;ar:-1h 9a, and Pcsikt a ~bb&ti 4a) and stat c-s that "the 

worl d ,,-ill exist for six t housand years : two t .ousand of 

chaos , two t hous a nd of t he Torah, fr·nd] two thousand days 

(ye:?.r s? - ncbr<'W - h1Z)t ) of t he llcssiah." 'rhis view, 

attributed by some to aaec k. and by soin'= to ~c "'loeos , actually 

Or].• f!. L.n"'t".s ··..;th ."!rae. tz . 96 l·'o one 11oti· ce s howeve r t hat - •~ .-, W .I. .. • • ' • t 
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neither this statement nor anythinc va _,uely relat ed t o it is 

ever me ntioned by Pau l h imse lf . Ind(~cd , al t hough we c a nnot 

dat e the statement, all of the sour ces a r e much later t han 

Paul. And both t hi s idea and t hat listed above compl e t e ly 

i g wre the fact t hat Paul cont-:idered the Law inef.1:icacious 

for s a bra tion prior to the initial a p;;e arance of the Chri s t . 97 

Furt hermore , as Sandmel has sai d , "if t he abr o gation of the 

Law is only a detail, only a by- oroduct of t he a 1..·ri val of 

the lh!ssianic ,~e , then it is not simultaneously t he central 

f actor in the question : ;-row can I a chie ve r.1y individ~al 

s u lv.:i.tion?1198 

Ilut all of these possible motives not\nthsLandin~, t he best 

r e ason for Paul 's abro~ation of the J ... aw is that r;ive n by Paul 

h ims t?.lf. Assuming , with Bae.ck end Sandrnel, that Paul ' s f;oal 

was t h.P. ce r t ainty of salvation, t hen we mus t r ealize that within 

t l1.e Pharisaic context, only the Law had b een t he a ccept abl e 

mode. t hroui;h whic.1 salvation could be a c 1.i eved . Paul , in 

"lorn ans 7, t e lls us t hat he had f ound that b e c ould not obey 

all of the p~:ccepts of the Law. Mo £·e.over, many of the precepts 

of the Law had 1:1ade him want to do t h in;;s w i ch he had not 

even considered. before he had hear d a!)out them in the Law 

itse l f (all J c \Jish scholars e.xc~ t ,>choe? s consider ' omans 7 

autobioo·nphict:1.l - ..>choP.ps considers it to b · <:!bout ZVeryJew). 9 9 

l'hus t .. erc. is no c c i·t a inty of s a l vation in the Law at all; 

so too <!pcrntanc~ - for there is no way of knowing whether 

ot~ not ti1e r~p~ntancc l-..2s been acc e.pt 1'!d . Thus f lt'? Law c annot 
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be t he s o lution . 

Anoth er ques tion wit h which J ewish scholar s struggle is 

w·:.y, f ::-om t h e standpoint of t.is sinc""!.'i t}', did Paul ebror ate 

t '.e Law. And amon.r J e wis h wr itP!.-s , onl y Sandmel and n.ivkin 

allow unequivocally t h a t Paul act ed out of nrinciple. 

Livint, in the Gr e e!' world , the Law wa::; unobs<>-·vable . Hence, 

Paul• s decision to m.:llify - not bece>.US<! it wa s burdr nsomi? -

but b ecause due to its unobscrvability, it w2s ineff (!ctual .100 

And it is l or,ica l , th~:c.;orc , t hat t he r eason Paul hnd so 

much troub l e conve-·tin~ J t:>.:ws was b e c ause of his stand on t he 

Law. 

Al l other wri t e !'s s e e the ansue .: in rev e rse . Paul , 

finding h i msel f unable t o c onv e t J e,,·s , t r i ed to conve:-- t the 

Gentiles but f ound the Law an obstacle ; h c:mc e h<> nullifie d 

t he. Law and was constrain ed t o find a r a tion a l e .101 Dut this 

is t a ntamount to calline Paul a hypocr itical l i ar . And if 

t hat is the assumDtion ~d th w ,ich one. be2, ins , t hen t he e ntire 

scholarl y ent eq:ir isC'. , o i.· an y other attempt t o d i scern truth 

in the n-:tte.r , is a w::is t " of time . 

The Mechanics of Salva tion 

i - ·rhe S<lcrc;:r01ents 

I t i s enti!:·ely likely t hat t ·;C'. t tvo practice s , b ap tism 

and t h'! i::uc'1a r ist or fellows ~dp meal , were found in t he early 

Church nrior to Pau l's conve rsion . That t hese p r acticea were 

to be found in Judaism is attested ~o by ~c~oeps ,102 
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Klausn e r, 103 Koh.l c.r ( baptism only - t Le ori r in of the 8uc 11a r ist 

i s not d iscussed ) , 104 Zeitlin ( baptism only - Zeitlin is 

writin g about Klausner, not S!)ecifi c aJ.l y a.bout Paul), 105 

3aec k ( baptism only) , 106 and Petuchowski ( t;uc '; arist only) .101 ' 108 

But in J udaism, tl'ese p r actices were eit her mere cccc~monies 

or, in t he c ase of ba~tism, a ritual cle ansing . But to Paul, 

t hey were sacramental in nature , t hat is, t ·tey effe c t e d nn 

actual chance in the nature o f t he pa.rticipt!.nt . Thus we must 

l ook to the Gr eek myster i es when~ these :-itcs ."l.1~e also f ound. 

That t h i s is so nay be found in Scho~rs ,109 Kl ausner,110 

1\.o~ler ,111 Dubnow,112 an d Bae ck.113 Sandmel b~lieves t hat 

t:"ie -::uchar ist , as suc h , was or i , .. inal with t'au l wl1i c h he 

"rece ived fi.·om t he Lord" in a r l!velation.114 

Part of what the s acrament of baptism meant to ... ·aul may 

be found in Ba e ck wh o c ontrar:ts t he "J".wish " meaning with 

t hat of t he Gre el:. rayster i es . I n Judaism, bc.ptis m was an 

intransitive ac t c~r!'ied out by an individual upon himself; 

in t he Grc <>k mystet·ies, it wlls a t r ansitive act don e to an 

indiv idu :il by another person . In Judaism, t .1e f unction of 

baptis~ w~s t o cleanse t he individual ( ~ithe . o f d i r t or of 

his s ins); in the vr c ek mys t e r i es , t he individual was t rans­

formed . In Judaism , t he a ct was r itua listic in nature, in 

t: ~e Greek myster i e s , s a c ramental . And finally, in J udaism, 

t~•e indi v idua l was a s ub j ect wh o cle!!nsP,d h i msel f of poll ution 

where.as in the Gr~ek myst eries , h! mis an obj o!ct united with 

de ity ( uncle!" lining n ine) .115 In ever~r i nstance , Pnul • s 
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interpre t a tion is conr ruent with t hat of the Greek mysteries . 

But Ba~ck omitted one e s sentia l point which is applicable 

to Paul ; t he ba1~tism "is" a dP..ath and rebirth. With b2.ptism, 

an initiate di es to the fle sh in the crucifixion of Christ 

and upon emerLinc from t he water , he is r e surrected in the 

s pirit, in the resurrection of Christ , and in t he body of 

Christ. Thus , he has in fact b~en t ransformed . 

So too with the 8ucharist: .:is :tubenstein points out, 

thece i s a fundament al d i ff e~ence in t he ~churist as ~racticed 

by the early d i sci p l es (sources - t he ( ospels and Acts ) and 

as practiced by Paul ( source - I Cor inth i ans 10:16 , 11 : 23- 25) . 

To t he early disci'1les , t he me~l was a s i mple bread- breaking, 

a remeobrance , an anticipation. For Paul , t.1e pcrtici pant 

bec ome s one wit h t he body of Christ;116 as Paul hims.alf 

e,,.rp l ained : 

"The cup of blc.ssinf w•iich we bless, is it 
not a partici pa tion in t he blood of Christ? 
'£he bread which we break , is it not a 
pacticipation in t he body of Christ?"ll7 

Althoueh no t a ll J ewish W!.' it~rs on Paul deal with t he sacraments 

in de t ail , t hc.:e at~e amonc t hose who write on them, no 

seri ous disai;-re. ~:ncnts as t o t heir meaning - only as to t hei r 

ii - Faith 

"For in (the cos9eij t he r i :rhteousness of God 
is revealed t h rough faith for f a ith; as it is 
written, ' He who t hrou gh faith is rizht eous 
shal l live ' (Hab. 2 :4)." 
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" Th<! pronise made. to Abraham and his 
desc endants , t hat they shoul d inherit t hv. 
world, did no t come t h rou.:.:;h the Law, but 
t hrou ... h the r i 6ht cousness of f aith. " 
( This statement , as we hav e ~:.lrcad}~ SC'.e n , 
is b a s ed on Genes i s 15 : 6) . 

" ••• f or in Chris t J esus y ou a :-e a l l sons 
o f God th!'ou ('h faith." 

11 
••• not h ev i n g a ri~\hteousness of my own, 
based on Law, but that w1i ch is t h cou[ h 
faith in Christ, t he ri~hteousne.ss from 
God which de ·>ends on fai t h ; 11119 

Thus f aith i s t he basic mec hanism t hroubh which s a lva tion 

i s bo t h .!.chi evecl and mainta ined . But since we have seen t hat 

ot:1er teems common to both Pauline and Rabbi n ic usac.. P h av e 

d i f:.'.:2.:-en t Me.anin ~ s in ea.c h , we. mus t ask whe t i.t? r or not t he 

• /.!> I Pauline .,, Lt"-1'<.5 is t he sam<! as t he Rabbinic 

Zei t l in ' s sta t e raent t .1at Christian ity ~ .as substituted 

salv a tion by faith alon e f a.:- t he life. of the coC1Mc>.nclnc.n ts is 

ov erly sic l i s tic,120 as is Kl ausner ' s stct cme.nt t hat f or 

.?aul , thr> " r..s ::>1.::n tial t!line is -- faith i n c r,r ist" ( under lining 

Kl ausner ' s) . 121 For Fau l , t he C1 .r ist and faith " in him" 

we._~c no mere substitutions , any more t han the Law was a 

substitution f or the T 'r!n l e sac •·ific c s , alt hough surerficially, 

bot· . may anpcar t o be f unctional s ubsitiu t e s . Rather , the 

ChList wa s the culnina tion o f uod ' s p l an , t ~e ultimat e revel-

a tion whic 1 had yP t bee n r eveal ed t o nan by Dei t y . Christ 

supc~scdcd , n o t -·eplac ed , the ol d r~v~lation bcc~use i t had 

been ineffectual in a c ,1i evin._ t lte ultimat e goal of s a lvation -

incieed , one which it u.:is ncv ,.r C.csi:,:ned to ac11i e ve . So too 
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was faith "in Clu.·ist" n o t n me.s:e intellectual b eli e f .122 

And t he t erM " fc'!i t h in Chcist" should nore r operl y b~ 

t''! '.'l a c ed with " £aith in t he s !lvinr, death and r P.surrec tion 

of Christ." 

As the ex? l anAtions o f Zeitlin nn <l Kl ausner are inadequate , 

so a rt? t hose. of n.ieck ~nn J~ohl" r condc.scc nding . Two statemPnts 

fron " ilonan tic ~c. l.i~ion" su-mll\rize Dac ck 1 s vi~w of ?auline 

fni t h : 

" \fn3t e.vc• 1·yt~\in~ eeprc::;ents i s n ot n. c reation 
of Jod ~nd not ::m ~tc :::-nal noral order, but a. 
l)roc ess of s nlv."ltion ••• There is no other 
~1ord but thl~ d efinit<' word ' myt h ,• romantic 
nyth, to cl,.:i:·cct~i.- izl' t "='-i s fo!1:1 of f a ith." 

"Pau l sres ~vr>r}rthin[; • • • i n t 11c ' pl-.nntnstic 
f orn , ' " <?nd tl~.,..c::ore , his concept o f the. 
border l ine betw~en " a,.,:->P.2.rnnce and r eali t y " 
di fi a"'~ears or is fuzzy at b<?s t . "Thus he 
live s in t '1e bnyond which t ran s c ends a ll 
t h inc;s ••• where. only faith c an rt?ach and 
onlv ~iracles c 1n tak~ p l a c e . Theref ore 
faith is eveL·yt~tln:; to h i :n ••• l .:1 foi pour 
l a foi. 0 123 

Koh l er calls Paul ' s faith blind anc! c.:-tificia l , a condemnation 

of all human wisdom, r c.ason , and comnon s~nsP. , an o p<> n i ng of 

th~ door t o nysticism and su~er~titi.on . 124 It i s unfortun2t e 

t hat on t h i s poi n t , th~ wea!~cst in Paul ' s ' ' :;y:; t e m," t he.se 

writ '!:."'S '1e.ve c~1os::-n t o attack Paul r athe r t han d iscern what 

he r.lcD.nt. Yet in one. sens"! , Kohl r: r .:md UD. !Ck a ·e co-·c.!ct : 

to our "enli[''lt enc-d" ninet e en t h and twentiet h c entury minds , 

I1aul ' s s:•st ~m of fai t h nrovid '.S no ".!lo re> cert~inty o f salvat ion 

than does t he Lau of Hos!"s . Ho t for nou~ ht d i d Kirke~aard 

s o n al'"l l ' ,is " leap of fn i t !l , '' .:md as he said , s ooner or l a ter, 
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i n any :::·eli &ious s ystc r.i de.alin<., with a tran s c endent deity, 

t hat leap rau s t be made. 

Schoeps a nd Honte.fi ore bot h poi n t t o Paul's d ichotomy 

betwe en ° works" nnd " f a i t h ." Bot h show t~•a.t it is not a 

true d ichotomy at all: llonte f iore s a:>1i n g t hat Paul hims e lf 

a t tim~s r e co t:nize s t he effica cy of works in t he f ina l 

Judg ement,125 and Sc ho e p s sayi nz t hat Paul a t times tre ats 

faith a s thou~h it ,,·ere itself e. " work. 0 126 And both 

Hontefiore. an d Sc~1oeps s e e Paul' s f'l'L'l'"'r1..5 as s omet hing other 

t han Bib l ical 1u 1Da. Schoe? s indica t e s t hat "faith is not 

t rus t in t h e Bi b l ica l God but is faith in t he s a c ral e vent 

of t h e Chri s t-s oter i ology, wh ich h.e. asse sses a.s a s avinc: 

d i s?os i tion of J<>d . 11127 And a lthough i n nl l of his earli e r 

e s s ays on Paul, Hontef i orc confus~s t ne words " faith " and 

"beli e f, ttl28 in a n e s say writte n muc · 1 l a t '!r , h e says t hat 

" Rabb i nic enunah, w!i.i c h we t ransla t e ' faith' l i ke t h e usar-e 

of th~ same word i n t he Bi b l e , mea n s not so mu ch ' bel i1~f ' as 

' trus t.' It i s in s on:ie respects n a r-rowc r t hat ?aulin~ pi s tis; 

i n s ome resne cts wi de.r."129 

It i s a t t h i s point tha t we a re f i nal ly e pproaching 
... , 

somethin g of a n understand ing of what Paul mea n t by f7'L-,1'c.5 • 

For it i s i nd ee d a c ombina tion o..: " b e l i e f ," " t r ust, " a nd 

t o t a l r e liance and sub j ur a t ion. ·.ro have f a ith in t he a t oning 

power of t he deat11 of Chri s t is to give one s elf u p tota l l y 

t o t hat powe r and t o un dllrstand t hat for o-ue in Cl1rist, t here 

is no t hin g but Chri s t. 
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Th~ 3l~ction of I srae l 

One thin"" u ·· on 1: 1hich nost J~uish schola:.-s a .'• nrrced , 

Paul n•w c:.. c ons ic..ic:.-ed h i 111sc l f anyt ing l>ut a t r ue J ew.130 But 

it is qui t e D."1 ~-~nt _2~o::i .?aul ' s e istl~ s , and es peciall y the 

s~ction frora .. omans 9 - 11, that P.:nJ ... ·i( i~ ' ~ ~1n..:: ·.,~'!r \: . !•)Se w:10 

c c.:lr C. t: en1sclves J ews t o be the t rue. i nhr:ri t ors o f t h e 

prorai s c of Abra·\an ; but that this dist i nction ~xi s t s .i.s n ot 

t lt."! ~nult of Paul , :at h ... ~ r , it i s t lv· b l i ndn<' ss oi thos~ of 

t h s" cd of Abra :an a cco_ <l ini, to th~ .:l~sh which nrevents 

th~.m f !'."o'Cl :-~alizing t hat t:1P.. Christ i s the <;avior of mankind. 131 

'l'h~ ~lcction of I sra e l has n o t be~n abror at d , 132 r ather , t he 

natu.~P. of what is me ant by Isra~l has chan~ ed . 

Klau:mr.r s ays o f Paul that ' 'h e always snw C . isti.:m i ty 

accor·iin: to iLis O\'ffi c onception of i t , na·1cly , t hat it was the 

t :·uc J udaism ; and h ". c onsiclerec! t hat he uas bri n;- ir.; the 

Genti l es into Judaisn, and n ot ·~<?: :inc the J eus out of J uda.isn 

at a l l" ( umlc-~linin ·1 Ianunnr.r ' s ) . 133 £)Ut ?aul c!id not · :ish 

to abandon the concr.pt of the r l c.ction of I srael antl t h< .·efore , 

rather th.:m co so , he al ttlre r t :.e c once pt.134 F:!ul sta_·ted 

ui. t h t " .c _·c.ali zati on t hat tha ")roraise Dade to Abrahan T.Jas n o t 

handc.d down throuch a l l o f his sons . I shmael was specifically 

disinhe:.~itcd , anc' I saac , t ·,e s·~cond son, was named t he heir. 

So t oo with Isaac ' s sons : -:sau , t he e l dest , was disinherite d 

and the lin: of suc c!'.r·sion pas s e d to J a c ob . Al s o , the prophe ts 

r.:iention th~ t in th..; l a st days , t~:o:-> !'c uou ld be but a remn ant 

o.Z I srae l lP.f t . Thus i t was a ' parc nt to Paul t hat a 
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s e lcction J)roc css was continu~lly in pror. r~:::s wit h God 

holdinc t 1\e p re.ro[ative t o c hoosr. w:~omever lie wished to be 

t he in:le.-..-ito;;-s of t :.e i nitial promi s e . I n rcveal in~ ~Iimself 

throuGh Clu·ist , He had r 12veal :!d a Hew Isr a ial , an I sra<? l o f 

the Spirit as oppos ed to t •e. I sra.<> l of t he ::1esh . ' 'lienbcrship" 

in t -.e. I s ra"!. l of t he SoL·it vas t hus nm1 opr. ncd t o th~ 1.knti les 

and also t o t hose J P-ws l ho uc -e i n t h . 3•)i r i t , t ha t is , who 

had acc~,:> ti..;d Ch~·ist . Jut w~tet of t .• e. re.r.13i nclcr of t he Jews? 

'Ja s all ho :)c los t ..:: o r th~m? ilo . Like Phar a oh , i:hei r hf: a:?: ts 

ha<l been ha~·a,_n..: ci oy God in O!.'dl"r t !\3t t hn Gentile s n i . ht b e. 

sumr:ion'-d an<l t h:!t I sra .. ~ l (of the flc! s h ) mi• h t becon C' jealous 

of t~ P-1'.!l . t./l\en all of t l1e trent i l e s ~\'C '!""~ brou ht int o C~cist , 

t hen the hP.a.r t s o f the J ~ws would be. soft en e d , t he y woul d be 

bt"o:.i. ht i nt o Christ t oo , a nd t he ?arousia wo·1l d occur . Thus , 

a t t he pr~sent time , vis - cl- vis th~ proc lamation o f the nessiah, 

t he J t!WS a _·,, dP. s • i s \!d of Goo , but vis-~-vis thei r ori [,inal 

e l e ction, t hey hav ~ n1~a n1~Y . 135 

un t his r.rntter , it is ~lso i moot·t ant to note t t.a t in 

s _ite. of a ll of r>aul ' s bittc.:· a tta c ks a t;a inst the Law, h ..! 

ncv . :- attacl::s J udai sr.i. per s e and only Ol i.~e. att~cks J ews as 

a c o c?orat c c n t ity. 136 

l·~any wr it ·r s , t · Lcrcfo r c: , see i n aul ' s c once p t of Isr ael 

and in his de-n~tiona1ization o f t 1e conce p t o f t he Hcs s iah, 

a n ew uni ve:·sali sm oDpose.d t o t he pa1: t icu larist n a tionalism 

of Pal es tinian J udaism. Sc hoe'ls s c"s t his as t .1e pre?dominant 

t t1rus t of ~.:~ lle.nis tic J ewi s h cv an ( e l ism, 137 a nd Koh l e r 
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define s it as an atte.rnpt to "br e ak down the pa r tition wall 

between J ew and Ge.ntile ."138 ,139 Sandnel , on the other hand , 

disagrees . He s ays t ha t Paul is not univers~ listic at all. 

Rathe.r , he has merel y subs t ituted a Cru.·is t i an particulari sm 

for t ."le Palestinian-Jewisn. one . aut Sand111e l has also set 

for t h t wo furthC'.r probl;:;ms w ich other s have ne ithe r recoe,nized 

nor s ol ved . Fir st, t he.re is t he ~ossibility t hat J ewish 

e thnocentr icity G.id not e xist a t a ll - rat her, i t is a. 

c ounte r - position to "Christian univers a lism" pe r ccdved by 

t .•e nineteenth cent ur y analysts . And s econdly , it is quite 

::>robable. t hat we do not adequat e ly unde r-stand f irst century 

ethnocentr icity.140 

Et~ics 

When discus s i ng Paul's, or for that matter , anyone e l se 's• 

"ethics , " one must bear in mind the distinction b C"' twe..:n 

e t hical pre - suppositions and e t h i cal sys tems . frequently, 

in the case of Paul, scholar s s pe.?.k o i one or t he ot her , 

r arel y bot h , cal ling bot h "ethics , 11 and a :.~i.·ive a t tvi.c:ie l y 

divergent conclusions be cause t hey a ··e. not r efer rinf:, to t he 

Sar.le enti t y . 141 

Sandrnel and Klausner both find that Paul' s ethical 

pr e- s up ositions a r e tho~outhly J ewish. lie is opposed to 

idolatr y , s e xual licentiousness, covetousness , a.nd othe r 

t aboos t hat one f inds in t he Scriptur~s . Kl ausner also f inds 

some St oic overtones a s well as influence f ora the "Oriental 
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ra~rstery ~ eli r ions" in Paul ' s lis ts of 'h.ouse·:o ld vir tues and 

duties . nut th'!s e a. P. minor com1)ared t o t h e over- a l l Jewish 

t e nor of Paul' s ethical t hou(.h t . 142 

:~owcve:- , we do not find in Paul the sys tematized k i nd 

o f e t hics t hat one finds in th~ St oic lite?:atur~~ : t here i s 

no mention at a ll of t iLc vir.tu.!s or the pascions . Bu t n c;ither 

is then! a " system" suci~ ns we ::ind in J udaism, one 

re: ul.:!t 0.d by the Law ~nd on~ in uhich th\' e t h icn.l ~recepts 

ar~ believed t o come from God . 3oth ~a~ c~: a nd ;:; cheeps have 

s a i d t 1\a t Paul put both !'itua l and e t t i cal Law on t·~e s ame 

l eve l (Sc toeps seying t hat t he t ansfor mat i on o f t he Torah 

i nto a mere e t~rical code orie i n a t '!s in t he .>cot i.i.:::.z i nt itself 

anci th~ reforc "nust hnve been a s pecial c ha!'acte.ristic o f 

Hel l e nis t ic J uci"1ism") an d t hus to d i :::pcmse with onP.. was to 

d is r,>11nse with th\! otnP.r .ll~3 

I nde ed , ?~ul ' s abror:ation of the Law h.~~ causQ.d -:rnest 

J~cob and Jee.ck to sRy t ' "!.at Pnul h;id no e thics, t hat it 

has bec.n replac ed by faith and that f.-:. i th i s i: ~l : . :. t:::..tl esis 

to eti1ics.144 But althour;h Paul abandon~d the Law as a 

n e ans to sa1v,1tion, ev~n <t c:uick perusD.~ o f :'or:1ans 12-15 :1.3 

a.nd I Corinthi•ms 5- 8 will shoi: t ' a t Pcul h as n ot nb.ancioned 

his et:>i c al :;ense . 

Sine~ .?aul . as no ~t ,_ical sy:;tl~m , his ethic s has be.en 

celled "interi m e t h ics , " t h.at is , desi gned to exist only 

for t he-. br ief period be.t ween t he first an d s e cond c onin g s 

o f Christ . 145 ilut t his lack of a sys t em c~P.ated s e r i ous 
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p~'oble.rns for Pc.ul . ?~ul ' s whole t hou cl1t i s be.sed on one 

cent r a l problcn , " Hou can one be CP.r t a in of achieving 

salv.:ltion?" wit h its tl"o corolla::-i~s , "salvation is 

achievine .e. sta t e of s inlc:;sness" and " t he Law does not 

echieve salva tion. " wben he preached , he appar-ently was able 

to pass on only t he s olution to t he probl em, not t he. inne r -

f~l t t em>ion t hat p?.'eceded the s ol u tion. Thus !:is audience s , 

especially in Cor inth and ~~hesus (if Ephr.s i ans is indeed by 

Paul) , U;:)on he.arin~: tha t t he Law w<'!s not va l id , and no t 

apl)re ciatinr; t he d i f f erence be.tvcen The Law and law, felt 

f ree. to .:ict as they pl - nsc.d . Paul, on the other hand , 

beli<>.v~d that t~tose who ::;incere ly acce1;t~d Christ , would not 

or could not possibly viol ate the e thical precepts of the 

Law. lle fel t me.rely t hat t he Law was not necessary to 

naint ain them, rat~c:.' , wh.£!.t was needed was " love? .• 11 As 

l!ontefi orc , using "sin" with its J ewish meaning of "transr ress ," 

so well plu' ased it , " The m~n who t~eally kne w the r i [ht coul d 

not c:wose to do ·wron g , said Socrates ; the nan u \ O really 

believe d in Christ could not desire s in, s a i d Paul . 11146 
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, n alys i s and Conclu~ions 

The ·-urpose of s choln.r s 'lip, a t le.a.s t as I understand it , 

i s to atter:ipt to c!isc e::-n Emd rrc.s ~nt an objective and 

u l'b i .::.sed j) i c turc. of "1'1 e Truth . " I t i ::; an unfortunat~ f act , 

howev e r , t hat i n :~~1i~ious s c'1o l a t'sh.i.p in particu l a r , the 

r e sults often c one fo. t' shor t o f the ;:o lll. In Ch<i !3 t i an 

scholars h i p es ·1ecially, Jud a ism has ofte n b e,!n pictured a s 

the ·weaker sister , a " l ower " form of reli r-i ous e..xperience, 

n r i ::.., i d , l e g.a lis t i c system, devo i < o f warmth and out of 

t ouch wi t h t he needs of t he pe ople . And , as i f t h is were 

not c n.oug!\ , l u t'ldng in the bac kgrou nd of rauc h of t h e earl y 

s chol arship is t~H~ a ccusation of d e icide . 

Thus a J ew, such as Cl~ude l~ontefiore , enterin t;. t h e 

realn of Christian sc1"1olaYs !ti p requi :::-ed a f :e.c::t d ;:c.l of 

c our.:i....,e and _·esiliency . All too often , Cl.::mde G. lfont efiorP 

has b~en a ttacked by J ews es an apolot;;ist . nut this sl· ot ~s an 

insensitivity to t 11e fact t hat he w<ls a l"lan t .:cading on 

vir z i n, hostile r;round . l1ontefi ore w1ot e t hrP.P essays 

d i rec tly on t~e s ubject of Paul and a plethora o f e ssays on 

Chri s tianit y and Hellenistic J udaism in ~eneral . His writings 

s h ow him to hav e been an exceeding l y modest man wh o claime d 

that he himse lf was no t a scholar . Whether he was or was 

no t will deoend on the. r e a d e r ' s defin i tion o f scho l arship, 

but we !Ilu st not e;cpec1· in J.iontefior e t he exactitude o r pedantry 
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whicll is c:\a_ acteristic of t h e C-ernan scholarship of the 

peri od . 

In .iis e.ss~ys , MontP.fiore at t e'.ilpted to cle f end Judaism 

a ..:oainst the attacks of the nineteenth cen tury German schol ars 

and af ainst the attacks cf Paul himse lf. In many essays , he 

was also ask inc the question, w,ffia t c an we , as Liber a l Jews , 

lear n from ••• ?" and inserting: in t ·i.e ell i psis what ever t he 

t oryic of the e s Day happen~d t o be . 

To accomplish his goa l of dc fendint, Judaism, he attempted 

t o p_·ove tha t t he Judaism which Faul attack~d was neither the 

;.abbinic J udaism of two O l" three centuries after Paul's t i me 

nor its descendant, t he Judaism of today.l As we have seen, 

his solution was to s how t ha t eit~1er Paul thor ou ~hly 

misunderstood the J udaism of his day or , a s was L'lorc lik~ ly, 

t he Judaism of Paul was something r adically di f f e1·ent from 

P.abbinic Judaism. The defici.~ncy of Hont e f io.:-e • s ~:-ri tings 

is that having det ermine d t hat Paul was not a ;.abbinic J ew 

(which i s a ll t hat we lea r n f r om hi m; it was not his wont to 

then descL"ibe Paul's Judaism in detail) , h e t hen attacks 

Paul ' s J udais:n with t'he sa:::ie virulence an<l in t he same 

derogatory ton1,;s as t he d~tractors o:i Rabbinic J udaism used 

i n their own a t t acks . Sandmel has s ai d that Hontefiore 

i~nored 1.Jhristian scholarship on both t he r e liabil ity of Acts 

and on t he que s tion of the rapid Hellenization of Christianity.2 

3oth of these stat~ments a r e true , but neithe r was within 

Montefior e 's ry r ovince . The latte r was irrel~vant to Monte -

-
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f ior c ' s goal - k s i mu ly di d no t care . The forme~ would 

hav e been c ountcrj)roductive . Montefio1~e was awar e of 

Chr istia n schola~· ship on Acts and d id mention it. But 

.'.llth ough he hims e l f d i d not actually us e t h e:: Book of Acts a s 

a r eli able s ource, he d id not attack the ? icture of Paul 

~o!'traycd t .1erein on the basis o f um·e liabil ity of tt1e s ource . 

I beli~v .-: tha t as a J ew, h e would h av (: f e lt t hat d isca r d ing 

.Ac ts woul d have weake ned his c a se before a Christi an 

a adie ncc : th~ book was not i1is t o discar d . 'l'he:~eforc , thoui;:h 

he dr e w his conclusions from t h e s· ,ist l c s , h e: would not open 

a dL~ect attack on Acts. 

Th~ sir nif i c anc2 of 11ont~fio'!"e , howev er , was not in his 

conclusions . His defere nce t o other scholar:·s , part icularly 

Loisy, indic a t e s t hat the conclus i ons we.re not u i" i que. . 

Rather , Honte.fior e b i:-oke t he ~round f o r o t h e r J ews t o fo llow. 

For wit hout him, J ews mi c h t have had to wait another half 

c entur y befor~ ente~in~ thP. f i e l d of Chr istian s c holars i p .3 

In 190:.i , .i'..aufm;:m Kohler wr ote. .ris a .:ticl e , "Saul of 

Ta:-sus , " for th~ J ewish J~ncyclofedia , si;_,n ificant for the 

b readt h o f his audiP..nce . It is to Koh l er ' s c -·edit t ha t he 

uas able to d .. ~al with as much o f Paul' s thou~ht as he d id 

within t h e sma l l s ')ac e of an e ncyc lopedia article ; a cu r s ory 

check of the !.~eferP.nces in t his c.ssay wi l l impres s u 9on t h e 

r e. a dc.r the s c ope of Kohl e r ' s work . But Kohl er a lso f ac e d 

t h e same p r ob l '!ms a s d i n 'HontP..fio .. e ; t h e attacks on J udaism 

made hy both t he nine t e enth c 1,.;.n t u. ~, scholar s and Paul hims e lf. 
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Kohler ' s r c. s ons0. becam~ a polemic and his scholarship 

tl\ereby de t 1.!L·ioratcd. Kohler hnd formed an ima~e in his 

mi nd as to what Paul mus t have be .::.n like , t hen he nrocc.eded 

to id~ntify as s ~urious all o f th~ mat erial t h.r t d id not 

f it t iat iCla: ..:. . Ee be.c ame so c;:t rcr1c on some i £sncs , such 

as t :1e ::;cnuincme ss of Galati.:ms , th~t he 3 , roacha d what 

Sandracl r~fc>.r- ·:.~d to as th0. " frinfl'.!. S of scl1ola-·s~ .ip." His 

condes c~nsion !!nd ac o r_ancc c loud the ··<" ad 2r ' s path to 

u:nde .·o;; tanding . Paul is t he a r ostlc n ot to t h(' t'entiil" s , :)Ut 

t o th~ heathen, salvation is secured by "sooe a r bit ra1-y act 

of divin !:1-'acc , n4 the bioc:-a '.lh ical detai l s o f :?aul ' s life 

"form t h e subject for mucl d i sput P.. ar.1on e. Ch _· istians , but arc 

of no ~mccial inter-;st for J ewish r~ade c-s ••• 11 .5 At times, 

Koh ler P.nte ?.·ed t he r e alm o f t he l udicrons ; he c mabinc s 

Ga l a tia ns 3 : 28 ( whc_·_ P<"!ul S C'JS t ha t in Christ t , e.·~ is 

nei t:'lcr ma.le no;- f cnale ) wit h Jalet i a ns 5 : 12 (uhr~r" Paul 

eA-prcssP. s his ho:><:> t hat t 11os c:> of the d rcuac ision paA. ly who 

t ::-oubl c t : . . '3.lat i ans wo·.ild c astra te t hemselv<> s) to c oncoct 

t he conclusion t !Lat Paul :.iclv oc atcd eunuchism.6 

rh~ ~ ticl~ is t: - " f J in that i t i s anot~c!" t'> :;cample of 

h ou J c,;s '.""nct~d to t he pressure put '1-;:>on t~1 am by Ch.;.·istia n 

schola:-ship . '3ut f or t he t hom·ht of Paul of Tarsus , it is 

b ~ttcr l Pf t unr~ad . 

l'rist~r ..:> t endahl , i n h i s i n t ·oduction t o the Sc ockcn 

ant hology , " Th· Pha .·i sc .!S" and Ot he- &;says, s a id that "Leo 

Baecl~ mis lookin .... foe th~ e s s enc e o f t hing s . 117 r bat is one 
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way of phrasing it. But tl1e f act is that Bac ck too f e.l t the 

sane pressur~s f r o r;:i Christian schol a r ship t hat l·lonte fiore and 

Kohle r fe lt , and he s pent t hP. fi r s t pa.r t o f h is sch olarly 

life (at least in t he rea lm of Chr i sti an sc .. olarsh ip) 

answcrinr !:iarnack ' s Das \!es~n des Chr istenthums . "Judaism in 

the Church, " "Two World Vil!ws Comoared, '' an d " aomantic ~eligion" 

a r c all polemical to some def're..:?. , "~omantic Religion" being 

the most extreme . Baeck ' s hy)othcsis in t his l a tter essay 

is t hat Christianity i s a romantic relie ion as op~osed to 

Judais m •"hich is a classical r eligion. He t hen s i:>r> nds the 

rema inde r of the e ssay c~~onstratin~ t he s u oc riority of 

class ica l :.·eli t,ion ove r r omantic .·el i 1 i on. Dut d ur in1 t his 

peri od of his l ife , his viP.w of Paul is <1ttitc interesting 

an<l , I ~el iP.ve , r'.lore accurat e than what it was t o become . 

In e s s ence , it ritay be r e du c e d to a. mat h e.u a tical equa tion of 

the. t ype f (x, y) = z WM'"c f is th<? f unction performing on 

x and y to p . oduc e z. ~ubstituting the r ivians for t he 

var i abl e s , we have : 

Pau l(Hcllenism, J udaism) = Chr i stianity 

In other u o t•ds, Paul acte d on both Hellenism and J udaism suc h 

t hat, by bridfinz t he r;ap betwe..:n the t wo, he produced a 

synthesis , Christianity , w .• i c h was ne.itha r but relate d t o bot h . 

Later in life , :1owe vc r , s ~)ecifically in the 1952 essay , 

"The Faith o f Paul , 11 J3a c ck chan r ed his vie us c omp lete l y - a 

fact a lso mentioned by Stc ndahl . 3 In t h is e s s ay, l!e l l e.nism 

has all but clisapp e.a r cd f r om t he chacac t~r of Paul, exce pting , 
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of course , t hos e concepts such as the sacraments ·where. it i s 

unmistakable . In fact , t his t1~c.nd ::iecones strongc.r withi n 

t he e ssay i tself , such t hat by t he time- Bae.c k reachc.s t he 

conclusion , t he only dif f e rence betwe en Paul a nd any other 

Pal estin ian J ew is t he qu~stion of whet he r o r not t he 

Hessiah and the k inr;dom of God h ad actuall y a r rived . 9 Our 

equation sti ll nolds but the e ffec t s o~ the x . (Hellenism ) 

u TJ on t he z (Christianity) be come minUscu l e . 

It should also be noted t hat i n "Th~ Faith of Pau l ," 

Ba•:! Ck b.'.lsica.lly i t,"Tlores C Lri stian s cholars r.ip on mos t of t he 

i ssues at 1and . He adnits , f or exampl e , t hat mos t schol ars 

conside r . cts to be u n cc l iable ( a c h.ante f z- orn l Ionte fiorE' ' s 

t i me ), but t he conception of Paul W·tich he has in t b is essay 

ca n ~e d~rived only from Acts . 

Kl ausne.:- too is heavily de'">P..nd~nt u · on the Book of Acts . 

!3ut Klaus nec i s t he only J ew besides Sandrael who deals wi t h 

t hP.. D ·oblr.:.m. Klaus ner ' s solution s a · P.. intercstin~ b e cause 

t hey a ce ~o cont r adictory . By the time Klausne ,~ wrote, the 

influence of t h(! ninet•:. -nt11 century scholars was beginnin g 

to di minish, as can be scnn in the w itings of Geor ce Foot 

Hoor .! . Corrcs; ontlinLlY , t he e::.action of J ewish s chol arship 

to t ·tat influence. was a lso be~innin~ t o d i minish, as can be 

s een in 1aausner . 3ut l'l ausner is s::till sor.1c.what defensive -

fo r: cv ecy c 1.:ipt c.r hut o~ in t~i.e seventh book of l' is ~ 

J esus t o aul ends with t he ciunstion, " How could a J ew believe 

soo.~thinE lil<~ t r. a t?" or a. 1~easonable ..La c sirni l e the:.~':! of . 



Kl~u:rncr , h o\r.vr>r , s ci~ris to b · 3. victirJ of the a u t ' .ori ty 

o f th~ t nxt . Ily t " i s I m •an t hn t by vi"r tuc of 2. t c.~~t ' s l>ein~ 

w-... · itt.~n word , it has already a c <;ui · r- d soRe s cr:tb!..::mc l". of 

au t h o!"i ty f o:- h im. Z-:?itl in , i n a ':'~ vie~, of !:lausn2r ' s 

J P.sus of ,1azaeP th in ' 'St ud i es in C~cistiani ty" i n t h e J <!wish 

Qua ,·t c r ly ·t~view, had the same complaint . 'l'hP. .,, he say s t hat 

Klausn~·- riv"! ~ the Ol>inions of o thec scholars and s, n s to 

3.[~ e < wit h all of t h.; m.10 I n PaulinP. stJ.di e s , t is t~xt­

antho.,.. ity •1ns ta~:·.? n t 'v~ for u of ;...CC P. 1)t in:; bo t 1: t · .~ Paul of 

-·~cts and the r a ul of t he ~ois tl~s . Kl ausne.. · ... iv~s a ""'ort _-ayal 

nf ?aul 0 4!:> d on t hr· look of Acts . : ;~ also ,_. s ;nts a 

r .'.! lativc ly accur~tc Paul based on the : pi s tl r>s (in fact , 1e 

and · ;.-indn 1 , w' .o c. ·c quit"' far ~V'nrt on t;1 • is su·~ of Acts , are 

L equcntly in ~ r 1•enent on t i,,. rl ~ni ls o~ A:" :-.,11 ' s thour;l1t) . 

~.'h:lt :i..! do s no t s~. , how !Ver , i s t h.'.i t :t . has no · t ·ay~d two 

.-- n ti:2 l y di ff~rcnt m"n : t he Paul of cts bein ._: a distinct l y 

Palestinia n J. ~w ;:m rl t"'~ 1">.au l of th~ .~istl~s being a 

dist i n ctly :tc.l l C' n is t ic J"w. rerhaµs Klausnr-r do1' s not SP- e 

t h ,, rrobl"ll1 becaus ~ he is det~ ,·minul t o mak,, a Palestinian 

J e w of Paul . Almos t al l of th·~ i deas fou'ld in th~ Epi s tle s 

are , a ccor r' in!· to !,l ausnnr, ultil'.lat .!ly of J~wish o:-i~in. 

::c na~-.:!s t ~ s:-iM·~ stet ·ncnt about .?i1ilo . t:l cusn1• r d oc s not 

s c:em to ~l f> .. ·~ci~tc~ t hr. f.:!ct t hat i ueas do not '·Deist in 

is J l a tion .:ind t: l<.'.lt on" mus t ~~xpcct t o f ind some int,, l lectual 

o.nd c ilturul ovc :-lap be.tu~en b10 c '..lltu'!"cs livinr in prorit!li ty. 

Kl ausnr : 'l.~:; o s '"ns to b 'li r-vP t~\a t an i c!en is J ~ui~h si:n ) l y 
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b e c a use he s a ys it is . 

But Kl ausn er ' s book t oo h<::.s its c i ;:n i fic anCl' ; :'.o ~ as 

Montc fio rc paved t h.P way in .n :-_lish, so dirt Klausn~r pav e 

t hr. we..y in Heb t-ew. Anrl havin ( mad.; an a '.)•)ea:o::-ance in lleb i.-ew, 

Ch!"istinn stud i _s now bec ame. ::?V~iloble. t o a ~··idr~::.: ";)O~tion of 

t he J ewi sh :)o pulation. 

Anothr~.-- J ewi sh wr ite r on Paal who r~li2$ vc_·y h e a vi l y 

on . cts i s lhl::. h .:)chonfie.ld . .>chon field , h owever , •roes fa:!: 

b eyond the lin:.ts of any other J~wish s cholar on Paul, in 

f a ct , beyond th~ limits of w!1at most c r i tic s u o'.Lld c all 

s chol n:-ship . ric accep ts a ll o f t he mat e rial as r.cnui nc : - -. 

Acts , a l l o f th~ ~pistles (inc ludine t he ?asto--als), t hP.. 

a· ·ocryphal Acts , and a l l l)Ossible t'~fa~:-e.ncc s in t he aabbinic 

lite_-atut:'e whic ~ mi :.:,ht h:iv e. sor:lP. reference to t he t hour ht of 

l:'aul. Howe.v~r , e v e n ~,-i.th a ll o f this info_-ma tion, tlte~ e are 

t.aps i n t he life of Paul , f or he. ne v e r l eft us a n a utobi o -

. r a ph y . i3ut t h is i s of little concr!~n t o Sc Honfiel d ; he fills 

in t he ~ a"?s ~·.'1. th inf ormati on of llis own . I f a t ransla t i on 

c ont radi cts his pos ition, he makes up his own , and some of 

his transle.tions a re co111)l c t c l y c :Toneous . I liken Sc honf i eld ' s 

ap;->roach to a ._e l atin mo l <l with Luit in it . Insi d l" the mol d 

t here a ·c pe;ic 1~s , 1) ..:ars , ch '2rri es , and rrapcs , none o f t hem 

:-e l a t e.cl in nny way e;:c cpt thct the y are f r uit, an d t he onl y 

t',in~ w -. i c h binds the..-a toceth~r is t he g.!latin .11 So too 

lli t h Sc 1on f i eld ' s J e w o f Tarsus ; t h P..re a r e sca t t e red pi e c e s 

o f information, some of w i ch are wrone, , some o f whic h are 
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u . ;:oe.l a tcd , and all of uhich ar?- boa nd toLcthc. r' only by the 

e;:t_-ao _-clinar y nass of ~~latin c:-P.at~d by Schon ficld . In a 

:-c> vie.w of Sc honf i :;ld ' s J ew of 'l'a;.~sus , K~nn~th H. Clark nas 

pointe d out t i.at al t hou_ 'h ·;ch onf i e l d r c c omi zes th-~ inf l urmces 

of esoter ic Judaism, esnt.~ric .Pha.·isnism, and a pocalyoticisrn 

on Paul, 11..! do~s not reco~iZP t he influenc n. o f i-te llenistic 

J udaism . So too did Clark point out that 5c honfie ld's 

hyoothesis , t hat Paul thou~ h t t hat he <;-ias t he Messiah, is 

ab::ur d (s~ ; " No t e s to Chapter Ill" , note 1117). 12 

Hans Joa c h im Sc hoe;)s t a ·-.es an apor-oach to Pau l which is 

much clos _r to t hat o f t he e arlier Christ i an sc~tola ·ship t han 

t h at o f h is J ewi sh ?rede c essors . Sc <o eps , usin~ t he full 

t.amut of J .:-.wis'\ source s as W1.! ll as the full b ody of cac l i er 

scholarly lit e .. a.ta r e , att empt s to f in<l not so rmch t ( c n a ture 

of Paul ' s tho J.t..ht , 0ut its o r- i ;:ins . Sc h oeps p .t:o '">o s e.s t o 

purs·.ie LontC' fi or" ' s d i rP..ction , but by a"bc.ttcr met h od . " lie 

uill inv:!s tigatc th~ kn own i~ llenistic s out·ces : Philo ancl the 

Se1Jttta t int , and t le a p oc aly?tic literature and the n a ttr ibute 

that wh i c h h e dol!S not f ind in ~ith ;r to l'ellc.nistic Pharisaism. 

He will the n com.1are th.P. :-.elle nistic Pha~ isa ism to Rabbinism 

to s ec how much of ?aul ' s thou~·ht is evi dent in Rabbinic 

Judaism and t hus h ow rauc t of a -.ab::,inic J ew Paul himself was . 

But in t h is l i!st ste'[) , ·sc hoeps makes severnl c r ucial e::- rors . 

The firs t of t hes .:: , ~; ointcd out in a ~'evi e.w or t h<>. book by 

J akob J . Petuchous~~i , is ti at ":nuc h of )cho~ps ' s evidence 

r>!sts on t h e assw::~) tion t h.at rabbinic mat e r i a l , found in 
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wri t t-m form at a late r time , was already extant orally 

in t h e days of Paul . To a c P- r tain de[r!'e<" such an a ssumption 

is justified, but one must procP.e d on it with a c aution which 

is not always e xerci s e d i n t "-,is b ook. nl3 This l ack of 

caution is a r e sul t of t he misu s e of Stra ck-Bi l lerb <'-:ck, 

in which t •le Rabbinic oat ecial is listed topically. 'r hus 

Schoeps seems t o have. no conce pt of gene.~al trenc1s in Rabbinic 

J udaism . 'fhis causes h i m to take a ny saying from any rabbi 

at any time. in histor y and if it corresponds with any idea 

found in Paul to s ay, " You se~ , Paul' s thou: ~ht c an b~ found 

in .'labl.>inic Judaism. ••14 What t his d oc s not account fo r i s 

t hat wh i c .1. I have alre ady mention d in t his essay - t 1a t 

Rabbinic J uda ism was actually ve ·y broad and ve : y open; and 

t hat to f ind a particular ide a a t some time and so~c p lace 

in its history is n ot to b e. t h ou:.,h t of a s unusual . 

Anothe r error in ':)c '. .oeps ' s t 10u~nt is t he seeMinr.ly 

pr e -conceived notion t hat Paul was a :labbinic J ew a nd tha t 

his (th a t is , ~choeps ' s) t a s k , rat her t han to d iscover 

whether or no t Paul was in fact suc h a J ew, is to pr ove t hat 

in fac t h e was . 'f bus Sc hOC?S finds t hat none of t he ideas 

i n i>aul a ce. non-JP.wish \Ji. t h t h.Po exception o f t he c once pt of 

a Son o f -.:7od , or ClS 2ct u ch owsk i phrases it, a \,od- man inter­

medi a . y . 1 5 rhus wh~ .. ~<?. Paul deviatl~d from Juda ism was not in 

his i d.!as , but in his r f!c ons truction o f t hem. 

Th•.:. f inal nrobl~m in C)c l1ot>ps i s h is c arelessness with 

t he sourc e s. He n~ver d iscussP.s the ~roblrms f acin f the 
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student when using the Book of Act s (see Chapter II above). 

He is like,11ise earl? less in his use of the Pseudo-Clementine 

litera ture and "oral t :.--adi ti on.'' 

However, if we snould extract t he post-Pauline material 

from Schoe ps's work, we woul d be left with an excellent 

collection of t he sources, and by then applying Schoeps•s 

intended m~thod, we mie~t inde~d have a better understanding 

of the ori~ins of Paul ' s thought. 

ilut that which was missing from the J ewish scholarship 

on Paul was a pPrspective of Paul's thought such as Paul 

himself mir,.ht have understood it. 1r~·ds is Sandme l ·~ contribu­

tion t o t he literature . Sandmel bP.lieves tha t one must 

undecstand Paul as Paul probably understood hi mself pr ior 

to deterrninin~ the o4i&ins or dissecting t he minutiae of 

Panl 's thour;ht. To do t lis, Sandmel has made extensive use 

of his ear lier studie s on Philo, not as Friedlander did , 

saying t hat Paul himself used Philo , nor even that Paul was 

awar e that Philo existed , but r a ther, to sP.e what pre­

suppositions cou ld be found in t he think ing of anothe r Jew 

living in the ifo llenis ~ic world . What Sandme l found was 

t hat the r~lip;ious pre-suppositions of Philo w~r·~ strikingly 

simi la1.~ to t:10s~ of Pai.; 1. - al though their solutions to the 

"re ligious questions" of th~ time we re ver y different. With 

t hat undei:standing , ) andf:lr> l was t he?' ablt? to stand back far 

enough to g_e t an over - all persp~ctive of Paul 's thou::£ht and 

then focus on the de tails to determine what t hey meant in 
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view of thr- t·f1 ol e . In t his ap roach he is unique - at l e ast 

ar:1on i: J ews in the fie ld of Pauline st..idie s ( :Uv 'dn usc-s a 

similar aporoach to all of J ewis11 h i s tory - t hl? cli ffnr '!.nce 

be inr. t la t r:;inc n h i s s c orye is lar0er- , ~iv::in c annot t hen 

re tur n t o as nany det ails ) . Thi s t oo :nay be I"?.prPscnted 

by a rnathcn a tical analogy. Prior to Sandmc l , s c hol a rs 

appl-oach\!d Paul usin:_: t~ ·~ c onc ·· pt of a summati on, 2 ; as 

t h.:.. arPa ut.der a mat llemati cal curve was d P.. t eri1i nC?d by a ddint, 

u~ thn areas of a nUI:lb\.! r of rcctan 0 l e s i nsc r i be d i n t he 

curv <:. , so too uus t..e schola rs:1ip £l. sunnnti on of t he vari ous 

-,oint s of Paul ' s t hout,'. .t . 3ut , as with t l:t?. cu r v e , certain 

portions .::i.'c l~ft out , wi. th t he schol arshi p , Ct:!rt41in ·)oints 

a :e nissed . 'iowever , with HPwton and Liebni z , t 'lis fern of 

subdivi sion was no lent.er n e c ec;sary becaus~ a sinr l e operat ion , 

inte~ a tion , J , c ould no'\~ be pP.rformec! and on~ co·..lld mor e 

a ccura tely dctPr~ine th~ ·ntir• arP a . So t oo i s 3andrn~ l ' s 

method an inte.:;ra tion of the tir.ol c . :..ut once he has inteLrated 

t h.at uhol e , he i s the n abl e to 0rcal~ it a1 a:-t to l o ol: a t t lte 

d ,.. t ails . 

I belirvc. , ho ·n~ver , t hat ther~ a_·c overstc'.ltcm _nt s in 

Sandr:lc.l . .e illay "avP. so co11.,i t t e.d hi;nscl f to t he c once pt of 

~ :!ell enistic Paul t.1~t hr?. :1i!';:.;f'!s c (> r t ain Doints w' .ich "-'e 

mitht othen1i £e c a l l Fhn ~isaic or ... ~abbinic: l:'aul ' s method of 

P.:io:~eesis , for c.x:tn:~lc . So too must he '!.X» lain auay Pnul 's 

use of ?assov l'!r synbolism in I Corin e :ia.ns .5 :7 . 16 Also 

miss.in~ is an adPqua~t.> exolan a tion o f Paul ' s Ph.:i ·i sais m. 
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Jut t hes e !')oints t e nd to be f1'linor c or.i·Jared to the int~, rat ed 

whol e . 

I f Sandme l a t t empts to S C'.! a~il as Paul mi s h t h~ve s e en 

h i msel f a ainst his 0 \ !11. b a ck gr ound , ,ube nstc in at t emp t s t o 

s ec Paul as Paul ' s sul>consci ous (or hi s psyc~.oanalyst ) woul d 

hav e> :;c .:n him. 'l'hr! problem i s t :L.'.lt aul has been d -:. ad for 

nearl y t wo thousa nd years a nd l iv<:d i n a vastly d iffe 'cnt 

c u l t ural nili e u . Psycho.analysi s is diff i cult ; 1hen the pa tient 

i s pr~sent f o r fifty minutes a W"'"-k :::or five or t en y~ars . 

One Hould think t lat t_ iv~n th·~ c irc u.r.ts tancc s , t he tas~<. of 

psyc hoanal yzin s Pau l would be im:'lossibl E> . 

But Hubens t~in makes n o claim of obj~ctivity . 'ro t he 

c ont t·a:7 , he s ays t :·.a t "one a rc i v c>s a t a noi nt at wl·d.c h one 

re.c ozyi zes that P.a c h s c holar pr~S·".!nts .is own 1:-aul " (undec­

lininc-- :~UbP.nSt<3.in 1 S) . 17 n.ncl ;.ubenst e.in s ays t hat h' is f:o i n g 

t o pr-~scnt l•aul as l-aul a~p~ars to him. l'his s vunds very 

i nnocent a nd stn .> i t,;h t - forward on the sur face , but t he r e sult 

is that {ubc nstc i n :-~conct-·ucts Paul on t h e basis of his o -n 

r• syc hol o::i cal undr.,. r stundi ng of himsel f a n d as attempting 

t o ov-arcotn-::!. t h e s a"'le prol>lc~ns . 11ltus he is cr~ atinz an 

e.xist::.ntial or pL~nomenolofical Paul . Th is ·mi, h t perh aps bP. 

val id i f r,•e w r-~ de.al i n ::;. with an P.n t i ty such as "Q." ~·.11:"1.P ther 

" I.)" existed o ~· not i s i rr<.!l ev a nt - t he fact is t hat we h ave 

no ' '<{ . 11 'rhi! ref ore , it c an be defined as anyt h ing we c hoos e , 

l i ke ' 't. tns~ lor..i a c otmnon to llatth~w a nd Luke but no t found i n 

l<ark ." !Jut Paul , on t he otl,~r hand , d i d exi s t - he was r e al , 
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f l esh ancl blood - an ontolo~ical , not a nh en omenol or;i cal 

entity . The ph<"nomcnolo~ ical Pau l , th~!''~fore. , may o :.~ nay not 

ccflect t h e historica l ?aul . 

Ru benst e i n ' s c ase m ~~1 t hav~ be en better n ad e had h~ r,one 

one s t c ""> l c.ss . A psyc hi a t r i s t affi l i a t ed :i t h t h e :icb:.·e w 

Union Col l e(c , Dr . \./a l t e t' St one , t ol d mt~ onc e t hat he b e l ieved 

t hat fai ;·y tul c s and myt hs pe -·~>is tcd bec cius c t l1ey in s ome 

"t·1ay _·ela t e t o ba s i c human psyc holo[_ ica l conc~1·ns . I f , a s 

,ubens t e in says , Paul was O!Jcrat i n :.:_ o :i thP !'los t basic lev e l 

o f t h e huoan s ubconsciou s , t hen t his abov e s t atement migh t 

CX) lai n t h e r~rsis tence of .Pauli ne Ch1·i s tia ni ty. 

th.ere ar:~ , tc be sure , other J ewi s h wc- i t !r s on l'au l . 

Th1~ir works a!:'c. n ot :"'lassi vc , usue lly an art i c le or a r~f~rence 

i n a "01.-k dealin~ l:ith t he J ~wish his t ory o f t h e period . 

At t i me s , c on g"!"e e a t i on a l :1efo rtn r abbis hav e m·it t en papers 

an a l yzi n e Pau l in t he light of th..:. i r OT...m re.li g,i ous e}ner i e nc es . 

Nei t h e r time nor s pa c e permit a det a iled commen t on ea ch wor k . 

Sorae hav e a i)pcared i n t h e body o f t he t hes i s ; some, suc h as 

t h ('. wo~:ks of Hyman ~. ~ne.low anci :ae.:-y l D. Cohon hav e not. 

nut one t h.in t i s ind ed com~on to all of t hose aut~ors not 

mentionc-.d above in this c hapt er - all exc ept .:llis •ti. vkin 

:-~ly upon t he h i ::; to-·ic a l a c curacy o f the Dook of Acts . It 

i s ulso cora:::ion to almost :111 of t h era t hat their purnose i s not 

a disC<:! -'nme n t of the t r uth, but a dc f 2nsc of J udaism from 

t he attac!~s o f Paul . Indicativ ~ of thi s perhaps i s t he fac t 

t h.::i.t !Jy f ar , thf' laq~es t body of l itc:::-aturc. wri t t en by J ews 
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on Paul is that writte n on Paul's attitude toward t h e Law. 

It is also an unfortuna t t! chaca ctcri s tic of the s e wr itinr,s 

that so many of them i~nore all of the Chr i stian literatur e 

t hat has be<3.n writte n on the sub j ect . 

W..! must now as k th~ direction i n which J c.wish scholarship 

on Paul should go. ·,1e have essentially three solutions 

open t o us : t he apolo~etic-polenic of 3a~ck, the pPdantr y 

of sc·1oe!>s , o :· tha t of uider unde.~standin£: but less pedant ry 

of Sandnel and Bontc f ior e . 'rhe f i r st alte~ native , I bPlieve 

and hope, has fina lly be~n a bandoned . The choice bP..t~"P.en the 

last t wo de. r e nds on how one views the. s c holarly enterp?:"isP . 

But it s houl d be out· bel i ef t i1at th~ only utility in that 

ent erpr i se i s the br oadening of our h uman insigh ts. 



1Th is and a l l other statements in t his work a puly onl y to 
t hose lan cua ,P-s enumerat ."!d in th·-:. t hes is proposal : ·-:n ~· lish , 
2ren c h , and Eebrc w. Grae tz ' s History o f the J ews , f or 
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2 For examplP. : " 'l'h "!. y [Paul ' s r>a.rentaj no doubt , had lU.m taught 
:Oible a t f ive yf! a c s of a ._e r t he Mislmah at t e n , and the 
J.'a l r:md at fifteen . *" *"This i s no anachronis m, as both 
Mishnah and Talmud t ho'.1:. h not in concr~te form , we r e s e veral 
h undred ears ante r ior to t he ,·isc of Christiani t (under-
im .. n r mine) . Hi.l e r ought r om Ba y on Nis niyyoth (sic) : 

t he Sopherim e v e n earli er tha n he com!;ose d Mishniyyoth, of 
which trace s ar~ s till l e f t . " ..> . Vi . Sc hiller- Szine ssy, 
"St . ?aul from a J ewish Point of Vi ew,'' The ".":xpositor 
IV (1 886): 326 . 

3s olomon Schechte r, "C evi e w of] ::>c hi ller- Szin c ssy , ' S t . Paul 
fr on a, J ewish Point of View,'" J ewish Chronicle ( Hoverab e r 
19 , 1036): 14. Schec ht e r accuse s Sc~i ller-Szines sy of eivin~ , 
not a J e wish point of view, !.mt a J ew ' s ,~oint of vie w and 
of conveyinr:; the attitude of "Judaisme. , c ' es t mo i . 11 Schecht~ r 
also ~'oints out t h.at Sc~•ill~r-Szin~ssy never df!.a l s with 
questions of pertinence and intere.st l i ke "Is Acts r e liable 
history?" and ' 'Arc scho lars o f one o '">i.nion on t hro se matters?" 

4 s oloo on Sc hechter, As c cts o f '1aubinic Theolo ( New York : 
>Ch ocken Sooks ) , p . 1 8 . Sc ec -:.t e r ... oun t h.a t "e it!v·r t h€ 
t hP.olo ,y of th'.! '{abbis must be wrong , its c onception of ~d 
dchas in~, its lenti ing :notiv~s :nat~r.i~listic and coarse , a nd 
its t c a c h inf! l a c king i n e nthusiasm a nd s 1)i r itu a lity, or t he 
.. .>os t lc> t o t'1~ GentilPS i s quite u -:. intP. lli ... ibl<>.'' 

~See Note d l above. 

Gwalter J a cob , "Cla ude G. l!onte fiore ' s ;<P. ap~:caisal o:f 
Christianity," J udaism ( SW"lmer, 1970): 342 . Jacob wavers 
bet w<:! ·n p!'ais~ for and conc!~sccnsi.on toward Hont e f iore . 3ut 
he do .s •oint o·.it t hat "J~ws c ontinu,,d to view l-iis P.fforts 
wi th sus "'l i cion a s he wcrn t oo r!luch an apolor e t e f or Chr istianity. " 

7une rac.y no t e. t i."'.at in t l.,! intc·.~im , ?~ . ~iedll;!nder ,:mbli she.d 
an article c.nti>c l .!d ' 'The ' Paulin e ' , ancipation fron the Law : 
a Pco 1l11c t o f t he Pre- Christi an ;Ji as:)ora' ' in t he 1902 editi on 
of t he J c-wish x'ua.r tcr ly .evicw (Vol. 14 ), Kauf man Kohler 
·'ablis'le.d llis ''Saul of 1'arsus 11 i n t he J e.ui sh Snc yclopedia 
(19iJ.S ), and Geral d i?ril"'d l a nder published hi s Hell enism 
and ... h:-isti::mity in 19 12. But at ;;1 i s :>oint it becomes 
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ii::pr actical to deal uith ·~ve':"y pu b lishf"d . :;i_· t i cl ! in thP. 
above mann~~. 

8'3ae cl: ' s l at0.. r e ssay , " Th . .1.7 .'.l ith o f Paul" (19.::2 ) , is of a 
CO'Cl . l ; t P. l )• di::fcrent t~nor from h i s "'<lrli.;r u o:-ks . I'his 
is a ctus.l ly son 2'C,·hat fric:'1.tcnin~ !J~caus' i t i'la!::<.> s on?. 
r c al i z .::. t hat if on .. w ~- e t o ap;->l y ""1oC.e:-n Zo:.·a c :: i t i cisn 
t o thes~ ~ssny ' s o f Baec~ ' s , on~ c ould :1ake a n ~xc~llent 
c ase. f o r t he e.::istcnc1.~ of t\:o L:?.o J a e cks or of a Leo :3ae ck 
and a pseudo - Leo Dae c k . 

9 Jacob , ''1 1ontc. fior·~ ' s . eap >r~isal , •f p . 31+2 . 

lO:l·~ rfor<l also u:::·ot ..! a boo!c in 19 12 enti tl~d h.a:i sais"'l : 
its .'d.ms a n d its l~~tho<ls , out I am unfa,""li~.iar '1.th t .'..:tt twrk. 

llsamu c l Sandt:'l~l , The !"irst Ch r i :::; tia n Ccntur in .Judais::i anc! 
Christianity, p . • ~an r'l'! s ays t a t "since .. :oor~ s 
tifl'l-- ' th::: r e. n a s been a cons ide!"abl~ effo~:t ( t o be fair 
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to t .O • • • 11 

12 1 ,._ • 1 • I • f 1 t I So omon t.eit i n, ' A te vie w o K ausner s 01'11an ,, 1W9JI , ' 
J ewish ' uar t c.1-l 'leview 31 ( 1940- 191+1 ) : 309 . This mus t refe r 
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1W9 n 1,'11n • 

1 3sandr:l<'.l , Fi;-:-st Chris tian 0e.ntury , p . 19 7 note Ill. On this 
Matter, Sa n drT\e l s ays of himself , ''It is li!~'?. ly that , had 
the~:e no t u e e n I(lausne r , I myse l f wo'.l l d pcobably no t l laVe 
had t he. hoc izons t he-ouch whic h to enter t he f i eld." 

14or i · i na lly pllbli shed in Geroan as L"'a u l u s : Di e rheol ogie 
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l'U1nn'" cn: J . C . '.) . Ho r 1959 • 
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u Jp~o=ich is psych.olo; ical- existential, a n d as such , d oes n o t 
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1 6samuel San d.mp 1 , "J-:.idaism, J~sus , and Paul : .:>om~ Probl.~rns 
of l-!et hod in Sc holar ly ~ese.a:ch, " VanC.erbi l t S t udies i n 
t he liw11aniti~s 1 (1951 ) : 24 1 

17sec ::.:llis a vkin , The 'haping of J e ;.:i sh .ti.storz , Chapt e r I II. 
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of J ohn l ~rcanus I fo r hi r.l t o ha ve broken with t hem (Josephus , 
AntiquitiP. s o f the J ews AIII, 10 , 6) . 
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-138-

48Kaufman Kohler, "Saul of Tar sus," Jewish Encyclopedia, p. BSa. 

49t.fontefiore, Judaism and St. Paul, p. 30. 

501bid., p. 68. 

5ltbid., p. 88. 

521bid., p. 18. Montefiore also says that at l east three 
factors must partially come f r om non-Jewish stimuli: Paul's 
universalism, his Christology, and his mysticism. Ibid., 
pp. 82-83. Schoeps says that Hontefiore enumerated eight 
traits of Paulinism not to be found in Rabbinism: the "deified 
Messiah, pessimism about sin and despair over evil which 
reigns in the heart of man, [Paul •SJ teaching about the Law, 
his neglect of the certainty of the r epentance and forgive­
ness of the Jews 1 his mystical doctrine of the Savior, his 
strong interest in the mission to the heathen and the 
universalism of his doctrine of salvation offer ed equally 
to Jews and Gentiles, his antithesis of works and faith, 
the anthropological dualism implied in the contr ast between 
17,,,~~ and ::-rs ." Schoeps, ~' pp. 25-26. 
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we have no pre-Pauline literature.), was an effort by the 
Church to neutr alize the unmanageable effects of t>aul's 
teachings. Thus, although a Jewish Chr istianity must have 
existed prioc to Paul's appearance on the scene, we know 
nothing about it. And the ''Petrine" or Jewish Christianity 
taken as axiomatic since the writings of P.C. Baur and the 
Ttfbingen School in the middle of the. ninetePnth century, 
was the major element of this neut ralizing attempt of the 
Church's, and as it is portrayed to us, it did not exist. 

85naeck, "The Faith of Paul," p. 145. This is a supposition 
on Baeck's ~a~t. In all of eau1 's enistles, there is re­
course to the ear thly life of Jesus only once or twice: 
Paul borrows from Jesus his beliefs on divorce and he claims 
that he r ece ived the sacrament of the. ~i:ucharist "from tbe 
Lord" (I Cot·inthians 11 :23) but the exact meaning of tbia 
latter is open to question. 

861bid. "Baeck adds : [by th<? Romanaj "for having been bailed 
King o f the Jews." ThiR is a clear case of edito!'ializing. 

871bid. Baeck attr ibutes all of these views to the early 
Christians. But he is rather ambiguous as to how much of 
t his was directly assimilated by Paul. 

88K1ausner, Pcom Jesus to Paul, p. 440. 

89Leipoldt, J., Jesus und Paulus - Jesus oder Paulus? (Leipzig, 
1936), p. 70. cf. schOeps, Paul, p. 43. 
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90schoeps, ~' pp. 45-46. 

91'l'hat is, only Schoeps considers Paul's eschatology 
prevalent enough in his thou{;ht to wa:-rant an "approach'' 
via that means. 

92sandmel, "Judaism, Jesus, and .Paul," pp. 235-236. 

93Rubenstein, lif Br other Paul, p. 19. 

94schoeps, ~' p. 47. 

951bid. 

961bid., pp. 47-48. 

97sandnel, The Fir s t Chr istian Century, p. 177. 

98The Pentateuch was certainly fixed at this time and Paul 
quotes f t"ecly from it, altho~h his quotes indicate that 
he was usin~ t he Septuagint and probably quoting f r om 
memory. The Prophets we~e p'!'obably also well establishP..d, 
althoug~ ,.nth the exception of Isaiah, Paul r e lies less 
heavily on t hese books. But we do know that that section 
known as The Writings was at that time not yet fixed. 
Psalms seems to have been accepted as "canonical" although 
if the Qumr:-an documents can s -erve as any indication, there 
we~e ps a lms in use which do not exist in our canon. Paul 
quot es f r eely from t he Psalter. However, f r om other books 
of The Wr itings, Paul quotes rarely: once from Proverbs 
(Romans 12:20), twice from Job (Romans 11 :35, I Corint·1ians 
5 :19) f and never from any of the "scrolls," Daniel, i.:zra, 
Nehemiah, or t he books of ChroniclP.s. 

99Essenism was a great s cholar ly catch-all for unidentifiable 
doctr ines and source s. See Kohler, "Saul of Tar sus," p. 85a 
wher e Kohler says that Paul r elied upon Essene teachings. 
Similar ly, attempts have been made to link both J esus and 
John the Baptist wit h t he Essenes . 

lOOGalatians 1:14. 

lOlPhilippians 3:5 - Kaufman KohlP.r handle s the problem 
quite simply - Galatians is a for ge ry and Philippians 3:5 

is an interpolation into a genuine epistle. This dispenses 
with the croblem but neither view is generally accepted 
and it serve s l ittle purpose other than to explain t he 
i s sue away. 

102c1aude G. Montefiore, "Fir st Impressions of Paul, ' ' 
Jewish Quarterly Review 6 (1894); 430. 



-142-

l0.31n Philo, the onenes s of uod i s represented by " 'l~ 6 v , " 
"The ~istant, " not 11 6 /os "which Philo t r eats as but an 
aspect or attr ibute of 1'<.' J>' • 

104see Dubnow, a,,, ap ' O' ,,~, , p. 2 89; Kl ausner , 
From J esus t o Paul, pp . 46/-470; Hontefiore , " Pi rs t 
Impr essions o f Paul, " p p. 430-431; and Tlubenst e in, ~ 
Brother Paul, pp . 14, 68. 

105see Sandmel, Fir st Ch~istian Century, p. 131 and Rubenstein, 
My Br other Paul, p. 23. 

106Rubenstein, ~ Brother Paul, p p . 23, 45 . In addition, 
Rubenste in a s, "In addition to Paul's yearning f or 
immortality, be shar ed with his fellow J ews a cert ain 
t endency to rationaliz~ s uf f ering as an emblem of God's 
di s tinctive favor." nubenstein's bas i c assert i on is that 
the J ews a s a na tion were collective masoc~ists and in 
Paul, t his t endency was particularly manifest. 

107see Sandmel, The First Chr i s t ian Centu~, p. 131; Baeck, 
"On Greek and Je">ish Preaching," p. 11 (see above p. 22 
and " Not es to C!Ul) t e r I", not e #66), and Rubens t e in, 
~ Brother Paul, p. 171. l~ubenstein adds, ' 'The E;oa l of 

a, man, and the wor l d in both Judaism and Pauline 
Chr istianit y ma:,r be t he r es t or ation of t he primordi a l 
undifferentia t ed unity out o f which all t hree have ar isen." 
Kohl er , "Saul of Tarsus ," p . 86b. Kohler adds yet another 
com.':lon as i=-ect of the rel i gi osit y of Paul and the rabbis : 
"Paul made J ewi s h holiness his watct\word," but qui t e 
f r ankly, I have not t he vaf;lles t idea whe.t he means by t hat. 

103se~ Kohl er , "Saul of Tat~sus , ' ' p . 81a and Sandmel, The 
Genius o f Paul, p. 22. 



Notes to Chapter II 

1Acts 7:58. 

2Acts 8:1 -- Kohler's assertion t 'lat Saul was char ged with 
Stephen's murder by the Sanhedrin is to~ally unfounded. 
Kaufman Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," Jewish Encyclopedia, p. 8lb. 

3Acts 8:3. 

4Acts 9:2. 

5Acts 9:4. 

6Acts 9:10-30. It is in Acts 9:11 that we first learn that 
Saul was from Tarsus. This fact is mentioned only in Acts -
never in the 1~pistles. 

7Acts 11:19. 

8Acts 11:25. 

9Acts 13:9. 

10Acts 15:1-3. 

llActs 15 :4-5. 

12Acts 15:6-11. 

13Acts 15 :12-21 . 

14Acts 15:22-34. 

15Morton Scott Enslin, The Literature of the Christian Move­
~ (Part III of Christian Beginnings), p. 416. 

16Joseph Klausner, From J e sus to Paul, p . 217. 

17Acts 16:37. In Acts, Paul will make thia claim twice more: 
Acta 22:26, 18. He never makes this claim in the Epistles . 

18I r ealize that Acts, at t his ooint, doe s not specifically 
mention the preacl\ing to the Gentiles as the reason for the 
Jews' ang1~r at Paul. But in thP. four chapters cited? it is 
only after he has converte d Gentiles that the Jews' ire is 
ar oused. We will find this issue arising again where this 
a r ea of contention is more explicit. In Acts 22:22, it says, 
"Up to this word they listened to him ••• " "This word" is 
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Gentile. The r eason that t he Jews a re angered by Paul's 
admission of Gentiles is his refusal to order them to be 
cir cumcised and to make t he Law of Hoses incumbent upon 
them. See both Acts 15 and Acts 21. 

19Acts 18:10. 

20Acts 18:22. 

21Acts 18:24. The New Oxford Annotated Bible comments: 
"An Alexandrian well vers ed in Scriptures would probably 
interpret t hem allegorically." The New Oxford Annotated 
Bible, Revised Standard Version (New York: OXfoi'd University 
t>ress, 1973), p. 1346. 

22Acts 19:8. 

23Acts 20:16. Note that here and in Acts 20:6 Paul adjusted 
his itinerary to conform with the Jewish ceremonial calendar. 

24Acts 20:21. As I have already stated , repentance is one 
of the primary Jewish concepts missing in the Epistles. 

25Acts 21:21. 

26Acts 21 :39. The New Oxford AnnotatP..d Bible s ays , ''probably 
Ararnic (sic)," p. 1351. 

27Acts 22:3. 

28Acts 22:16. Note here the meaning of baptism. This will 
become more significant later. 

291n Acts, each time Paul tells t he story of his ~onversion, 
the tale becomes mor e elaborate. This version is more 
elaborate than that of Chapter 9 (which is Luke's recounting, 
not Paul's) and less elaborate than that of Chapter 26. 

30Acts 22:30. 

31Acts 24:27. 

32Acts 28:30-31. 

33Rornans 15 :24,28. 
34 

See Samuel Sandmel, 'l'he Genius of Paul, pp. 143-144. 

35Hugh Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 152. Sc honfield 
claims that Galatians t e lls of a private meeting be tween 
Paul and Peter, James, and John wher eas Acts tells of 
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the Council, p!"ior to which t he decision bad already been 
made. 

36sandmcl, '11\e Genius of Paul, p. 145 . 

37Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 224. 

38Kohler, "Saul of Tat"sus," p. 82a. 

39Hans Joachim Schoeps, Paul: The Theolo9y of the Apostle 
in t ha Light of Jewish Reli§ious Pis to17, p. 64. 

401bid., p. 63. 

41For a complete discussion of all of the above, see Sandmel, 
The Genius of Paul, pp. 144-154. 

42Ibid., p p . 141-144. Also, on the final point1 see Claude G. 
Monfefiore, "Jewish Conceptions of Christianity," The Hibbert 
Journal 28 (1929-1930): 249. 

43sc~oeps, ~. p. 263. 

44KLausner, Prom Jesus to Paul, pp. 212-214. 

45Ibid., p. 214. Klausner cont~adicts himself as to t he 
authorship of Acts. Klausner believes that Luke wrote 
the wnole book (Ibid., p. 217) and that Luke was Paul's 
physician. But Paul probably died sometime around 64 A.D. 
(although admittedly, this is conjecture), and Klausner says 
that Acts was not completed until 95-100 A.O. {p. 214). 
However, he also says that Luk~ wrote Acts but dies before 
it was finis hed and tha t it was t hen edite d and published 
by someone else (Ibid., p. 231). This last statement is 
pure conjecture on Rlausner's par t; ther e is no evidence 
whatsoever for t his asser tion. 

46Ibid •• pp . 216-218. 

47rbid., p. 221. 

48Ibid., p. 222. 

49~xcept for the belie f that Luke was a Greek and used Josephus, 
for which the~-e is scholarly consensus, everything that 
Klausner has written about the oerson of 1"ke is either 
conjecture and supposition or based on material not accepted 
as reliable . 

SOKlausner, From J esus to Paul, p. 228. 
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51Ibid.' p. 232. 

52sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 155. 

531bid., pp. 13, 156, 187, 205 . 

541.bid . ' p. 156. 

55t-fontefiore, "Jewish Conceptions of Christianity," p. 249; 
idem., Judaism and St. Paul: Two ~ssais, pp. 19, 90. 
Montefi«re says that at the tl11le of hie writing, it was 
ver y much in vogu e to accept the Book of Acts as historical, 
citing the works of both Lake and Harnack (.Judaism and St. 
Paul, p. 19). He himself, however, citing Loisy, aver s that 
iiiiiiY of t he details of Paul's life as f ound in Acts, 
especially t nose por tions about Gamaliel, are quite suspect 
(Judaism and St. Paul, p. 90). 

56navid Flusser, "Paul of Tarsus," Encyclopaedia Judaica, p. 190. 
Fluss er proper ly desc:-ibes the status of the Epistles as 
to which a~e accepted as genuine by a consensus of scholars 
(se e next section)and which a r e not, but he does not 
question the validity of Acts or mention that others have 
done so. 

5711einrich Graetz, Historz of the Jews, Vol. 11, pp. 219-232. 
Graetz does not deal with the problem at all. His writing, 
however, indicat~s an unquestioned acce? t ance of Acts as 
historical. 

58Ernest Jacob, "Paul," Universal J ewish Encyclopedia, p. 415b. 

59 Eric Werner, '" If I Speak in the Tongues of Men ••• ' St. 
Paul's Attitude to Mus ic," American Musicological Socie ty 
Journal 13:1-3 (1960): 18-2$. WC".rn~r is not writing abOut 
Paul in our sense at all, rather , he is writing about Paul's 
attitude to music. But the tenor of his ar ticle, like that 
of Graetz, indicatP.s his acceptance of the histor icity of Acts. 

60s .M. Schiller-Szinessy, "St. Paul from a .Jewish Point of 
View," The EX•.iositort IV (1886): 326 note #4. Schiller­
Szinessy accepts Acts and the Pauline aut 1orship of all 
t hirteen eJ?i stl es, the a r guments against wh ich "are so we ak 
as to requi1~e no cefutation" and ave rs that Hebrews, which 
inunto itself does not claim Pauline author ship, but has 
had this aut;l.or s i.1.i p ascribed to it by Chur ch t cadition, 
was writt~n by Paul in Ar amaic. Schechter•s attack on 
Schille.r -Szinessy's f ailure t o deal with this problem is 
t :1us well-founded (See ''Notes to Chapter I " , note #3). 
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61 'lichar d Rubenstein, Hy Broth~r Paul, p. 38. Rubenstein's 
acce9tance of Acts is tacit. 

62Hugh Sc tonf ield, •Th~e~Hi~·~s~tTo~r~~~~~;.y...~~~-.;j~~~~~ 
the First to the en e entury; 1 em, e arsus. 
At one point, Schonfie ld says that lm accepts the "we­
pass ages" as \istorical and g~nuine but fu:- t her states that 
they wer e written by a J ew and not by Luke (Jew of Tarsus, 
pp . 166-167). There is, of course , no basis fo~ this view. 
Later, howuver , Schonfield expresse s ~is com~lete reliance 
on Acts (Jew of Tarsus, p. 246). 

63Leo Baeck, "The Faith of Paul," in Judaism and Christianity, 
p. 142. In this essay, Baeck acknowledges that Acts is 
indeed a s econdacy source which "are (sic) of some he lp, 
but only when their infocmation is confirmed by the letters." 
Houever, the essay itself Cl~eates a pictur e of Paul which 
is in fact dependent on Acts. In the write-up of the 
l ecture on whic~'\ this e ssay is based (Leo Baeck, "Paul of 
Ta.:-sus," Synas ogw; Review XXVI (1952): 323-325), Baeck 
speaks of events in PaU1 1s life which a re found only in 
Acts (for example , his goinc to .Tcrusalcra as a young man 
and his study with ~abban Gamalie l). But for reason which 
s pace and time do not permit me to discuss fully, I do not 
be lieve that this write -up was done by Baeck himself, for 
it contains items which a r e quite contradictory to other 
items menti oned by Baeck and in r laces r ive the impression 
that th,! author does not understand what he is writing. 

64samuel Belkin, "The Problem of Paul's Background," The 
Journal of Biblical Literature 54 (1935) : 41, 45. Berkin 
acknowledges "pr oblems" With ACts and then proceeds to use 
it. 

65Jakob J. Petuchowski, "Paul and Jewish Theology: A New View 
of the Christi an Apostle," Cot'l11lentary 28 (1959): 231-236. 
This work is a r~view of sdloeps 1s Paul, but in his prefatory 
remarks, Petuchowski t ells us that Acts is unreliable (p. 232) 
but also that ~aul was repor tedly a student of Rabban 
Gamalie l and t hat t here is "r e ason to be2.ieve that Paul, 
in his Jers onal practice, r emained an observant Jew to the 
end of his life"(p. 231). 

66s ee Koh l er, "Saul of 'tarsus,'' p. 86a-b. Kohler acce pts de facto 
those par ts of Acts which he does not claim a~e s purious:-

67 Schoepa, Paul, p. 51. I find these stat.~ments to be 
contr adictory. How can something be t endentious and a 
late r accretion although !>ossiblS based upon historical 
incidents and yet be "indispens1J.e" for the r econstruction 
of Paul's life ? 
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68Ibid., ~- 263. 

69Ibid., p. 273. This statement r <!f era to scholarship which 
1.8 uon-eschatological in its view of Paul. But it ia 
equally applicable to the non-eschatological Paul of Acta. 

70see Ibid., p. 241 "Paul according to his own statement 
rep~oduced in Acta 23:6 (u1derlining mine - remember, Schoepe 
has said that tl\e spae ches of Paul in Acta do not enter into 
the question of authentic testimony) came from a family of 
Phar isees ••• " (It is the words "family of" which cannot 
be authenticated). 

7lsee Ibid., pp. 51-53. 

72.ey analogy, consider the legends that have grown UI> in 
the united States about George waahington or Abraham Lincoln. 

73sandmel, Tb.e Genius of Paul, p. 148. 

74samuel Sandmel, A Jewish Unde rstand.inf of t he New Teat.-.ent, 
pp. 90-91, and Eiialin, tl'.teratUre of 11e dhr1atlan Move- · 
~. p. 295. 

75cf. Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 237. 

76Kohler, "Saul of 'l'ar sua," p. 86a-b. 

77sandmel, A Jewish under standing, p. 84. 

78Baeck, "The Faith of Paul," p. 140. 

791bid., p. 152 note 1126. What Baeck means by this I am not 
sure, for th!? statement is clearly absur d. Eschatology ia 
as we shall se e , crucial to Paul's thought. What Ba.eek may 
mean is the str uctured eechatology outlined in these vereee. 

801bid. This does not necesst&rily indicate inter polation. 
Paul dictated his epistles and there fore, frequently went 
off on tangents, sometimes, as in this case, returning to 
his original subject and sometimes, as is frequently the 
cas e in Galatians, not. 

81Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 86a-b. 

82tbid. But see above , note #80. 

831bid., pp. 79a, 8Sb. 

84Ibid., p. 82a. 
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85s andmel, The Genius of Paul. pp. 145-146. 

861bid. 

87Baeck, "Th.e. Faith of Paul," p. 140 

88Ger ald Prie.dlander, Hellenism and Christianity, pp. 86-87. 

89Brnest Jacob, "Paul," p. 415b. 

90Kohler , " Saul of Tar sus," p. 82a. 

91Enslin, Literature of th~ Christian Movement, p. 283. 

921bid.' p. 287 

93Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 577. 

94Flusser, "Pau l of Tarsus," p. 190; Sandm~l, 'nte Genius of 
~. p. 4; Schoe ps, ~. p. 51. 

95sandmcl, A Jewish Understanding, pp. 94-95. 

96Kohler, "Sau l of Tar sus," p. 79a. Kohler s ays that Galatians 
Ephesians, I, II Timothy, Titus, "and others" (underlining 
mine) are spur i ous. What "and other s" means is ambiguous. 

97Klausner, Prom J e sus to Paul, p. 242. 

98Klausncr, Prom Jesus to Paul, po. 242-244; Sandrnel, A Jewish 
Understanding, pp. 94-95. 

99Klausner, Prom Jesus to Paul, pp. 242-244. 

lOOibid., pp . 237-238. 

101Ibid. 

102see Samuel Sandmel, The First Christian Centu~in Judaism 
and Chris t i anity, pp. 205-267 note #22; idem,~e Genius 
of .Paul, Chapt ers VI-VII ( a l so p. 118); i dem,"The Pastoral 
Epistles,"~ 4:4 (Hinter, 1967): 3-4; and Klausner, 
From J e s us to Paul, p. 245 . 

l03s andrnel, "The Pastoral Epistles," pp . 3-4; Klausner, 
From J e sus to Paul, pp. 244-251. 

104sandmel, "The Pastoral Epi s tle s," p. 4. 

l05t<1ausner, Prom Jesus to Paul, p. 251. 
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l06tbid. 

107Bae ck, "The Faith of Paul," pp. 139-140; Schonfield, 
The J ew of Tar sus, p. 32. 

lOBschoeps, Paul, p. 52. This, however, is not what Baeck 
said. Bae<!'ICsaid tha t the oddn!~ss motif in descriptions 
of Socr ate s may have been bor rowed by the author of Paul 
and Thecla for :-.is description of Paul. See Baeck, 
"Th~ Faith of Paul," p. 140. 

109Schonfie ld, The History of Jewish Ch~istianitz, p. 45. 

llOschonfie ld, The Jew of Tarsus, Dook 2, Ch.apter 10; idem, 
Saints Af:ainst Ciesar, p. 121. 

lllschoeps, ~, p. 53. 

ll2An exception to this is an article by Har ris Hirschberg 
in wt1ich he attempts to decipher many allusions to Paul in 
the Talmud . Many of his allusions ar e extremely far-fetched 
and many ar~ pointed out as ·'lllutl.i.ng to 'li tnon i,:a · us. 
This article is not used by any o f the. l a t e r wt'iters on Paul. 
Harris Hirschberg, "Allusions to the Apostle Paul in the 
Talmud," Journal of Biblical Literature 62 (1943): 73-87. 

113schonfie ld, The J ew of Tarsus, p. 27ff. Sc hon field use s 
Tal mudic, midr ashic, and Mishnaic quotes t o desc .... ibe even 
t he Judaisn of Tarsus . 

114s chiller- Szinessy, "St . Paul from a J ewish Point of View." 

ll5nelkin, "The Problem of Paul's Background ," p. 41 note #1. 
"If, therefort~ , we find i deas in qabbinical ·wr itings of the 
s e cond or third cen tury a['re•.dng with Paul ine ideas, t-re 
may unhesita tingly assert t hat thP.s e doctrines toJere in 
existence in kabbinic cir clP.s in St . Paul's time, and that 
they hav~ not f ouPd their way into Rabbinism through the 
teach.in~ of St. Paul." This is a statement by Tbaclt.eray 
in The ~elation of St. Paul to Contempora Jewish Thou ht, 
pp. 25- , w 1c Be in says t t e a gr e es Wl..t • us 
Belkin f eels that he may draw on first and se cond century 
Tannaitic s ou:-ces with im11unity. What n e ither Thackeray 
nor Belkin cons ider i s the possibility of par allel influences 
or in<lepend c~nt thou~ht . Two or thre e hund~ed years is a 
lone time when s peaking of ideas. 'l'hachera!L_ s statement 
is not necessar ily so ( a l thou gh I agr ee tlla'tt'imply because 
ic'l~as are found i n cormnon, we cannot assume that the rabbis 
got them f r om Paul). 

116nav i es, W.D., Paul and !~binic Judaism: Some Rabbinic 
El ements in Pauline Tfieoiog,y (London: S. P.C.K., 1948). 
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117Klausner, From J e sus to Faul, pp. 135 , 176-178. 

118Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 79a. 

119Friedlander, Hellenism and Christianity, p. 85; Kohler, 
"Saul of Tarsus," p. 79a. 

1201:")nil s. Hirsch, a rabbi in Chicago in the latter par t of 
the nineteenth centur y, said that Paul was aware of 
Alexandrian antecedents. I am not altogether certain as 
to what he means. r.:t!iil G. Hirsch, "Paul the Apostle," 
Chica30, 189-. p. 4. 

12lschocps, ~. p. 53. 

122schonf i e ld, The Jew of Tar sus, p. 202. _ 
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2Hu&h Schonfield, 'rhe Jew of Tarsus. To the best of my 
knowledge, t hese are the only J ews "7ho have attempted this. 
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which I pre sume is about Paul (from a reference in a review 
of Schonfield's The Je w of Tarsus (Kenneth w. Clark, "Review 
of Hugh Schonfield, The J ew of Tarsus," The Crozer ~terly 
26 (1949): 83-84)). Asch, however, considered his~ a 
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3This is f r om Acts but we have no reason to believe otherwise. 
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4calatians 1:14. 

5philippians 3:5. 

6 Ri.ch.ard . . ubenste in, My BL'other Paul, pp. 34, 47-53. 

7 Ibid. , p. 6. 

811 Corinthians 11:32-33. 

9George Foot Moore , Judaism in the First Centurie s of the 
Chr istian Era: The Age of the Tannai.m (New York: Schocken 
Books, 1971), Vol. 1, p. 324. cf. Samuel Sanemel, The First 
Christian Centll!' in Judaism and Chr istiani , p. 50 note #48. 
note: San e i s t s t ere erence as p. , but I believe 

th.at he is usin~ the or i ginal Harvard University Press edition). 

lOKlausner , From Jesus to Paul, pp. 287-300. 

llKohler,"Saul of Tarsus," J ewish Bncyclopedia, p. 80b. 

12samuel Sandmel, Philo's Place in Judaism: A Stud of 
Conceptions of A ra l.n Jewis Literature l New or : Ktav, 
1971), p. 8s. 

13 Leo naeck, "On Greek and J ewish Preaching" in "The l'harisees" 
and Other gs says, p. 115. 

14Hans Joachim Sc ::oeps , Jewish Chr istianity: Fractional 
Disputes in t he Early Church, p. 47. one problem no~ 
discussed in the bodY of my essay is that of the terms 
"disciple" and "auostle ." Har k and Matthew both call Jesus's 
ori6inal followers disciples . Luke, on the other hand, 
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calls them apostles, and disciples is a t enn almost 
synonymous with "followers." Paul himsel£ obviously 
considers a postleship t he highest form of divine inspiration 
(see I Cor inthians 12:28), hence Schoeps's implication that 
the Lucan definition is actually an older form. 

15samuel Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 76-78 . 
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so for Paul" (Clark, " Review of Schonfield," p. 84). 

18s andmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 112; Hans Joachim Schoeps, 
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27Althourrh he does not say so in his writines, Rivkin doP.s 
not accept Acts and does not use it in drawinrr his conclusions. 
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ascribes t !U.s doctrine to !omans 11:16-24. I cannot see 
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42schoe?s, Paul, p. 231. 

431 Corinthians 1:22. 
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He further ad~its t hat t hi s position i s far too extreme £or 
any Jewish position but nonetheless insists t hat it is 
Jewish in origin and for Paul is a "Jewish belief with a 
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7211 Cori nthians 5:17. 

73such is the concept as it is understood by Hirsch, "Paul 
the A~Jostle, '' p. 13; Klausner , From Jesus to Paul, r-::>. 493-
495, 517-518; Montefiore, "Fii.·st Impressions of Paul," 
p. 449; and Schoeps, Paul, p. 190. Schoeps and Schonfield 
both say that this ref ers to archetypal man - l1D,,~ o,a. 
Schoeps, Paul, p. 94; Schonfield, The J ew of Tarsus, 
pp. 203, Tolr. Rubenstein be lieves that t !\e function of the 
Messiah is to return man to the ~r-den of Eden and the 
e t er nal life promised to Adam. Hence the Messiah is the 
Last Adam. Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 144. I believe, 
however, that all of t h is is much ado about nothing. That 
Paul beli eved that man inherit ed his sinfuln~ss from Adam 
is unquestionable. But as for a "doctr ine " of the Second 
Adam, it did not exist. It was merely a homil etical 
device used by Paul to prove a Qoint - t hat point being 
the s a lvation of Christ. He used it in t he Corinthian 
cor res pondence, tbou~ht it was clever, and so used it 
again in "{omans. 

74s choeps, Paul, p. 147. To say that Paul heard the Akedah 
story in the Rosh llashanab liturgy involves two maJor 
assu'It\)tions: t hat t ni s had alre ady become the t r aditional 
scriptur al r.eading for the holiday and that Paul went to 
the synago&ue on Rosh Hashanah to hear it. 

75schoeps , Paul, pp. 141-149; ide.m, "The Sacrifice of Isaac 
in Paul•s--rneology, 11 Journal o f Biblical Literature 6 5 
(1946): 385-392. 

76spiegel, The Last Trial, pp. 82-85 . 

77sec Romans 7:7-25 f or Paul's p~rsonal struggl e with the 
unfulfillability of t he Law. 

78Gal atians 2:16, 3:10-14,19-20. 

79r.tat Paul did not recofnize the J ewish (or Phar isaic) 
concept t hat per fect obediP.nce t o t he Law t'1as indeed 
im~ossible and therefore not expected is pointed out by 
Monte fiore, Judaism and St. Paul; idem, "Rabbinic Judaism 
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and the Epistle s of St. Paul,'' pp. 167, 174-175 ; 
Klausner, From .Jesus to Paul, pp . 499-.500; P.ubenstein, 
My Brother Paul, p. 33; Sandmel, The Genius 0£ Paul, 
p. 58; Schoeps, Paul, pp. 185, 213 (Schoeps r ecognizes 
Paul's concept oY""iiii'n as sinner but says t hat it means 
that man i s unable to refrain from sinning. This, as we 
have s hot.m, is not a sufficient explanation). 

80s choeps says that Paul found t his concept in the Septuagint 
translation of Deuteronomy 33. And although he has not 
published such a statement, Sandmel too has indica t ed to me 
t hat he believes t hat this is whe re this concept coaic s 
f rom. Schoeps, however! also finds it in Midrash Tehillim 
68:18 and Josephus, Ant guities, 15 :5 ;3. These l ast two 
s out•ces, how<?ver, are bot h late r t han Paul. Schoeps, Paul, 
p. 182 note #2. Sandmel and Rubenste in botb beli eve th.at 
by "ange ls," .Paul might here mean demons. Sandmel, 
" rteflections on the i.?roblem of Theology for Je'-'s," p. 106; 
Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 156. 

Bl This is in direct contradiction to 3c !toeps ' s s tat ement 
that "Paul in fact contr asts the Law with the promi sP which 
at a prior stage of revelation had ber~n ~ve.n to .l..braham 
( Gal a tians 3:15-18), and the~efore , as an earlier disclosure, 
stands nearer to the i nmost will of God." Schoeps, Paul, 
p. 180. The "fact" i s cor r ect, the conclusion drawn from 
it is not. Rather, what it shows is t hat the Law is not 
t he sine qua non of rit;ht eousness. Paul's enti re apostle­
ship'"l:SDased"""Oii the pr emise that the later revelation 
is t he mor e velid one. 

82Romans 4:3-5. 

83Rornans 4:11-12. 

64see note #81 above. 

85Those who hold s imilar views on !.'aul ' s abro~ation of t he. Law 
are Hontefiore~ "Firs t l m?ressions of Paul," pp. 446-447; 
and Sandmel, The Geni us of Pau l , pp. 55- 51; i dem, "The 
Confr ontation of Gree k and Jewi sh ~thics: Philo, De Decalogo," 
CCAQ J ournal ( January, 1960) : 61-62. Scboeps's view on 
the facts of the abro[ation alone is ~elatively similar, 
althout h Scnoe?S believes t hat Paul thought t h.at by applying 
the thirteenth princitle of Habbi Ishmael, the Law cancels 
itself. Schoeps , Pau , p. 177. 
Sc~1onfield ' s view that Paul did not abrogat e t he Law for 
J ews is inde fensibl e on the basis of the evid~nce. Romans 
3:20, for examplf?., stat~s t hat "••• no human being will be 
justified in his sieht by works or. the Law, since through 
t he Law comf!s knowl edge of s in." "No human being" include s 
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Jews. Schonfie ld, The J ew of Tarsus, p . 230; idem, 
The Histor of J ewisn Christi.ani.t f rom the Fi r st to the 

ntiet Cen~, p. • Kon er s statements t at ~ing 
a member of tEibhurch meant bein~ above the Law and se rving 
a hir;her Law and that "the or i ginal attitude of Paul to 
the Law was accordingly not t :l.a t o f opposition a s r epresented 
in Romans and especia lly in Galatians, but that of a claimed 
transcendency," are , to t he best of my understanding , 
incocrect. The s tatements ~e unsupported by Kohler. 
Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 84a-b. Rubenst ein, like 
Schon£ield, believes that Paul did not mind the observance 
of the Law by J ewish Christians, merely by Gentiles. 
He cites I Corinthians 9:20 to s how t ha t Paul himsel f 
lived by t he Law when in the company of Jews. I believe 
that t h is is t rue , but it is totally non-demonstrable . 
Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p.121. 

86we should note that when Paul says that he is abrogating 
the Law, he is doinr: only that; he is not abr ogating the 
Bibl e . See Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 29. 

87s choeps, ~' pp. 184-190. The quote is f ron p. 190. 

88Montcfio::-e, "Rabbinic Judaism and the Epistl es of St. Paul," 
p. 168. 

89This idea is also m,mtion~d by Hi rsch, "Paul the Apostle," 
p. 11, in addition to t hose sources previously listed. 

90sandmel, The Pirst Christian Century, pp . 120-121; i dem, 
'rhe Genius of Paul, pp . 33, 49-53. 

91Romans 1:20, 2 :14. 

92nubenstein, Hy BrothP.r Paul, p. 122. 

93Klausner, From .Je sus to Paul, pp. 520-521. 

941<.ohler, ''Saul of Tar sus," p. 81b. 

95shabbath 30a, 151b, Ni dda 61b, Pesikta Rabbati Slb, .Jer. 
Kilaim IX, 3. Schoeps also says that t he quote on Shabbath 
151b is f r oc Simon ben Gamaliel, "Who -- unless a later 
Tannaite was meant -- was certainly known to Paul as the 
son of his personal t e acher"; a conjecture based on t he 
unreli~ble Gamali e l account in Acts. Schoe ps, ~' pp. 171-
172. 

96Grae tz, Histo~J of the Jews , Vol. 2, pp. 224-226; Baeck, 
''The Faith of au!," pp . 160-163; idem, "Judaism in the 
Church," pp . 72-73; llont efiore. , Judaism and St. Paul, 
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p. 104; Rubenste in, MR Br ot her Paul, p. 40; Schocps, 
Paul, pp. 171-172; Sc onfie ld, The Jew of Tarsus, 
pp. 66,146. 

97This is contrar y to Baeck's statement that "Paul fought 
not against the 'law' but against t he 'present' va lidity 
of the law ••• " Baeck, "The Faith of Paul," p. 163. 
Baeck, and all other scholars who rely on Sanhedrin 97a 
ignore Paul's statements in ~omens 3:20, 4:15, 5 :20, 
I Corinth ians 15 :56, II Corinthians 3:7-9, Galatians 
3:10-13,19 all of wh ich deny the efficacy of the Law while 
it was "in force." 

98sandmel, The ~~nius of Paul, p. 41. 

99s choe?s, Paul, p. 184. 

lOO iivkin, "The Meaning of Messiah in J ewish Thought," p. 400; 
idem, The Shaping of J ewish History, p. 75; Sandme l, 
Tht: Genius of Paul, pp . 41-49; idem, " Paul Recons idered" 
in TWo Livin ·- Traditions: ;::ssa s on :lelin-ion and t l:e Bible , 
pp. 0 -

lOlsee e s pecially Graetz, Histor y of the Jews, Vol. 2, 
pp. 224-226; Brnest Jacob, 11Pau1," p. 416; Klausner, 
From Jesus to Paul, p. 549; Schoeps, Pau1, pp. 168-171; 
Solomon Zeitlin, The "lise and Fall of-a:ie Judean State , 
Vol. II, p. 334. 

102schoeps see s ear ly r e ference to baptism in .Jeremiah 14:8 
"17"W1D ~.,., ~lpD" with a pun be ing made on the word 
"~1po"; there Isr ael's Messiah equals the baptismal spring .. 
Schoeps, Paul, p. 112. He similarly sees reference to 
the guchar ist in the eating of manna in the de ser t and the 
drinking of water from the Rock of Moses (p. 115). 

lOJi<tausner sees scriptur al ref erence to baptism in ??:zekiel 
36:25-26 It ••• D",1:1it D'Zl D~"'7 .,n,,,,... Similarly, 
he sees Talmudic refer ences, ~eferences in Jos ephus, and 
in the s ynoptics' stories about John t he Baptist. Klausner 
als o s ays that baptism wa s an i m?ortant component in the 
Judaism of both the .Phar-isees and t l-.e Essene s and t hat the 
analoi;y e i ven by Paul in I Corinthians 10:2 be tween 
baptism in Christ and bantism in the Red Sea indicate.s 
t~t .Jews we~e baptized in t he naroe of Moses. The Jewish 
origins of t he Euchar ist are , accordi:-~ to Klausner, the 
holiday and common me als common in Israe l in ancient times. 
He also believes that the Last Supper in Da!"ticular was 
a seder (thereby i gnoring t he scholar ship whi ch shows that 
t~e gospe l write rs thems elves wer e not s ure as to whether 
the Last Supper was on the fou r t e , nth or fifteenth of Niaan). 
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He finds another parallel to the 1=:ucharist in the blood 
of the sacrifice (~odus 24:5-8), in that the blood of 
the sacrifice was t he blood oi the old covenant and the 
blood of the Christ, the blood of the new. Klausner, 
From J esus to Paul, pp. 508-.515. 

104Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 83a. Kohler believe s that 
the use to t.f.1ich Paul put baotism i s t horoughly Greek, 
but also says that the practice did exist in Judaism 
pr ior to Paul's t ime . 

105solomon Zeitlin, "A Review of Klausner's a,,, • ., ,{ ,.,o ," 
J ewish guarterl~ Review 31 (1940-1941): 309. Zeit in 
disagrees withlausner's assertion that proselytes were 
not baptized until after the dest~uction of the Temole. 

106naeck1 "The Faith of Paul," pp. 160-161. This is found 
only in this later essay. Here he says that the concept 
of the ''kingdom of God" is insignificant for Paul, for 
he h as no eschatology, rather, t hat the •~~ D~lJ has come 
and that man has already been resurrected through ba9tism. 
For the statement that the •~n a~11 has come, Baeck relies 
on Sanhedrin 97a, as I have ex'>lained in the last section. 
Baec.~ does not here r e cognize the difference between man 
in the flesh and man in the spirit. 

107Jakob J. Petuchowski, '"Do 'this in i~membrance of Me ••• 
(I Oorintcdans 11:24) ," Jour nal of Biblical Liter ature 
76 (1957): 295. Petuchowski says that a ,~, , a remembrance 
for people, is the essential function of the ~ucharist and 
as such, has parallels in J ewish lit erature , most notably 
in the statement in the Passover sed~r ~~~~ w,po~ ,~,. 
'l'l'\e weakness of this article is its heavy reliance on 
Mishnaic ordinances - all, of cour se, post-Pauline. 

108s rnest Jacob, "Paul," p. 416. Jacob's assertion that these 
we r e sacraments (underlining mine) p~ior to Paul is without 
sound basis. It may be , howev~r, a 1T1ere misuse of the 
word ''sacrament" by Jacob. 

109schoeps , Paul, p. 112. Schoeps says that it is t he mystery 
elem~nt o~ath and ~ebi~th of a deity which must have 
come ft'om non-Jewish sour ces. 

llOKlausner , From Je$ US to Paul, pp. 511, 514. Klausner too 
says t ''\at t he mystical elements in the sacraments are 
pac,an in 01~igin. 

111I<ohlP-r, " Saul of ·ra.r sus," p. 83a. 
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112simon Dubnow, a;17 ar ~~~ ~,~, , Vol. 2, p. 289. It is 
only on t h is '">oint of t tle origin of the sacraments being 
in the Greek mystecies t •lat T>ubnow significantly differs 
with Graetz. 

113Baeck, " Romantic .telig_ion," p. 221. " ••• and there is 
nothint, w:tich connects his !'eli r;ion mor e obviously with 
the ancient myste .. y c ·1.1lts t han his doctrine of the 
sacr aments." Ttd.s is a much earlier essay than "The Faith 
of Paul." 

114s andmel, A J e wish Dndc.rstandi~, p. 86. Sandmel is here 
refecr ing to I Corint~ ians ll~3-25; the question here also 
being, ''Does 'For I have received from the Lord ••• ' mean 
a revelation o r- is it a ~enuine t r adition of J e sus?" 

ll5Baeck, "'.rhe Faith of Paul," po. 157-159. 

116Rubenst~in, My Brothec Paul, p. 90. 

1171 Corinthians 10:16. 

ll8A notewor t hy exception is t he view of Rubenstein, especially 
on the ~ucharist. 'Rubenste in borl~ows .from Freud (Sigmund 
Freud, Moses and Monotheism) the notions that 1.) it ia 
t 11e supreme form of identification with the object of 
desire to eat it and 2.) that the ~ucharist i s the 
re-enactm~nt, repressed in Judaism, of the primal c cime 
(not necessarily a historical fact) in which the b r:-o thers 
in a family group, in order to obtain the power o~ the 
father and the possession o f the mother, murdeced the 
father and, su£fering from intense feelings of guilt, 
sou,sht both to destroy the evid<.!nce and identify with th.e 
mur dered father, and so ate. him. Rubenst'?in, Mt Brother 
Paul, pp . 78-86. Since t his primal crime and t e desire 
to i dentify with t he father is basic in t.1e sub-conscious 
of all men, Rubenstein is convinced that "the t r ansformation 
of the Lord's 14eal f r om one. eaten with Christ to one in 
which Chris t is eaten would have t~ken place witb or 
wi.ttlout 'Paul" (p. 94) or "?lse th~ object of desire would 
have to be - eplaced (that is, I suppose, that the "religion" 
would have died). However• says Rubenstein, Paul did 
originate t he sacrificial F.uchar ist - although he does not 
have sufficient evidence to nrove it (p. 95). The 
superiority of this form of "wors uip" is t hat w.tile other 
pri:-nitiv~ sacrifices were eaten e ither before or du:-ing 
slaughter, "Christ alone was ••• the sacrificial victim 
to whom no har m can come. 0 (p. 99) and therefore, there is 
no guilt o= fear of repcisal - me~ely the fundamental goal 
of unity. 
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119Romans 1:17, 4:13, Galatians 3:26, Philippi ans 3:9. 

120zeitlin, The ~ise and Fall of the Judean State , p. 333. 
Compare this to t :1e aforementioned view of Rivkin t hat 
Paul substituted Christ for the Law. 

121Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p . 517. 

l22The only exception is "••• if you confess with your lips 
that J e sus is Lord and ~lieve in your heart that God 
raised him from the dead, you will be saved" ( Romans 10:9). 
C. H. Dodd has pointed out t hat this is the only timP. that 
Paul Place s salvation on the belief in a s oeci.fic 
proposition. C.a. Dodd, The ~pistle of Paul to t he Romans, 
p. 177. 

123saeck, "Romantic Rel i gion,•• pp. 202-203, 203-204. 
is an early essay. In his l ater essay, "The Faith 
Paul," he is not as ha""sh. 

124Kohle.r , "Saul of Tarsus," p p . 85b , 87a. 

125Mont efiore, Judaism and St. Paul, pp. 217-219. 

126schoeps , ~, p . 205. 

1271bid., p. 204. 

This 
of 

128Montefior~ , Judaism and St. Paul, pp . 147-148. In this 
essay, l1ontefiore does say that "faith" is no intellectual 
belief, but h~ does not se,!m to app!"eciate t he full import 
of his otm statement. In his three essays on Paul, he 
uses the t erms "faithtt and "belief" interchangeably. 

12911ontefiore , Claude G., "Jewish Conceptions of Christianity,'' 
The Hibbert Journal 28 (1929-1930): 253-254. 

130naeck, "The Faith of Paul," P? · 164-168; Klausner, ~ 
Jes u s to Paul, p. 591; Rube nstein, My Brother Paul, p. 114; 
Sandffiel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 21,,6; Schoe.ps, ~' 
p. 237. 

131see Sandm~l, The Fiest Christian Century, p . 187. 

132T'ne statements of Fl.uss~r, Klausner, and Bae ck to t he 
contrar y a .. : e wrong. Flusser, David , "Paul of Tarsus," 
Encyclopaedia Judaica, Vol.13 , pp. 191-192; Klausner , 
From Jesus to Paul , p • .534; Bae.ck, "Judaism in the Church, .. 
p. 74. Ba eck says t hat Paul announces :ds i.ndep~ndence 
from Judaism. Hy o"m rc.:a.dinp.; of Paul and t . at of more learned 
critics s hows that Paul does not'hi.ng of t he. sort. 
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133Klausner, From J esus to Paul, p. 453. I find t his state­
ment at odds with the view mentioned above (sec note #132) 
t hat Paul abro£at cd the ~lcction of Israel . 

134i<.taus net" and 3chOP,t>S both belieVP- tha t t he Epistle to the 
Romans was addresse.d to a rnix~d communit y of Jens and 
Gentiles, and that tomans 9-11 was addre~sP.d to the ·•~· 

a•n•, t he 1~ .. i./.ct. ?-ca Gr-cu , t~t is, half proselytes 
w~10 accept ed most of the precepts of the Law of Hose s but 
who, l acking circumcision, were not full J ews. Klausner 
adrls t ha t t hese "God-fearers" were unsatisfied with paganism 
and were looking for a middle path between oaganism and 
Judaism and found it in Chr istianity. Klausner, From 
J esus to Paul, p. 136. Zeitlin, on t he other hancr;--­
b~iiP-ves that no such group existed until l ater in the 
Rabbinic period. Solomon Zeitlin, "B<~g;innings of Christianity 
and Judaism," Jewish ~;:-terl~ Review 27 {1937): 389. 
Schoeps's hy pothesis tt Sau was a missi onar y pcior to 
his conversion and therefore already involved in at tem? ting 
to convert t he ~ntiles cannot be su uoorted on the basis 
of the t e xts . SC!lOeps, ~' pp . 219-229 . 

135see Sc noeps, Paul, pp . 262, 235-245; aubenst ein, Mh Brother 
~. pp. 127:--U-9, 133, 139; Itrnest J acob , "Paul,' p. 416. 

136This is I Thessaloni ans 2:15 . Sandmel says t hat "many 
scholars" believe t 'Lat this is an interpol ation, but he 
does not say whethe'!" or not he i s one of them (see "Notes 
to Chapt er III," note #18). Sandmel, A J ewish Under standing, 
p. 8.3. Acts, on the ot h·~r hand, is r e!>l e t e wit h anti­
J ewi.sh sentiment. Flusser, "Paul of Tarsus," p . 191. 
Kohler says t hat oany of Paul ' s e :>istles, es pl'!cially a.omans, 
show fierce J ew-hat r e d and that most of t he antagonistic 
passac es are second centur y Christi an inte rpolations. 
However , t he :mt a,;oni:;tic ;:iassar,es simply do not exist. 
Kohler, " 'laul of Tarsus," p. 85b . 

1378choeps , ~' pp. 220-222. 

138Kohler , "Saul of Tarsus,'"' p . 85b. 

1391n addit ion to Schoeps and Kohler, s~e Kl ausner , From Jesus 
t o Paul, pp . 211-212 , 444-449 , 528- 535 . 

140sandroe l 1 The Fi r st Ch~~istian Century , pp . 80-82; idem, 
The Genius of Paul, pp . 19-20. 

141Hence we &ct a c onfusinb s tatement like "··· no t race of 
e t hica l antinomianism c an be elicited from the Eoistles 
of Paul. " Worded in t~is fashion, t le statement is 
absurd, for i'aul was antinomian almos t to t he e xtreme . 
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His ethical sense \tas maintained by no forc e of Law and 
expouP.ded in no ethical syst P-m. nut thP. statemP.nt is 
correct insofar that Paul nev~r lost his s ense of the 
e thical. Montefiorc. , "First Impressions of Paul," p. 473 
cf. Jowe tt (Jow~tt also ()oints out the par adox (although 
Paul did not see it as such) that Paul's ethics is in 
comnlete conformity to the Law). The citation from Jo~rett 
is unclear . 

142Klausner, From J e sus to Faul , p p . 549, 551- 552 ; Sand.~el, 
The Genius of Paul, p. 117. 

143naeck, "Judaism in the Church," p . 80 ; Sc'1oeps , ~. p. 198. 

144saeck, "Judaism in the Church," op . 79-80; see idem, 
"- Ol!lantic ~eligion," p. 192; ernest J acob, "Paul," p. 416. 

145Klausner , From J esus to Paul, pp. 548-549; Sandmel, Th~ 
Genius of f.aui , p. 94. The. sa.-:ie. idea is expressed, -
althour:;h the words "interim e thics" are not used, in 
i :onte fiorc , "Fir st m r>ressi ons of Paul," p. 457. 

146i1ontefior e , "Fh~st Imnrcss ions of l)aul ," p. 450 . 



Notes to Chapter V 

1samuel Sandmel, "Paul Reconsidet~ed" in Two Living Traditions: 
l~ssays on Relicdon and t he Bible, p. 198. Sandmel says that 
tbe question of Paui*s backbround was Montefiore 's primary 
inquiry. That may be , but it was t he underlyin& goal of 
dcfendit\0 Judaism which was foremost in Monte fiore 's thought. 

2Ibid., p. 200. 

3walter Jacob has said t hat Hontefiore "felt no ne~d to 
defend Juda ism, to emphasize the de fects of Christianity, 
oc to write a pologetical ly." Walt e r Jacob, "Claude G. 
ltontcfiorc 's Reappraisal of Christianity," Judaism 19:3 
(Summer, 1970): 328 . I thi n..1' t hat he i s wrone on e very point. 
I find bot:.i defensiveness and apologia in t ':tc sour c e s which 
Jacob :tims elf has read. The emphasis on the defects of 
Chr istianity can be seen in those a r ticles intended for 
Christian audiences . The se do not appear in Jacob's 
footnotes . 

4Kaufman Kohler, " Saul of Tarsus," .Jewish Sncyclopedia, p. 8.3b. 

5 tbid •• p. 82b. 

61bid., p. 86a. 

7Krister Ste ndahl, ''Introduction" in Leo Baeck, "The Pharisee s" 
and Other LSsays, p. vii. 

81bid., p. xv. 

9Leo Bae ck, "'the Faith of Paul" in Judaism and Chr istianity, 
p. 164. 

lOs olomon Zeitlin, "Studies in t he Be~innings of Christianity," 
Jewis h \mar terly Review 14:1 (1923): 22-29. 

llFor t he sake of analogy, pl ease e..xcuse the bad botany. 
Peaches, pea r s, and cher ries are. all in the same family 
(Rosaceae , that is, Rose ). 

12Kenne th w. Clark, "Review of Hugh Schonfield, The Jew of 
Tarsus," The Croze r Quarterly 26 (1949): 83-84. 

13Jakob J. Petuchowski, ''Paul and J ewis1\ Theology : A New View 
of the Chris tian Apostle," Commentarz 28 (1959): 234. 
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14For example, Schoeps uses Rashi to show how "aost rabbinic 
exegetes" (in t .-tis cas e, not Paul) treated Deut e ronomy 21 :23. 
aas:U., who lived a t housana-years late r, should be almost 
i~relevant t o Pauline studi es. 

15petuchowski, "Paul and Jewish Theology," p. 233. 

16samuel Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 05. 

17Richard Rubenstein, My Br other Paul, p. 2. 
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