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Difest of
Jewilsh Anoroaches to faul
icha:l i, Greenwald

Mis thesis is a survey of tir- scholarship on Paul
written by Jevs in Hebvraw and ¥nalish, concentrating
particularly on Hontafior:, Klausner, 3andmel, and jchoeps,

I attemnt to discern tieir conclusions on pa-~ticular aspacts
of Pauline studies and the mothodolopies usad in deriving
those conclusions. I also attempt to discovaer any undarlying
motives in the weitinogs of these men and sac i thers are

any trends evident in Jevish scholarsiidip on raul

I beixin, thivefose, with a rfeview of that sciiolarstip
and the basiec »>coblums of Fauline studies: the »aucity and
contradictoriness of the sources, tie conflict betvceen the
Grealr and Jrwwish worlds of thouitht, and tic difficulty in
understanding exactly what 2aul is trcyins to say.

The sources themselves ace then dealt with in some detail:
the problams confironting the student in usins them and their
status, in tzrms of their accentanc:, amony Jewish scholars.
Ho attempt is made to tieat tie "nistles as tiuey wouid be
treated in a basic introduction to faulin: literature.

1 then atten:t to ortray tiue dertails of Paul's life
insofar as tiey ar: known for carteain, and to brin; to
li ht soa of the difficulties in lhiandlin; Paul's Pharisaism,

fhe thou;it 0of Paul is toeated toosically, profcfessing

from laul's pre-suppositions re;acding the nature of man,



sin, and salvation to his siecific doctrines of the Christ,
the Law of lloses, the sacram-nts, faith, and the ~lection

of Isracl, This is followad by a brief discussion of Paul's
et.ical assuaptions,

In conclusion, I find that thera are two mzjor character-
isties in Jewish writinzs on Paul, Th: early woitors wacre
wiritin:, not so much to discern t-uth in any objoctive sense
as they wer: writin, to defend Judaism a; zinst the attacks

of

poth a1l himself and the nineteenth century German
scholars., It is also the case that almost all of the Jewish
writers until sancénel, Schoeps, and Rubenstein have virtually
ishored the Christian scholarship on Zaul thercby producing 2
view of Pfaul heavily celiant upon Acts of the Apostlns and

worthy of Christian or~thodoxy.
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bPreface

an essay of this type, in which the wefarece is also
pa-t of the subject, reqiires an exnlanation to the read:r
of the svurces of certain biases and the efforts made to
avoid them,

I bocan wy study of Faul twe years a o unde - tha
suidane~ of Jr. Samiel Sandmel, Althou h durcing that tim-,
Dr. Sandmel in no waw attemnted cit'i:r to Lorece his
pa-ticular views uson me or to coeres me intsn accenting his
assumnticns, as 1s natural in tie course of a student-
teacihe:r relations :ip, my metiods and ~eces tions becane,
nechavs, a raflection of his.

‘Min I be an to do the resca~ch fo~ this assay, 1 was
daterminea to renain as inde-anzdent of Or. 3andmel as
208sible, I resolved te look at the major oroblems afresh
and from2 an "absolut:ly objective" serspecrtive, To mininize
the possibility of niniciny ny teachar, I drcided to write
“ost of my c-itical notes prior to readin; his books and
a~ticleg and would attemst to ifnore the fact thiat I had

read twie- provi usly Yis maior wos enn the subject, The

tanius of Paul,

“'hen 1 finally be, an to -~ead Jr, sandnel's works, however,
I was grite dismaved, Ffor altion h on 2 few minor »oints
I eithierr had disa ':+d with him or felt tiat perhaps h~ had

overgtated |1is case, in soite of 211 of my efforts, 1 found
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that virtually all of my najor conclusions and analysss
rit e had boen pnticitceted o ex licitly srated by Vim -

if not in The Sonius of Jaul, then in snotier work, The

Mret Chiciscian Contury in Judaism and Crhristianitys

o

Certainties and Uncortzintics, vhich 1 had not ‘*cad »-eviously.

1t was very frusteating -« but in ny owm ¢ fense, leasr
:1low ne to continue, Ur, stwimel a5 Dren callnd a

“ istorical z nostic': and I lepe thzt ue will not find it

0

dero otory 1if I savy tiat 1 think that this iz untrue. Zather,

I bnlieve that his “a nostieisn” 15, in /azlity, o cattion

nroditeed by clrar-el; hter'ness and Jdain comion s nsr. and

i€ my views cuflect this "arnesticism', I mrafar to helicva
=

t at this “aflecks nv owm und v~ raduit~ toaining in vhveies

and ast-onomy as much as it does NMis sancoach. In Cie
scionecas, a »sctorosition mzy be rele ated to one of sova-al
states: onr can chnek 1t LY expe "iment - ir it works, it
biiconaes = Fact, if it does not, it is disca deod altogether.
anot er possibility is that tive =-¢ «sitien can be :roven
mat esstically - in t.in eace, in can becoMme eit.er a Zact
or % rinci Ly and gpain, i7 the proof doez not york, it is

divecasdrd, ang cingily, i one dag o lynotiesis which is

duaonstootd Dy £he availanols rvidenes et cannot be subjected
ALty to Ll tinant or to Nothematieal wroof, it bLecones a

t awry = no mora, nn lesas - no mattoer how overwhelming the
avidenes Moy be, A € cory is disescdid only wien tie
evid nee iz ovecvhialnin: ly aosinst it, This then is my

vacks “ound,
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In historical snalwyiis, however, two of these ontions
a e not available, Histociecal hynotheses are not subject
eitlie~ to direct euoeciment, that is, obsecrvation, o~ to
nathenatical proof, Rather, they may only be coirrelated
with available docunents and necliaps archasoloyical cdata
and thernfore are subjoct only to demanstration, not proof.
Anot er »nroblen to vhich dstorical hynothares are subjeet
is the ~sliability of the data,

Trus "a;nosticism" refers to an awareness that each
datum ives us only 3 limited =amount of infe.mation and
tiat the iniormation its::lf may not be reliable, The only
certainty that a document convevs ie that the avthor beliesves
that it is correct. 1t dees not clearly tell us the beliefs
of its -naoders - tha £act that it is poesaisved morely
indicates that it had ~eaders. Tlas,conclusions must
Lomnuently Le deswym fieom colatively scanty indormation - and
if the infomation is too scanty, t:cn it nev be Setter for
tie conclusion not to be drawm at all.

Yot tha fact remainsg that my aporoae)h te the mate *ial
has “enerally parallelad Dr., Saninel's, And the ~czader may
find that t.ds thesis, being la~ -1y bibliographical in nature,
is no nmoe than an exe-cise in eclocticism, and if so, 1
nlead only the cxecuse t at it is the natucre of the work

iteelf,



Jewisii Asnroace s to Faul

Chanter 1

Introduction

History of the esearch

Iess ti.an a hundred vears i.ave passed since the first
statement was made by a Jew in scholacly ap.caisal of Paul
of Tarsus,l In 1386, .1, seldller=-3zinessy sublished an

article in The xoositor, a Britis. theole ical journal,

antitled "St, faul Zrom a Jewis': Yoint of View" in an

attem 't to s'ow how "Jowish'" Faul really wvas, [ae a:ticle
was poorly done = many of 3ci'iller-Szineray's nre-su nositions
about Judaism wers totally erronreus? and there was virtually
no recweirse to Christisn sciolare ip on Paul, such that

many of is statemsnts e e based on assumstions that even

P
o

ldin time ve '« no lon: o~ considired valid, But the article

=

s si;nificant in that it was first., An immediate res:onse
to tidis article wa- [octihiconini'. Solonon schechter
sublished a scathing -ebuttal in the lovember 19, 1886

igsue of the Jewis : Caronicle.”? 3ut 3chec.ter never wrote

on rfaul  ain,%
Hothins t on anneared until 1293 vhen the sccond volume

of ilrinrich (aaectz's History of the Jewe was rublished
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in :nglish.5 Graetz was the first to consider both Jesus
and Paul interral elements of Jewish history, Iilis
scholarship on Paul made no attemnt to cover the rround
already surveysd by Christizn scholars, but rather, attempted
to vortray events as describesd in the Book of Acts. The
problems engenderad by tils annroach will be discussed in
later chapters,

The next item to apnear was an article entitled "First
Impressions of Faul by Claud« G, Montafior: znd nublished

in tha Jewish (uarterly Review of 1894, This a:rticle is

confused and unclear, and Montefiore tried to say too much
in too little snace., It is for these r~easons that this
article has never becn cited in the scholarship. But

Claude u. Montefiore was to be the first Jew ever to attempt
an in-dznth study of Paul's thourht or background, Another

article, in the 1901 edition of the Jewish Qua terly leview,

has eimilarly attracted Little scholarly attention. But in

1914, liontefiore publisied a two essay volume, Judaism and

St. Pasl: Two Hssays, in which he attenrteé to discern

Paul's backiround, resene cabbinie Judaism from the denigra-
tion it had received at the hands of Christian =cholars,

and determine vhat, if anvthing, liberal Judaism miyht learn
from Paul., Montefiore has been attacked for being overly
anoloretic to the Christians,6 but at all times, his goal was
to promote better understanding betwe n the two traditions,

The next Jewish writings of major consequence to azrear
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wzre those of Leo Baack,’ Baeck, in this early neriod,8
did not attempt to anproach Paul directly, ‘ather, his
essavs were cither exnlanations of the contrasts between
Judaism and Christianity or outrirhit polemics ajainst
Christianity and were an outgrowth of his earlier work,

Das wesen dvs Judentums which was published in 1905 as a

regoonge to ilarnack's Das liesen des Christenthums, !is

work, at this veint, is notable for its tene and motives,
In this latter aspect, as we chall see, he is comparable
to lMontefiore,

Thus until 1925, liontefiore was the only Jew whio had
attemted any serinns study of Panl - and he was snpurned by
Jews as an anologist and his scholarship was disparared by
Christians as being out of the manin stream of scholarly
endeavor,? But during tae 1920's, several i ~ortant cvents
occured, In 1921, Georce Foot Moore oublished “Christian

Writers on Judaism" in the Harvard Theoloiical leview. In

t is article, he attacked the nineteenth century German
scholarship on Judaism as beiny unfairly biased., Then in

1924, .. Travers Herford nublished a book entitled Th: Pharisecs

which was a si/nazl that a new arnroach must be taken to
this much: malisned ;roup,l0 Ané later, in 1927, Moore

published his Judaism in the #irst Centu-ies of the Christian

fra, and tieceby helped to engineer an adjustment toward a
fairver Christian view of Judaism,ll But most important for

our purnoses is the fact that in 1925, Joseph Klausner
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published his »*9x13n w2 , the first book ever written on
Jesus by a Jew in Hebrew,1? 1In 1939, Klausner nublished
hie second major work on Christianity, ©1%1%8 9y 1e'd.
The effect of these books was twofold, First, they opened
Christian studies to a larger Jewish, Hebrew sneaking
audience, And sccond, thay made Cluwistian studies a more
accentable field for a Jew to enter,l3 Ind:ed, Klausner
was the first Jew woiting in Hebrew, &Enplish, or French to
a proach the New Testament critically; since for all of his
ground=bireaking, achievemants, liontefiore had left the eritical
worlk to others,

It was not until long after the 3econd Vorld War that
anothar major work on Paul was -roduced bv a Jew., In the
late 1950's, two works arnpeared almost simultancously:

samuel Sandmel's The CGenius of Faul in 1958 and llans Joachim

Schoeps's Paul: The Theology of the 2 ostle in the Light

of Jewish Historyla in 1959, Klausner still had anproached

Paul as the bEte noir~e of Judaisn., But with 3undiel and 3Schocps,
Jews bad finally be;un to approach Faul with the same critical
eve as tlie Christian scholars, -

Since that time, J3choens has published virtually nothing

new on the subject and 3andael has published The First

Christian Contury in Judaism and Christianity: Certainties

and Unce-tainties (19269) and some vertinent anticles (most

notably "Paul “econsidared” in Two Living Traditions (1972)),

but the onlv new name in the field has been Richard
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Rubenstein whiose My Brother Paul, cubliched in 1972, has

boen, in lizht of the najor voction of nast scholarsuip,

an aberrant addition to the litecatuce,l? Thus the Jewish
contribution to Pauline studiess has beon relatively sparse.
Indeced, in all of Jewish scholarly history, only Klausner,
Sandnel, and 3choeps have made full scale a2nalyses of the
thouyht of Paul. It is, however, a persoective of this

literature which this vpanz¢ will attenot to nresent,

Problems in Constructing the Life of Paul

The major problems which confront us in attenpting to
reconstruct Paul's life are simonly statad: we have few sources
and tose whicih we do nave are in confliect with eaclh other,
Thourh simply statzd, these two croblems sound almost
im-oscible to resolve - and the fact is that they are, Ue
tnow virtually nothing which is eetain,

lost of our data for the detzils of Ffaul's life comes
from the New Testament book called Acts of the Anostles,

The title is misleading since seventy-five pac cent of the
book is about Paul, 'The Book of Acts is traditionally
considere to be the second part of tie Jospel According to
Luke; a t-adition almost universally acceoted and one which
is universally accented anong Jewish scholars, However,
since wdolf Bultmann's work on form criticism in the 1920's,
scholars lave realized that the synoptic [ospels, Matthew,

Mark, and Lu%e, althoich annarently relating the histocy of
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the ministry of Jesus of Nazareth, tell us as much or more
about the thourht of the author as they tcll of the actual
avents in the life of Jesus, This '"purpose'" of the author,
which ecan be traced throush is gospel, is callad tendenz,
One would suspect, therefore, that if tendenz anpears in

tiie Cospel According to Luke, it weuld zlso appear in Acts
of the ~Avostles, Furtiermore, Luke is the most literary of
thie synontic writers and as such, liis uistorical style
corres»yonds most closely to that of otiier Greek writers

of liistory such as Thucydidee znd Joscohus, This is most
nrominent in the recording of specches at w ieh neither he
nor, at times, anyone else wiho could have served as a
recorder was presont, But here we must note that the ancient
writers of uistory did not attempt to ~ortray svents with
nineteenth and twentieth century scientific accur=cy. It is
only when we, two thousand years later, try to jlean such
accuracy from the cocuments that nroblems arise,

We also Lave <ome dota on Paul's life from the Znistles
of Faul, l!owever, sometimes this data, limited though it is,
is at variance with that espoused in the BSook of Acts.

“hic: should we accept? Are the uUristles tiemselves fenuine?
And if they a‘e genuine, is the history related therein
reliable? These a e th: problems with wiich we shall deal

in greates detail in chenters two and three,
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2roblems in Constructinge the Theology of Paul

As the problems in cnnstouctine the life of Paul are
difficult, so too are the nroblems in constructing Paul's
theolorical outlook, 3But here tie difficulties, although
of greater comn lexity, a e not as insurmountable: thie amount
of conflictiny data is less and we have a number of "enistles"
from Paul's own hand, Our major problem in tis area thus
becomes, "Against what sort of background do we place Paul
and what ace his religious supnositions?'" For as Sandmel
noints out, the proper question is not '"What is the back<round
of sucheand-such a passane? but, rather: in the liyht of
such-and-such a background, what does this passare mean in
its context?''16 he problem is analogous to that of a niece
of gray paper which when nlaced a ainst a black backyround
looks light but when placed a ainst a white background looks

dark.

i = Backyround

As Alexander's armies we o conquering western Asia in the
fourth pre-Christian century, their c:lture was fellowing
close behind and ~ntrencling itself more securely than any
arny ever could, In sone aceas such as Palestine, the contrast
betwzen tlie dzllenistic culture of the Graeks and the
indirenous cultur: of the local »opulation was marked,
In Judea in partienlar, the clash betwe n the two culturas

became so sreat that it took tha form of armed rebellion, and
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in 163 B.C.,, Judea breame, in eZfect, an indupendent country.
There a-e tuose among our scholars, in particular .llis
Rivkin, who see the ensuing events, especially the growth
of the novenment later known as rhzcisaism,l7 as a reaction
acainst the formerly i nosed Hellenistie culture., By the
time of Paul, therefore, tinis ~eaction had already had two
hund ~2d yeacs of development such that, while the cultural
milieux of the Zryptian city of Alexandria and the Syrian
city of Antioch were relatively similar, that of Jerusalenm,
only a few hundred miles from eitier and mid-way between
them, was very differant.

But our nroblem does not stop at the isolation of the two
diverrent cultures -« for at this time most Jews lived outside
of Palestine, On tiis voint, all scholars are a revd = the
only disa resement is over nunbers, 18 Thus, outside of
Palestine, the syncrztic influences of cultural cohabitation
continued during the two hundred year neriod aiter the inde-
nendence of Judea, How we must asc ourselves if we have any
sources which mirht demonstrate the effects of these svneretic
influences. The answer is ves. ‘e have the relatively
numerous works of the anoc voha and Pseudepigrapha inciuding
t ose written in Palestin: which show non-Palestinian
influences such as the books of Jubilees and <“noch as well
as those written outside of Palestine and which are yet
unnistakably Jevish such as the 'Asdom of Solonon,

IV Maccabecs, and certain books oif tue Sibylline Oraclee.



e also have tlia writines of Flavius Josenius, a Palestinian
and avowed Pharisee living, at the time of his writing, in
the Diasvora, tiie philosuihdcal treatises of Philo Judaeus
of Alexandria, and the w itings of a few Jewish literary
figu-es such as Aristobulus who also lived in the Diasvora,

Problems arise, however, when we attempt to find a con-
sistant inte-pretation of these sources, @Wven with Philo
of Alexandria, the acme of Jewish writing in the "ias»ora,
the scliolarship is split so as to include tie noles of both
“onsible ext-enes: from mile 3réhiarl9 o all but irnores
t.a fact that Philo was a Jew to Harry A. Wolfson wio treats
Philo as though he were a collateral Pharisee.20 Thus any
atten~t to find a consensus on the i-sue of background is
going to leave us with an onen guestion, Still, we ae
obli;ated to determine a background a; ainst which we may
place Paul,

There are two major backsrounds which one may attempt to
const uct in order to nroperly situate Paul and his 2rostleship:
Falestinian Judaism (usually Phariszism but both Klausner and
Schozps include zuocalypticism) and liellenistic Judaism (which
ig what most critic~ mean when thev say Hellenism, thereby
assuming that Paul's Judaism is innate),., Other backsyrounds
which have been varieusly applied are llellenism (meaning
pa an Hell: nism), scioeps's "eschatolo;ical approach" 21
early Christiaznity,22 and that videh Montefiore,23 jandmel,24

and “ubenstein2s all aver is the nost im ortant: 2aul nimself,
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Yet althourh it is true that Faul the man is, in light of
dir present knowled. e, thorou;hly unique, this avenue may
not be anproached until we have some idea of where to start,

The first nlace that most Jewish writers begfin to look
is Pharisaic Judaism - for Paul himself states that he is
a Pharisece.,?6 But there are problems with tils avproach -
because as Montefiore and 3Sandmel pronerly soint out, whether
one dcals with "rabbinic", a.ocalyntic, or liellenistic
Judaism, the anount that we xnow for certain about these
Judaisms as they may have existed in Faul's lifetime27 isg
vary little indced, About Fharisaic (Montefiore uses tie
term '"wmabbinie") Judaism, we only have sources from at least
one hundred yezars later28 and as Montefiore further states,
tie material which we do have from the neriod of 100 3.C, -
100 A.D, "is the work of writers whose rolation to abbinie
Judaism is often doubtful and disputed",29

Yet in s ite of tnis, there are a number of critics wio
attenpt to nlace Faul a2 ainst a rabbinic Jewish background.
Schioceps achknowled, . es tiat it wmay be difficult to noint out
particular influences, but that one may see in Paul the
exe etical and arjunentative manne ' of the schools, le tells
us tuwat "the fact that Paul was a ‘rabbinist?, that his
relirion is to be asnioacled as a '"radicalized Pharisaism’
or 'Phaciszaism on a new basis' (Lohmeyer)30 may be acecepted
wit'out fu-tier~ discunsion".,3l The question for Schoens

becomes, the-efores, not whathe~ this statement is valid,
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but "iow far is tlis statement valid and when must we revert
to Judaic Hellenism?" At this point, it would be "roper to
intericet that this view of Paul 25 a '"rzbbinist" corresnonds
with that of ivkin wo saye that "whatever is not orifinal
in Paul is Fharisaic...'"" 2ut 7Wvkin then invalidates 3choeps's
question by adding ",.. not Hellenistic',h32 Sciwens,
howevar, continues, He noints to Paul's Rabbinic exnsrsis
citiny the following traits: first, all of Paul's aryuments
aven tnose dealing wvith the Christ, must have a Bibliecal
basis, lle cites Crdnbech:
"he attempt tec understand tne loric and
ar;unentation of Paul must ;ive a Greek
a heoadache, For 2 Jew, he is a theologian
w0 13 a master of the correet technical
metho@ of scrintural exeresis but in
consequence of some nerversity apnlies it so =
Zalsely that he arrives at nonsensical results",33
Secondly, i-: says that in Paul's scritural quotes, those
from the ga9In sunersgade t:nse o0f the pYR'33 and B*aInd.
Furthermore, Paul knew the seven hermeneatic orinciples of
#illel for deriving balakha, teonded toward the ar-adic style
of midrash nonetheless, and dnalt with tie concents of niay
nyak, pessimistic jud; ement about the 997 %%, and other
.abbiniec doctrines. sScheeps concludes by saving that "every
exlanation croceading £rom rabbinism deserves a linmine

nrafsrence over all other exnlanations'34 as long as it can

be drmonstrzted adequately.

Jehe

=g .
A018 Viaw

3 nearly con; ruent with that of Breck in his

later essay?® and with that of Klausner,J0 llowavaer, to



Schoens's view 3aeck adds tiat Paul t-eated lellenism in
t.e sane mann:c as did some “alestinian teacners. lis
prrime exannle of this is the t eatment of "wiedom" in the
Greek sense as the MM of the 3ible., In other words,
the Urecks had M09M bHut they aid not have an, 37 e
also secs Paul's Judzism (Falestinian Judaism i plied)
reflected in “.is res-onsz to the cvent at Damascus which
resulted in Paul's asostleships:
") Ureek whio had axnerienced sueh a vision
would have reflected, talked, =and musad, or
s oken and written about it; he wo:ld not
hav: heard the Jewish command: '6G0"' ===
'Thou s:alt co', The Greek had no t:od wno
iaid claim on him and sent him out to be
i3 messencer. Only the Jew would zlways
ba aware that the revelation entailed
the misrion..,"38
Klausner too states in the stronfest termes tiuat 2anml was
a Palestinian Jew,32 but he adds another dimension,
Klausner recopnized many striking sesenblances betweon Paul
and Philo., 5ut klausnec says that Philo too is inexorably
brund to ralesvinian Judaism. Klausner is willing to
acknovled e t at botlhi Panl and Philo do dis:ilay Greek
influ=nces,40 but ev.n tiat asnect of fhilo wiich most
obgerversa consider thoreu hly Hellenistic, .is concept of
the Ayes of vod (vith whic: we will desl more fully below),
he considerg to be an angel o archanygel and thus fully
consistent with st-ains of Judaism found 4n Palestine.%l

To t-.e assassment of pPanl as a “alestinian Jew, Klausner

ardde that Zaul lived according to Jewish Law '"like a nroper



Jew", knew the Old Testament in the oripinal liebrew and
meditated upon it, and, as it says in the Book of Acts,
gat at the feet of Ravban Ganaliel.4? Klausner concluded
that Paul was a Palestinian Jew 'fone astray', one w0
innatsly despised Groek learning but who, arainst his will,
was aficctad and influenced by the licllenistic culture with
which he had come in c:o:vn!:m:i:,“3 and that ultimately, '"there
is nothin: in the taaching of Paul - not aven the mystical
alements in it - that did not come from authentic Judaism" 44

another Jewish writer who sees Paul as a Palestinian
Pharcises is Hugh Scionfield, 3But since Schionfield adds so
muc!. insupoortable matecial, his conclusions will have to
be discussed individuzally as they become relevant,45

#llis dv:in also inte-prets Paul as 2 Palestinian
Pha-~isece, but also 2llows that there miyht have been an
indenendent Hellenistie Judaism, But {ivkin then asks if
thec:« mi; it not also be a tellenistic Pharisaism which was
more intimately connccted vith Palestine, Riviziin says that
Judaism in tha Diasnora may be characterized by its commitment
to monotheism, the Pentatench, and the Aaronide cultus, its
commitment to Hellenistic monarc:ies and polis institutions
as compatible with Pantateuchal monotlieism, and a blending
of FHellenistic cultural and ideati mal motifs with Pentateucal
monotheism, However, if we look at the litecature of these
conmmunities, by which !ivkin means the Hellenictic works

of the Apocrypha and the Pscudeni) rapha such as, 1 >resume,



the 'isdom of Solomon, the 3ibylline Oracles, the Letter of
Aristeas, and IV Maccebees, we find that they are not
comnitted to the concept of the twvofold Law (that is, the
Oral and Written Law) which must be considersd the touch-
stone for Phacrisaism, Yet Paul claimed to be a Pharisee
and Paul lived in the Diasnora, ‘e we do have a first=-
hand acknowled ement of an existing Niascora Pharisaism,
But if the touch-stone of harizaism is the twofold Law,
and we hiave already denenstrited that the Pentateuchal
Judaism of the iaspora is not comiitted to the twofold
Law, then ilellenistic Pentatesuchalism, that is, Hellenistic
Judaism such as demonstrat«d by the Anocrypha=Pseudenipranha
and Philo, is not 2qual to fharisaism and a Phaciger in
the Diasrora, suct 2s Paul, is not the same as a U"llenistic
Jew in the Dias~ora such as Philo, the autior of the Jetter
of Aristeas, or the anthor of IV Maccabe :5,%6  5¢ ocens
arreas that tiere mipht have been a Pharisaiesm in tre
Dias:ora wihich was separate from the Hellenietie Judaism of
Philo, 47

lfost of thie discussion about a Palestinian Jewish back=-
cround for raul has centeved on the Pha ‘isaic-Rabbiniec mode
of Palestinian Judaism, and this is probably as it should
be, for it is quite clear that Christianity, and Pauline
Christianity in pa ticular, bear little resemblance to the
Tennla Judaisn of the Sadducers, and althourh Kaufman Kohler,

in his article in the Jewish ncyclonaedia, said that Paul




used Essene writings as 2 basis for his thought,48 tiis
mode has been little ex-lored by Jewish w iters, Yet another
nosaibility, which Schoeps includes in his "Palestinian-
Judaic approach', is that of apocalypticism. Schoeps does
not discuss t is in ‘roat detail in Liis own thourht, and
except for Klausner, who nentions it only a2s an gllusion,
it too is dismissed 25 a principal background for Paul by
Jewish writers,

The other nosnsible background for Panl wiich must receive
major considrration is that of 2 Hellenistic Judzism, That
2 discrete Hell- nistic Judaism even existed is itself a
matter for debate. Montefiore, in looking at rPaul's attitude
toward Judaism - and this statement neriinps should be further
qualified to say that lontefiore saw Faul's attitude toward
Judaism as much throurh the eves of the nineteenth century
Gernan frotestant scholacs who in turm saw it through the
eves of Martin Luther as he did tiwourh Panl's rves - decided
t.at no true "iabbinic”" Jew could possibly perceive Judaism,
especizally the Law of lozes, as Paul did, In stating his
case, Montefiore admitted that we know very little about the
Judaism of 30-50 4.0, -« but in its s irit, the "Rabbinic"
Judaism of that period (by which we must assume he means
Pharisaism) could not have been substantially different from
tiat of 300-500 A.0, at which time, says Montefiore, those
who professcd to be Rabbinic Jews, the w-iters of the Talmud,

demonstrated a profound love of Judaism, a "joy of the



cammanﬂmrnts",“g and a lack of burdensomencss of the Law,
and he does not undecstand, therefore, how somcone who z2lso
nrofessed to be an adlerent of this same ¢roup conld at
once understand the relicfion and not also love it, lMontefiore
says that thorefore, "either the Rabbinic Judaism of 50 was
not the 7abbinic Judaism of 500 (or 300), or Paul at the
time of his conversion was no nure Pabbinic Jew",20 But he
also says:
"In one point only w»s the .abbinic Judaism
of the first century probably much inferior
to thie .abbinic Judaism of the fourth or fifth,
In the first century, tie opoosition between
the learned 2nd the i norant must have been
muciH more intense and much more violent than
it afterwards became. A class of ceople
existed who, for one rezson or another, did
not observe the Law, and were vefardced by the
teachers as outcasts and reprobates [the vpy
ywa?]. But it is an interesting fact that
these peonle, vho form a background for the
life of Jesus, do not do so for Paul", >l
That is, Paul was not one of these i norant teople, rather,
ke claimed to be a Pharisee, But, Montefiore fecls that he
has already demonsti-ated that Paul could not rossibly have
been a Rabbinic Jew and, if not, then that Judaism which he
castigated, and by extension, that Judaism toc which he adhered,
was other than Rabbinic Judeaism, And this stands to reason =
for faul "had been subjeet, and had become susceptible, to

t.ose outside influences which we o not Jewish at all", 52
And it was these outside influences which produced a religion
in Paul wiich differed from Rabbinic Judaism in that "it was

poorer than, and inferior [ﬁo iﬁ]. It may have been more
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syatematie, and perhens a little more nhiloson’iic and less
child-like, but possibly for these very -~easons it was less
intimate, warm, joyous, and comforting, Its God was more
distant and less loving, He was less immediately concerned
with Israecl and with the world; He leit more 'spheres of
influence' to the control of anrels and devils", 33
Montefiore called tiis '"poorer" and "inferior'" Judaism
Hellenistic Judaism, He did not, howev:r, attemnpt to tell
us muech about what it was - only w:at it was not, And w.at
it was not was labbinic Judaism,

Montefiore mi: ht iave had z little more flesh to nut on
this skeleton he crrated liad lie been aware of the a ticles
"Judaism in the pre~Christian Vocld" (1897) and "The 'Pauline!
mancioation from the Law: a Product of the pre-Cliristian
Niaspoc-a' (1902) by M. frisdl¥nder, These articles seem to
have escaped the notice of most modern c-ities, althourh in
the second, FriedlMnder alludes to a rebuttal of the first
by 3nil Schttrer., In the first, h: postulated a biasnora
Judaisn divided into two camps: 'one law-abidiny and national,
the other addicted to nhilosophical analvsis of the orijinal
text of Scrinturce and advocating unlimited universzlism®, 54
le foes on to say in his second article, that Creek Jews had,
by and larje, made of the Mosaic Law a revealed divine
philosoohy and that the Sentnarint, having becn translated
two hundred fifty years before, must have bred allezorists,

Tl.is leads to an expancsion of 1is former statement such that
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it should now ~ead:

"rhat before the dawn of Christianity there
already existed in the discersion a Jewish
pa~ty, or, rather, te be more praclise, a
Jowish soct which, on the ;-ound of allecorical
intecpretation repudiated ceremonial law,
rejected the ite of ciccumclsion, Sabbaths,
and festivals, and other r~elisious insti-
tutions; took their stand outside national
Judaism, and incurrcd the sevare censure
not only of the masses of simple believers,
but also of liberal and cultured men of
fhilo's stamp".”® (underlining Friedl¥nder's)

He then ,oes beyond the realm of our work by identifying
these sects as the Ophites, Cainites, Sethites, and
ilelehizede:ites = Jewish nmvsteries = whose conmmon denominator
was their antinomianism.’C® (ne should note, however, that
these non-national antinomian sects we-e not the "dellenistic
Juadaism'" of Philo and Paul which we a~e considering; rather,
these 2re the sects atainst which Philo writes in "De
Migratione abrahani' and ''De losterit=te Caini', Therefore
for our surposes, tie iportance of the articles is not in
their snecific details; rather, it is to show the wide
sohectrum of Judaisms w.ich existad or mirht have existed

in the Hellenistic Dias ora,

It was not until tie 1930's, with the uncov= ing of the
Erescoes at the syna; o ue of Jura--uropus, that concrete
evidence was available for the existence of a Judaism
diverrent in form from that of Palastine, Tue nost sirnificant
asnects of these fcescoers were that one, they ~ortrayed

imares, an aspect not characteristic of Palestinian svnagocues



and seeminpgly antitinetical to Judaism as the Pharisees
intecpreted it, and two, that these imarcs seened, at least
to the evis of Irwin ., Joodenourh,?7 to represcnt an
allezorical interpretation of Judaism which Good:anough
called the Jewish ilystery, It is on the basis of t is
Jewisgh ilystcery that Coodenough undecstands a liellenistic
Judaism, the highest lite:ary firure of which was Philo

of Alexand.-ia., Goodenoush, in his nortraval of a Jewish
Mystery as anzlogous to the Greek mysteries, may Lave been
somewhat excessive, but the ;roundwork for a new anpraisal
of pre-Christian Diasnora Judaism had b 'n laid,

Sandnel, workin; against the backgcound of an existing
llellenistic form of Judaism, says that thers are three basic
forms which the Hellenization of Judaism mi nt takz2: the
adoztion of Jreek lanpuaye, the adostion of Gre k shilosophy =
or at least Greei nmodes of tuought, and the adontion of
Greak wayas of doinrs thinrs.58 e also says that these forms
ni; 0t occur in tiiree vacyine degrees: thet secn in Rabbinice
Judaism, which shows overtones only; that s~en in Josephus,
a Palestinian Jew who knew tue Gre -k world nut only from
without, who shows some de  ~ee of |irllenization but on an
uno:rofound level, and whose efforts at writing about Greek
ohilosonhy sliow familiarity and acquaintance but not study;
and that of Fhilo, who, according to jandmel, shows a
maximum defre: of Hellenization in his theosonhical writings

but who is still unmistalkably Jewish.®? It is interesting



to note that Sandmel does not include a fourth degree,
that theorized by Friedlinder and Goodenough, in which
Judaism exists in a form which is recornizable only as
Hellenistic, a2 form which is so similar to th. Greek
mysteries as to be identirziable with tham, and w:ich is
tws Jewish only in its own nistorical nerspectives of its
orizins. It is also interesting to note that Paul has
been cate orized in cach of the first three degrees by
vacrious c-ities (trie [irst deoree by 3clionfield, the second
by Klausner, Rivkin, and Schoens, and the tiird by Sandmel
and Montefiore) and that 2Philo is considered in the second
derree by Volfson, the third dapree by Sandmel, and the
fourth deyrec by Goodenough.

jchoeps says that in ord«r to 2nalyze raul as a
Hellenistic Jew, we nmust first bear in mind two facts:that
faul kn2w and sonoke Aramaic and Hebrew and that there were
Hellenistic Jewish antececents to Paul, The first of these
antecodants is wiant 3ciwens calls the "Pictv of the sentu-
agint".60 Scioeps sees in the jentuajint a missionary
rurnosz to Judaism which does not atpeas in the lebrew
secipturas. ‘e vives as an example of this difference the
Hebrew and Greek versions of Isaiah 34:15: "' %=1  "nwkd

q13* 712 10 %15 Yy Ink' which can only be translated,
'If a neople consHire tosether, thay are nothing apart from
me; wiosoever conspires arainst me, hovever, will fail'"61

= 2 \ \ ; ! > oL,
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kal End 76 .a‘;'a/fszc yome '62 in wiich w3 is translated as
ﬁb(}ﬁ{]ﬁ?ts - "'proselyte'" instead of "one who conspires' or
"one wlho stirs up strife". This nissionary undercucrent
must therefore be in the nind-set of every Jew who uses the
septuagint as his Bible. It would sa:m, as almost all
Jewish scholars execant Klausner asree, that this would
include PFaul, In Scioens's worde, "This universalistic
'sathos' of world mission ,., was the verv soul of Sentuagint
Jewish circles',63

“hat Schoens sees as bzing more imrortant, however, is
the fact that the Sentuagint ethicized Judaism, that is, it
caused it to be und.rstood as a moral law, This is best
ciavacterized by the fact that the Se2ntuagint transglates the
Hebrew word a9n, wiiich altiough it nay mean "law" is
probably best translated in nglish as '"revelation', as
ELfS , a strictly lepzl term meaning "law",04 The si:nificance
of this is also discussed by 3andmel and .lontefiore and will
becoite more inortant for our curnoses later in this essay.
This eticization was also pointed out by Klausner =as being
characteristic of other Oreck-Jewish writings such as the
Sibylline Oracles®5 and must ecertainly be seen in IV Maccabecs
whe e Judaism, meaning essentially ths reli ion of the Law,
is the true revelation of Reason, with Reason being used in
the technical Stoic sense,

Bacck pointed out that it was the Septuagint, or rather

seristures in (en ral, that differentiated Helleonism from



Judaisms: that the ureels lad 2 unifornity of form but a

multislicity of schools of thou: ht whereas the Jews has an

h

artor-hism of foms but a unity of reli;ion as devived from
a2 uniform scurea - tie 3ible 06

it exeont for 3andnel 67 and the aforenmentioned a-ticle
by #riedl¥nder, all Jewish scholars have irnored the most
sirnificant asnect of the sentua int - that is, tuat the
tranzlation of the fentateuch dates from apocoximately
250 3.C. This means tiat by the time of ~hilo ané bv the
tirma of Paul, it is altofether likely that a Creck exssesis
to tie 3:ptua int tad d.veleed which was ind2rendant of
tie Heboew and aramaic exeresies of Palestine., This is not
to zoy Lhat the ~:eresis of Paul was the saie as the exernsis

of #ilo - it was not; neither is it te say that tihere is

-

notini ori:inal in esither Panl or Philo, “arheir, it is
simply to noint out that there is no reason to expect, 25
so many scholars do, that for thna detz2ils of their axereses,
Panl snd/or ihilo wece »eliant unon Paleatinisn antecedants,
The next cseint with which Scioeps szys w» must degl in
refzrence to llellenistic Judaism is the "Yiety of rhilo',08
Scioens indicates that Philo's deification process is
r2lavant when we study Paul's concent of the Christ and
his sotac-iolopy and, as such, f£hilo will be drawn ucon as
necded in later clu.pters of tis aner, 'dhat is important
for vs now is to nnte that Philo is hinself £n eni-ma,

Lonis Ginzbecy asved i etler Philo was a Jreck shdlosoplier
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with Jewish background and lovalties or was h+ a Jewish
thinker couching nis Judaism in »hilosorhic terms?6? This
is analogous te the problem wiich we face in Paul., That
£hilo is a Jew is umaistakable = the fact that nearly all
cf his presecrved writings are 3iblical exegeses is sufficient
to indicate that, 3But it is also asparent to anyone who
reads Pldlo that he is heavily infused with the thoudht
of the Stoies, the Pytha orsans, and Plato, Hence the
relipious expectations of Philo which Sciocps calls fhilo's
niety and which we shall call, with Sandmel, Philo's
raliriosity, are different from those that we find in the
Palestinien rabbis b:t strikingly similar to those of Paul,
This aspect will be treated more fully in the next section
of t is chapter, but now it is imnortant to note that among
Jewish scholars, Sandmel uses the reli iosity of -“hilo as
an analo ue to that of Paul while the turn-of-the-century
writers, Kaufman Kohler and Gerald friedlancder, draw aven
stronger parallels,’0

Another possible Hellenistic influence on Paul might have
been Greeck philosopiy. llere we have a problem with the
definition of nhilesophy., If one means by nhilosophy the
formal nhilosophies of Aristotle, Plato, neoplatinists like
Philo, or even the 3toics, tien one must a re- with Schoeps
that the influence of uresk philosophy is nerlisible,71
Sandmel, however, belisves that Paul does siow strains of

ponular philosophy.72 Similerly, it is apparent that Stoie
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philoscphy influenced the woiters of the Sibylline Oracles,
the jisdom of 3o0olomon, and IV Maccabees, and if Panl used
these works, as Hlausner beliQVns,73 tien there may be second=-
ary influence £rom ur=zek nhilosonhy.

There ase, as has already been mentionzd, other -ossible
sources of input for Paul's thourht - alli of which may be
part of, but none of which a e the total of, hLis backyround.
These arce pagan Hellenism, early Chr-istianity, and what
3¢ 0oeps calls the '"eschatological anrpach', 74

The first of thes=, nagan Hellenism, may nserlaps be seen
in Paul's use of the vocabulary of the ponular Greek mystery

eli;ions, ichoens lists the most »rominent of these as
)w:.'.'-:-q, ? J"Nﬂ’d’.‘{-{ ,}a/«(.,x. o ?g')ur-‘s F and_/-'wrf/:ﬂtd*’ 7>  4nd
indeed, this last term, mystery, is used several times by Faul
as though he were nerely teaching another mystery,’6  But

3c oeps lLidmseli ,oints out that tliese terms meant something
totally diffucent to Paul tizn they ncant to the pacticinants
in t»e navan nysteries, Schoeps, in fact, denies any
demonstrable contact betwaen Paul and Hellenistic paranisn.
Sandmel too alludes to ¥~llenistic paranism as 2 ~oseible
backrround., 1lle refars to Goodenou h, who claimed that Fhilo
attemnted to tu-~n Judaism into a nystn:y.- "indeed, the only
true mystery".77 Ue similarly acknowled ‘ez tiat nystery
vocabulary a2poears in both Fhilo and P2ul78 but that as Jews,
neither Paul nor Philo saw the mysteries as legitimote
solutions to the human predicament,’7? Indeed, he claims that

the assertion that Faulinism and Pldlonism a e mysteries is



often zan effort to denig.iate then whereas the assertion

that they are not mysteries is often an cifort to rescue
tliem from the assertion that tievy are.80 liontefiore too
ac‘nowledres contact between Paul and tlie papgan mysteries,B8l
But of the Jewish critics, only Kaufman Kohler82 and Simon
tubnowd3 claim any direct bo-irowing from the mvstecy

reli ions: assertions made with reference to the szacraments
of baptism znd the -ucharist,

Barly Christianity as an influesnce on Faul is mentioned
by Bacck, Klausner, pontcfiore, Sandmel, and schonfield.
liowever, 3andmel savs that the state of tue Christian Church
prior to Paul is, by and lm‘g"n,unlmowable.a“‘ Jacck
nevertheless points out that there are at least three tenets
which Paul ~eceived £ om the early Chmreh: the miracles of
Jesus,B5 the crucifixion,86 and the resurraction from the
dead on the third day.87 Klausner adds to these the de-
politization, ethicization, and exaltation of t.e lMessiah,
as well as the terms Son of Man and Son of God.BE snd
although we may find other beliafs and practiees such as the
wcharist and bantism whiich Paul found already in use by
early Christians, we will dcfer discussion on tham until they
bacome pectinent,

Anon;. Jews, the "eschatoloyical asproach" is made only by
jehoeans who makes tihree major noints: "That twe doctrine of
last t.inys forms the ':reatest block of Jewish material in

the thou; ht-world of Paul'",B9 that the eschatological



exnectation, that is, the nersonal Messiah, tie coming Day
of Jud;ement, and the doct “ine of the two asons, was uninown
in the lellenistic world, and, with Schweitzer, that much
of Paul's escuitology becomes unintelli;ible because he was
vritin; a "consistant escuatologzy' based on the belief that
the Zacousia was imninent,?0 ¥o Jewish author denies the
esciatolo ical eliment in Paul's thought, but similarly,
no Jewish antior, other than Sclosns, sees it as an over=
whelning basis of Paul's thourht,21

Up to this noint, we have merely pointed out the various
backy~nunds agsinst which Paul may be nerceived, But as one
miyht exnect, each of these views have their relative merits
and detractions, That tlie situation is by no means une
cennlicated is indiczted by the statements cf 3andnel, who
says that it is frequently impos=ible to id ntify a riven
notion as Creek or Jewish,92 and wbenstein, that we will
nrobably never know just uwow iiellenistic or how Rabbinic
Paul really was.93 aind the best solution, on a broad level,
is nrobably that of Sclicens - tuat all of the various
aonroaches are''relatively cijht" - the question is, "How
relative?'"9% The three minor viewsoints discussed above are
of corres-ondingly minor i portance for our purnosecs, No
Jew has seriously conside ced Paul from the nerspective of
pagan lellenisna, and 3¢ oaps is corrcect in asserting that
varan Mellenism is siynificant only insofar as it influenced

Jewisgh i.-1lonism and that the''acute liellenization of
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Christianity" (by which I nresume 3cioens means the extreme
Gnostic views which later became ramsant in Christian
circles) is a .ost-Pauline phenomenon,?3

The ea-ly Chri=tian bacipround has z2lready beesn dealt
with as fully as is necessary - for outside of a few basic
£acts about the death of Josus, and cven fewer about the
life of Jesus, and the scant information whici ecan be
rleaned from the .pistle to the Galatians, we cannot
adequately describe the circimstances of early Christianity,

And althou;h 3Sc.oeps claims that most Jewish scholars
have missed the eschatolo ical relevance in Paul, "preferring
like J. Klansner to exohound an extroms and long-out-of-date
liberal attitude",96 we 5121l malze use of this avproach enly
whan necessary, ror althourh Paul's thought is thoroushly
infused with eschatological doctrine, 2aul is far too
»rofound and far too unique to allow us to clh.annel him
30 narcowly,

This leaves us with the two remaining alternatives: Paul
was a abbinic J2w or 2aul was 2 Hallenietic Jew, If we
male recourse to the weisht of orinion, at least to that of
Jewish writers (that is, including nonescholarly writers) on
Panl, w: would find the scale tipped overwhelmingly in favor
of Rabbinism, If, however, we look only to the major scholars
so far enumerated, we find the balances almost even: with
Bacck (in his earlier essays), Kohler, Montefiore, Sandmel,

and Gerald friedlander on the Hellenistie side and Baeck



(in his late essay, "The Faith of Paul'), Klausner, Rivkin,
and Schoens on the .abbinic side, Thus te weil Lt of scliolarly
opinion rives us no answer. Let us look, therafore, to the
relative merits of ecach of the aryjumants,

That Paul shows evidence of Pharisaic-Rabbinic doctrine
is, at least to me, unaquestionable, I would ask the reader,
however, to allow me to defer until chapter three a more
detailed defense of that statement, But this fact notwithe
standing, there are several serious shortconings with the
Rabbinic ar ument, The most szrious of these is that of
sourens, The earliest written tabbinic matnrial comes from
the middle of the second century. (ow ~e’iable is this
material for the veriod prior to 70 A.3.7 That the rabbis

read their owm gitz=in=leben back into the reriod of the

Bible is one of the fundamental nrincinles of understanding
Rabbinic texts, If the rabbis could nerceive abraham, a
desert semi-nomad, as living essentially as they did, would
it not be reasonable to exneset that tlhey would see 1lillel
and Gamaliel, their ideolo; ical forebears, in the same light?
Yet we have no written 2abbinic material from that period,
It is entircly nossible that the ":abbinic" world of

10 - 60 A.D. was guite diffecent from that of the »ost=70
era, The United States of 1950 was vastly different from
that of 1930 and yet the avints of 70 were no less cata=-
clysaic from a Jewish nersoective than were the Great

Depranrion and the Secend World War from an American



perspective, Scnoeps said that one may see in Paul the
exesyetical and aryumentative manner of the schiools. Granted
that Paul's exefesis nay show Qabbinic overtones, is it
so0ssible to claim that we may use the schools as a basis?
Wiich sclhiools? Ishmael's and Akiba's? 0O course not.

Beth idllel and Beth Sharmmai? This is undoubtedly what
Sc:o2ps meant = but wiat do we know of Beth Hillel and

Deth Shommai that we do not see throurli the eyes of later
wolters?

Schoepns also tells us that all of Paul's arrunents must
havae a Biblical basis, This 1s simoly not true, Although
we will deal with sources movre fully in the next chanter,
we should note that it is only in the iniatle to the Romans,
the First and Second .pistles to the Corinthiians, and the
nistle to tiie Galatians that Biblical guotes are comnon,

In tie remaining epistles [cnerally considered to be penuine,
Shilippians, I Thessalonians, and Fhilamon, there are no
Biblical quotes at all.

3c oeps tells us that "evecy explanation sroc:zeding from
rabbinism deserves a limine preference over all other exnlanations"
(se= above, p. 11) but he does not tell us why. This
assum tion scems to be prevalent in all Jewish scholars
wiio use a Palestinian Pharisaiec backrround to exnlain Paul,
But it is unsatisfactory to take the word "Pharisee'
from Philirnians 3:5 and then make assum-tions based on

that word and annly them to Paul without prior recourse



to the thourht of Paul itself, For- althoush Paul may
indeed have been a 2harisez, this fact, inunto itself,
dors not rile out any sessible lellenistic pre-supnositions
which 2Zaul nay have had,

3andmel coints out three major assumntions which covern
the inte pretation of rfaul a3 a .abbinic Jew. The first is
the acce.tance of the testimony orf tue 3ook of acts, That
this is & problam Las not yat been fully discussed, but many
scholars, particularsly Shristian sciwolars, do not consider
the testinony of Acts trustworthy, And yvet certain information,
such as Schoeps's and Kleausneir's belief that Paul knew
Aranzic and Hebrew is based solely on thzt testimony.
Mrthermora, althongh Paul is nortraved as a traditional,
typical Pharisce in Acts, w .ose only difforence £rom the rest
of the Pharisees is that he belicvas that Jesus was the
lessiah, Paul's own .vistles display a Paul who is only
maryinally what we would c21l a Pharisea, Secondly, one
must assune that there was no distinction between Hellenistie
Judaisn and Zfalestinian Judaism., Some woiters, like “ivkin,
aveid tids objection Ly allowinrs a distinetion between the
ellenistic and Palestinian Judaisms and naintaining that
ther: was a2 Pharisaism in the Diaswvora apart from "jlellenistic
Judaisn" wlich: wan virtually identical to the Pharisaism in
?alestine. aAnd lastly, many of those o0 refrain from
attributing tellenistic influences to Paul fecl that to do

so would reduce Panl's authenticity - for it was Palestinian



Judaism which was tie narent reli-ion of rev:lation =
"Hellenism" imnlies the relirions of tii: heathen,97

There are, however, other objections to a Rabbinic view
of Paul, ~ficst is the aforementioned lack of sources for
tiie Pharisaism of the rre-70 veriod. Second, granted
tiat Pzul was & Pha-isce, we must also acknowledpe that, even
in the testimony of Acts, Paul was anot 2 native Palestinian
(and althouh Acte c¢lsinms that e was educated in Jerusalem,
Galatians 1:17-18, according to manv scholars, indicates
that he was not) and that as a native of the Diaspora, nay
wzll have been associated witli a Pha-isaism that was not
directly ralated to that of Palestine. ‘e simnly do not know
what connection there was between the two, Thirdly, we do know
that re, ardless of scct, Judaism itself was, at that time,
extrenely fluid - contca y to the rerorts of the ninetcenth
century German sciolars, Indeed, there was not even vet a
fixed canon,?® Thus, it is all the mo-e difficult to ninpoint
a specific doctrine as fhaisnic or "ussnaic'"9? or even
Jewish or Greek. and lastly, every scholar, Jewish or Christian,
viio attemnts to use a Rabbinic backgrourd for Paul, being
necessacily diopendent uson later sources, ignores the profound
effect of the evonts of 70 on botl Judaisn and Christianity
and the eveonts of 135 on Judaism, The t?aﬂmi of the loss of
nationhood was incradibly severe and it is only by interpolating
the sevarity of that trauma that one may adequately

understand the ‘labbinic matarial,



But what of the Hellenistic approach? Are there not
short-conings with that approach also? Yes, First, we must
deal with the fact that Paul claimed that he was "eXtremely
zZealous ... for the traditions of Tliis fathiers'"l00 and
that he was, "according to the Law, a Pharisce",l01 Tuis
problem will be treated more fully in the third chanter of
tnis paser, But a sccond sroblem also arises with the
llellenistic asproach « we have no direct literary testimony
that an independent Hellenistic Judaism existed., I£ it did
indeed esxdist, it, along with most of its literacy »roduction
(which we must nresume it had), has long since been purged
from Judaism, 3ut this is to be ecxpected, After the collapse
of the revolt of 66-70, of all the Palestinian Judaisms, only
Pharisrism survived, and its entire persgoective turned
increasingly inward, After the cellopse of the second revolt
in 135, this int-oversion became intensified, &xcept for
brief periods of a few decades, this remained the total
persnective iintil the time of 3a'adia - and after him, only
ti:c 3panish period stands out until the nincteenth eantury.
But wmeanwvhile, tic Toman Zmpire had undergone the slow
process of decay and final collapse, and with it, Hellenistic
civilization. 3y the time Judaism turned outward again,
anv llellenistic Judaism which may have existed, had long
since disappear~ad. And its literary works, Philo, the
relevant Ainocirypha and Pscudsnigrapha, and the works of such

anthors as Aristobulus and Josephus had also passed into
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Jewish oblivion and wer: prescerved only by the Church,

But anart from the findings at Dura-turo-us, and the
weitings of pPhilo (whose Hellenism is still debated in
scholarly cicclus), IV iaccabees, the Visdom of Solomon,
and the 3ibylline Oracles, it must also stand to reason
tiat such influence existed as to create a saparate
"-1lenistic" Judzism, 'le know, for examnle, that Judaism
was sufficiently widrspread to infiuence substantial
nunbers in the l2llenistic world, Hany of the Diaspora
synaiorues contained memburs wio were vefcxlace neét Ceo®
"fearers of God", wio, while not fnll-fladraead converts,
attendad the synzro;ues and followed at least the Noahide
portions of the Law, ‘as the "fence around the Torah" yet
so high that the influenca could not ave nassed the other
way? I doubt it, For outside of rFalestine, and to a lesser
desree even inside of Palestine, syncretism, »luralisnm,
and hetero eneity we-e the rule and the raelatively homo-
cenaous portrait of Judaisn [reguently prescented is the
product of scholars, created bocause of inadioquate knowledge
and data and the inharent desire to simplify the thown
material as much as »o=-ible,

But if this is so, then in those whom we would call
fiellenistic Jews, nanzly Paul and Philo, we would exoect
to find reli;icous as=umptions and expectations different
from those found among the rabbis in Palestine., It is
nrecisely this set of assumitions and expectations which

lontefiore eallaed the connection of Panl "with his entirs
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Veltanschauung',102 yhich 3choens calls '"miety', and wiich

sandmel calls "reliriosity', And it is precisely this set
of assuiptions z2nd 2xpectations which must be our next iten

of eamination,

- elijiosity

e
|

Paul, £hilo, and the rabbis all had ons asrential asnoct
in common - they were all Jews, [his means that thore are
a cec~tain number o@ reliricus assunntions which a-e common
to all of then and wiich indiccte no relations.ip amnong
tiem beyond that common aspect. ‘The first of tliase assumptions
is that there is & God and that God is one.l03 je is also
eternal and Creator and He interacts with man, manifesting
#imself both by love and throurh punislment,l04 And although
for Paul and Philo, God may nave bezn somew:at more trans-
cendant than He was for the rabbis; Paul, Philo, and the
cabbis nll ask how man can achieve the oroner relationship
with God,l05 And, since the proof of an improper relationship
with GCod is death, t is guestion extends itsolf to, 'liow can
man rise zbove the punishment of death and overcome his
moctality?'106

Another nejor point that ail have in common is their
reliance uron tie 3Jeri:tures as the source of divinely
revealo: truth,107 It is indeed this roliance uson Scriptures
wiitch causes sone scholars to label both Paul and Philo as

Rabbinic Jews, But this is not necessarily a@o, for it is a



dependoncy wiich one must exnect of any Jew,

3ut therc we-e basic differences betwe-n the .abbinie
world and the ure:i: world, The rabbis Delieved that the
world and man we:re essentially good, that no matter what
was havpening, it was haovpening throurh t e will of God
and that God was constantly looking out for man and for
lHis peonle, Isracl, The Greeks, on the uther hand, saw
otherwise, One look around them told them tiat the state
of the world was rotten, Diseasa, filth, and Doverty were
ways of lifr, A substantial nortion of the nonulation
lived in the bonda: ¢ of slavery, ven amon;y the wealthy,
o- nerhaps especially amons the wealthy, ; luttony and
gexnal  llesntiousness wer~e rife, The yoal of tha Greek,
therefore, was escape, But how, other taan by death, does
ona escane from the world? This was the major question
confronting raul and 7ilo == it was not tie nnaior question
confrontin; the rabbis,l08 1t was obvious to both Paul and
2hilo that the worlé was full of sin, But if men werse
avare of this, and if it were universally rcecognized that gin
was sonet dny undesirable, why could men not rectify the
situation? OCould it be that man was by his very native
sinful? To the rnyes of the Greel, it must have been so.
Thus, to escane from the world, to be saved fr-om the world,
to achieve salvation, was to recach a state of sinlessness,
and the relipious quest was the attainmant of that state,

But this is very far from the relipious nosturz of the rabbis,
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The trabbis we~e aware that man sinned - but was that not to
be ewpected? God e-eated men to be man, to be imperfect,

not to be as the anjels or as God imself, If man sins,

.

it is because it must be se, but osen to man also is the
o-tion of repentances, and the truly cepentant is forgiven
by CGod. ©f Jewish (t.at is, Rabbinic) concants, that of
rosentance is most o oninently missing from the thow ht
o Paul,

There is vet anotlher major diffecence Detwe n Paul and

Tliilo on one hanéd and the Tabbis on the ot er. To the

f=te

rabbis, oronhecy, and its essential co-ollary, reveclation,
ceasad with the prophiets Zechariah, ila-;a2i, and llalaciai;
whareas orobably for Fhilo and er -tainly for Pzul, revelation
was still a viable redium for knowinrs tie Divine ill,

What our tasi: must now become is to talie the warious
tarms and concantions woieh are prevalent in Paul's t.ought
and, using Philo as a2 control, comnare raul's usaric of those
ternsz and coneaptions to tiiose of the rabbis and te those of
the non=1labbinic souvrces, Is Paul's concent of the nature
of man that of tie ultinate in God's Creation, a unity,
one =0 is essentizlly free to choose to do good or evil,

or is it something different? Is Paul's concept of sin and

ry

i iteousness the sae as that of the rabbis? In other
words, when Faul saysé}{ﬂrwi , dozs he meen the same thing
as the rabbis when they say RN or¥P2 2 Jjs salvation

the same process for Faul as for the rabbis? 1Is "Christ" in



fault's thoa ht tle sare tiing as " nwen", its literal

deb aw translation, for ti.e rabhis? Does the term have
any corragtondence to Plidlo's Aieg 7 lHow does Paul treat
such basic Jewish concepts as ti= Law of lloscs and the
alaction of Isranl? ‘fhat is the significance of bantism
and the Pucharist for Paul? 1Is there a r~2lationship
betwsen baptism and a%*aw? 'When Pail soeaks of ﬂ“r':'r"-s P
does he mean MR ? Aare Paul's ethical assunstions different
from those of the rabbis? It is these quastions wiich
constitute the study of the theolo y of 2aul and tlus it
is these gquestions which we will attemnt to answer and to

s2 - how thay ..ave be.n answered by other Jews.



Chapter II

The Sources

Acts of the anostles

Acts of the .anostles, the second part of the Gospel
Accordiny to Lulke, purvorts to be the tzle of the decds of
the Arostles of Jesus wihich took nlace a:iter his death,
Accordingly, the book beyins just after the death of Jesus
with the Anostles «athered in Jerusalem, 3ut this motif
lasts for only one-fourth of the book - after which the
story is 2lmost axclusively that of Saul/Paul of Tarsus and
his traveling companions,

The first appearance of this charecter is at the stoning
of the a-ostle Stenhen, whose adversa-ies "cast iim out of
the city and stoned him; and the witnesses laid down their
carments at the feet of a young man named saul",l who is
portrayed as having consented to 3taphen's death,?

Saul was acnparently quite an ardent nersecutor of the
Chuich, for he snimed to daliyht in discomfittiny the firoup.3
Wie:n, in fact, Jerusalem scemed too snzll an area in which
to parsecute "Christians" (the term bere being an anachronism),
Saul went to the hiph priest to request pernmission to go to
Damascus with writs of extradition addressed to the loecal
synajorues in order to brin,. tiose ";éionfina to the Way"
back for justice,® It was on lis way to Damascus that Saul

had a vision. In his vision, Saul saw a blindin; light and



hea~d a voice wineh said, '"saal, Saul, why do you nersecute
ne?"?  Uoon inquiring as to who it was that was speaking to
iim in this nann~r, he was told by the beind in the vision
that it was tie '‘isen Cirist, 3aul, left blind by the
exyacienen, was inztructed to continue on to Damascus and
ge k the hiouse of one Ananias, Followins these instructions,
3aal found Ananias waitin' jor hin, haviny himself been
inforned by 2 vision of Jesus to await 3anl's acrival (we
mist also point out tiat Ananins wa; wspacently awvare of
who 5aul was and what he was bearing - and as we later find
out, so too wer: the rople of Damescus). Ananias cured

-

saul's blindness, 35aul was baptized, and then Saul went out
to nrea2c .y the jospel in the syna. o ues of Damascus, Tie
Jews of Damascus, liking neit =- the sudden -evarcsal in
3saul's ways nor the messa e which he was -reaching, nlotted
to #ill him. He escaped over the wall in a basiket and with
a compznion named Barnzbas, fled to Jerusalem, There he was
intcoduced to thie Clayreh by Darnabas and was acceited, UWhen
e be an to » each in Jeruszlem, ho;ﬂVQ?, tiie "Hellenists"
plotted to %kill him so h: fled to Cassarea and thence to
Tarsus,0

The e is then an interlude in the sto-y of 3anl and we
return to Peter in Palestine., Therz, Peter had had a vision
wilch showed im thiat all foods are clean = the result of

wiich was that Lie bYeliecved that he was fres to convert a

oman centurion, that is, a Gentile, to "Christianity"
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and th: zirnificance of w ich was that it was Peter, not
3aul/Paul, who first converted a Gentile.

It seems also that the Acostles, who wers di-nersed at
the time of the stoning of 3tenhen, “ad been out in the
Dias~ora preachinc and ma:ing converts (but of course,
"none excent Jews"7), Uron hearine of these conversions,
Barnabas, now in Antioch, went to Tarsus to scarch for 3aul.B

In chapter thirt:en of aActs, we find 3aul, now call>d
paul,? in the svnajorus at Pisidian antioch where, after
ceading from the Law and the Prodhets, a yen:ral invitation
was icsued to anyone who nmight have wished to nake an
Haxortation', Paul zccentad the invitation and nreached the
messa e of tiie messiabs dp of Jesus., If one looks at the
mode of Paul's teaching in toe t-irteentn and fourtesnth
chascters of Acts (Paul's first miseiona 7 joucney), ona mipht
conclude the follo—ing: FPaul did inde 4 nreaclh to Jews and
at thiis time did not vet intend to abror ate any na~t of the
Law of Moses. That wiich was different in the mode of Paul's
preaching was iis willingness to allow Gentiles, that is,
te uncircumcised, into the con/re; ation, It was on this
issue osrimarily t at the Jews balked. No lonrer successful
anony the Jews, Paul was forcad to o exclusively to the
ventiles, If ome tien assumes, as do s Klausner, that Paul
was an opportunist whose prima -y roal was to make converts,
thie next two stens must follow: t.at the Law was 2n imbossible

burd:n for the .entiles to bear and therafore Paul abandoned
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the Law and was foreced to d:rive a rationale for doing so.
Such can be derived from the testimony of Acts, The
oprnosin; view, that of Sandmel, that it was exactly because
of Paul's view of the Law, which he had established before
he be-an to preach to anyone, that he was rejected by the
Jews, is not defensible on the basis of that testimony.

But the Jews we-e not the only ones who we- e upset by
Paul's views; for some men came down Erom Jerusalem preaching
the necd for eircumcision, Paul and Barnabas, violently
onnosed to suc. a pronouncement, resolved to ro to Jerusalem
to debate the matter,10 "yhen they came to Jerusalem, they
were waleomed by the church, and the anostles, and the
elders,,. But some believers, who belonged to the party
of the Pharisec:s, rose up and said, 'It is necessary to
circumcise tiem and cha~re them to keep the Law of Mosest" 11
3ut then Peter related that it had been he who had first
anmounced that the Gentiles should hear the word of the
ospel,12 A compromise tas then concluded by James, brother
of Jesus, to the affect that the Uentiles must merely refrain
from sexnal licantiousness, idolatry, and t.at which has
bren strangled.13 Paul, Barnabas, Judas called Barsabbas,
and 3ilas we~e then sent to Antioch to announce the compromise,léd
after a s.ort time in antioch, rPaul dacided to make a second
nissiona~y journcy, iind an ar: ument with Barnabas over
wietler or not John llark should accomnany them, and left

Antioch without Barnabas, taking only 3ilas with him,




When he ceacined Lystra, Paul met a discizle named Timothy
and here did what even for tie Paul of Acts was a curious
thing: he circumcised im, ostensibly because Timothy's
mother was a Jew whereas his tat.uer was a Greek,

Later in the chaster (16:10), we com- to tiie first of the
s0=-called "we-pazsa es'" where the aar-ator switcles from the
tird vacson to the First »serson ~lural. Traditionally,
these nassa es ve been considered four in numbers:

Acts 16:10-17, 20:5-15, 21:1-13, and 27:1-28:16, Kirsopp
Lake, however, combined the second and third passares

making only three, althoush as Enslin ~oints out, if this
ware to ba done, then that passage must be 20:5-21:26,15

It is also entirely possible, as Klzusner belicves,16 that
20:5-28:16 is on2> long "weepassa‘e", tiie use of the first
narson mecaly bain; inanpceopriate “o- the intervening verses,
Ind~ed, it is because of these passares talken in combination
with II Timothy 4:11, "Lulze nalone in with ne..,'", that
tradition ascribes to Luke the Boolk of Acts and the oz el
whiich is its first part,

It is in this chanter also that Paul first clcims to be
a oman citizenl? and that Paul first crosses into Surope,

In chanter sevente:n at Thessalonica and in chanter
eignteen at Corinth, we arain find Paul preaching his message
in the same mode as we found him preacring at Piesidian
Antioch and at Lystra, And as at tie two previous cities,

the major item of contention seems to ave been the admission



of Gentiles to the community.l8 ‘hen le reached Cenchrae,
raul Yeut hHis hair for he had nade z vow'".19 e enntinued
on to iphesus where he was 2 ain to be f£ound ar; ing with
Jews, he second jrurnuy ondad st Caesarea, vhere "he went
un and greeted the Church, and then went down to Antioch",20
After what in Acts is a very s'.ort time, Paul beran his
third missionacy journey., *Mile in Fnhesus, Paul met a man
from Alexandria named Apollos wio was '"well-versed in
Serinturesl and who had bren bantizin: in the nene of John
but not in the name of the 'oly Sairit, Paul cor"rected
Anollos's ersvor, This time in .phesus, as the last time,
Paul p; ain preacied to Jews, in s itec of his earlier
announcenents, one o them in lphesus itsclf,22 that he would

<o only to the Gentiles. FPaul continucd on to £hilinoi
where he stayed Zor Passover, lie then decicded that the time
had com» for him to o up to Jerusalom bearing a collection
which he had been raisin: for the cuncort of the Church there:
"h was hastening to be at Jarusalem, if nossible, on the day
of Fentecost".23 e anparently returned to “phesus on the
way where he charred the elders to preach "both to Jews and
to Gre«-ks of renantance to God ~nd of faith in our lo-d,
Jesus Christ',24

When they arrived in Jerusalem, Paul and his companions
were ~eceived "gladly" by the breturen., But as the account

continues, we find that there was indeed dissention between

tiie brethren and Paul. James, speaking to Panl, said that



the Jews who had believed and o we-e zealous for the

Law "hiave been told zbout vou that wou teach 211 the Jews
wio are anon; the Gentiles to forsake Moscs, telling them
not to eircumeiss their child-en or observe the customs',23
Janee th'n ordured Paul to purify hinself w ich Paul did
and, having done so, went to the Tenple. The significant
noints here are that James was obviously in charge and was
one wiore authority PFaul was willinc to accept and that even
thourh the issue was the same irr~itant wrich had been
playuing the Church about Panl previnsusly, Paul himself now
seemed to be necfectly willing to conform with tlhe Law of
oses,

In the Tem le, Paul was accused of defilin: the hLoly
rlace bv brinfing a urecel into the courtyard. The erowd was
about to lynch Paul vhen the tribune of th: eohort intervened
and a -vested Paul, thus savin; him from the crowd, Fraul
ten asked the tribune's nermission to address tie crowd and,
permission being ;rantad, did so in llebrew,26 jiis messare
here was essentially as it had been throw lout tie entire
Book of Acts but there ace sone new peints - Paul claimed
that althourh he was born in Tarsus, he was raised and
aducated in Je-usalem "at the feat of Gamaliel"27 and he
exhorts the crowd to '"rise 2nd be bantized, and wash away
your sins, calling on his name',28 [he crowd apparently
listened to Paul quite attentively until Paul told of his

encounter witl, the 2isen Christ who had commanded lLdm,



"Depart, for I will sand you f£ar away to the Gnntiles,"29

at w.iech peint the tribune had to have him brought into the
barracks for his own safcty. Paul was then turned over to
the c¢ief priests and "all the council"30 for inquiry., Here,
he cleverly nerceived that the council was made up of both
3adducecs and 2harisecs and announced that hie was on trial
only over the matter of rmsurrection of the d:ad, A quarrel
ensued, of courss, and the council adjourned without
delivering a vardict, Paul had to b: removed by the tribune
for his o'm protection,

Paul, through a nevhew liviny in Jecusalem, then learned
of a »lot to kill .im and so lind his nephew inform the
tribune, faul was then tranagfecred under suard to the
srocurator, Falix, in Caesarca, Ananias, the hirh priest,
canie to Caesarea accompanitd by sone elders and Tertullus,
their sookesnan, and Paul was a 2in exanined, this time
before Felix, Anparently, Paul was convicted of no charge
but was lert in prison as a favor to the Jews, low lonz he
was there is difficult to tell, acts says that "when two
years had elanssed, Felix was succeeded by Porcius Festus,,..'31
but ther: is no way of knowing whether that "two vea~s' means

ron the time of Felix's ascension or from the time of

Paul's arrest, liowever, after festus's arrival, Paul was

3

2in exanined and was threatenc:d with trial before the
Jewish autho-ities in Jerusalem, When this prospect became

imainent, Paul appealed te Caesar, Shocrtly after his appeal



iing agripna 1I, accompanied by his sister Becnice, visited
Festus, Paul was brougnt out to bLe exzained by Agrivpa who
pronounced him innocent, but since he had already apvealed
to Caesar, to Cacsar he would have to go.

Paul was then sznt to Dome. After having been siiowrecked
off tiie coast of Malta, Paul finally reached his destination
witere he was placed under houss arrest, Under the terms of
his arrest, he was allowad to recrive visitors., So once a;ain
he preached to Jews and, having been rejected, e once a ain
vewed to o to th: Gentiles, The bool: closes with Paul
having lived '"there two whole yeacs at his own expense, and
velconing all who cane to him, nreaching the kingdom of uod
and teachdny about the Lord Jzsus Christ quite openly and
unidinda ed."2 hether or not Paul was killed in Rome during
Nero's anti-Christian persecutions as Lradition claims or
whether Paul was able tc continue on to 3Spain as he wished,33
neitier the 3ook of Acts nor any othe:r work of tle canonical
New festament tells.

Such is tie story of Paul as we have it in Acts of the
spostles, The question must now be ask:d, "low reliable is
t is story in terms of its presentation of accurate history?"
Unfortunately, only thre- of the Jewish scholars, Klausner,
3jandmel, and s5chioeps, dral with tiis question in any detail,

The oroblems that arise in Acts fall into two basic
catepories: details, that is, textual problems arising through

direct contradictions with tlie information waich we lLiave from
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the aristles of raul, and tenor, for t.e suicit of Acts and
the nicture of lanl nrasented tierein is radically differcnt

-

fron tiat presented by Paul hinsell in his owvn writing s,

Phe most prominent of the textual nroblams is that
gu ‘rounding the events of the so-called "Anostolic Council
described in Acts 15 and Galatisns 2, In Acts 15, Paul and
Sarnabas a:e asnointed bv the churec. at Antiecch te o un to
Jerusalen to discuss the matter of tie Judaizers (i,e,,
cireuncisers) whercas in walatians 2:2, Paul writes that he
went up by "revelation.'" In Acts 10, as we recall, it is
Petec who first went to the tuntiles and wio later, in Acts 15,
declared that perhaps the Law was not bindin upon the
Zentiles - at which the Jerusalem Church not only does not
protest, but actuzlly accedes to in nrinei le. In Galatians,
Poter is unquestionably Paul's adversacy, Sucthermore, in
ficlatians, Paul clains that his nuthority is from Christ, not
from men, wherears in Acts, as we have seen, e accepted the
authority of James to affzct z comnromise., In Acts 15, there
is ths threc=point arostolic Decrar which Faul himself
delivers to the antioc ians. 1In Galatians, there is ne mention
of sucl o decree, 34

There ncc severnl nossible solutions to ti.is sroblem,
The first is that Acts 15 and Galatians 2 do not refers to the
szme avent. If this is the case, then tiwe discrepancies are
irrelevant, That tiids misht be the case may be seen in the

fact that the Acostolic Deeree wns doliversd to the Antiochdans



wherreas Galatians, of course, was written to the Galatians,
Wis is essentially the selution used by Huglh Schonfield,33

Another ar ument says tuat since there are nmore items of
asvresment than of disarreement, one mav irnor~e the disa:; reement
due to the "subjectivity of Faul" reliative to the "objectivity
of Acts."36 1In its extrene form, this means no less than
Paul is a liar, Indeed, Klausner, fir one, bDelisves that
Paul vas 2 conmnlet: on ortunist wilose >rimary goal was naking
converts, Klai=sner also noints out that Luke is not a modern
listorian committed to nortravine events with our sense of
listorical accuracy. f this is the case, thon it is nossible
t .at Luke made & few er-ors.2?

It is also possible that Acts is the correct v rsion and
that Galatians is a forrery, but no Jews use this solution,
Howev:s, the view of Kautfman Koliler must here be nontioned,
ikohler believed that Galatians is a forfery but that acts also
is incorrect - in othe: words, we have no correct version of
whzt hapoenqd,8

lo understand tne apovoacnk of schoeps, we nust go back to
the berinnines of Cnristian scholarsnip: to #,C, 3aur and the
Mbineen Schiool.  3aur understood the Galatiau: version to be
the co rect one, But w.y t.en the variation in Acts? Baur
believed that there were two poles at odds with each other
within the early Christian Church, These wer: Jewish Christianity,
represented essentially by Peter, and Centile Clwristianity,

represented essentially by Paul, By the time acts was written,



it had become necessary to reconcile these two views, lHence,
we lhiave in Acts a Peter overating in Paul's "antinomian™
realm and a Paul operating as an obscrvant Jew, This is
basically the view of Schoeps and superficially the view of
Sandmel, Schoeps believes that although the ealy Christian
Church was neither a monolith 2 ainst Paul nor was the rift
as great as Baur thoucht it to be, ti2re were serious areas
of disarreement = particularly over the mazns of converting
Gentiles (the crux of the oroblem was the question of
circumeiszion -« even the most a~dent of the Judaizers would not
have rejected a Gentile whwo had had .imself circumcised in
accordance witi the Law), It is clear, therefore, that Acts
is interested in "minimizing divisions, in softening strife,
and in diluting arguments on eiter side"? and as a result
of this "harmonizing tendency,'" Acts has changed the '"stony
sittiny" of Galatians into the "friendly discussion" that is
tierc denicted, 40

Sandm:)l too belicves that the problem lies with Acts,
not with Galatians, and Sandmel's views on tiwe undecrlying
motives are quite unique (see "Notes to Chanter 1", note #84),
Sandmel ajrees that tendenz exists, of course, but has sees
that tendenz not as trying to synthesize the differences
between Peter and Paul, but rataer as neutralizing a pure
Paulinism which would not have been suitable for an organized
Church, 3andmel a;rees 2lso with Bruno Bauer in that if

there was a snlit, the rift had already been healed, %1



Th~ ot er textual problems are victually ignored by
all of the Jewish scholars except sandmel, In the Euistles,
for examile, Paul repeatedly says that the Law hias been super=-
seded - indeed, the whole tirust of Galatians is that it is
wirony to obsecve tiwe Law., But it acts, he circuncises
Timothy (in Galatians, he refuses to circumcise Titus), he
cuts hiis hair because of a vow which he nad made, and e goes
to the Tempnle to fulfill a vow, Romans 9«11 infe:rs tiat few
Jews became Christians. In Acts, however, wa are given the
impression that myriads of Jews converted, In Galatians 1:1,
Paul calls himself "an anostle, = not f£rom men nor through
men, but through Jesus Christ and Cod the Fatheor...'" But in
Acts, Paul was taken to Ananias in Damascus who baptized lim
and laid his hands upon him, ile then orocecded to Jerusalem
(in direct contradiction to Galatians 1:17 where Paul says
that he did not fo up to Jerusalenm, but ratler, spent three
years in Arabia) wihere, through the jyood orfices of Barnabas,
he was accented by tle a-ostles., and in the loistles, Paul
preaches that his was a unique jospel = indecd, tue only true
vospel (a statement which would have be:n unnecessary were
thiere not peonle preaching other versions) whereas in Acts,
the only differences batwesn the Jews and t.e'Christians,”
including Paul, were over the resurr:ction and messiahship
of Jesus,42

It is nossible to explain away most, if not all, of these

basis differences - wlich both Scioeps and Klausner do, Schoeps,



for exaple, says that Paul's antinomianism as well as the
absenece of repentance in Paul's thouy it are omitted by Luke
because he did not understand the concents.43 But an image
should by now be forming of a Paul in acts wiich is radically
diffevent from the Paul of the Spistles, It is this difference
whieli I have called the tenor problem, OUn this issue, the
field of Jewish scholars is nar-owed to iqglude only Klausner
and Sandmel, Klausner does not perceive the problem of tenor
directly, but he does noint citt that thoire are differences,
contradictions, and inconsistencies between Paul's “nistles

and the Book of Acts and that they a e caused by tie difference
in autiiorship and the differance of the purpose of the author.
Acts, according to Hlausner, has four purnoses: to show how
tie Chureh miraculously survived, to tone down the battle of
Peter versus Paul (as hypothesized by the THbin:en School) and
chanie it to James versus Peter and Paul, to slow that the
Jews p-rsecuted the Christians, and to flatter Rome,%%4

Hlaugnes also says that Acts, "in its complete form" (underlining

Klausner's), was not comwosed prior to 95-100 A,D, 45

But then Klausner goes on to argfue for the validity of
Acts, notwithstanding any of the aaoa;Ent p-oblems, He says
that the "we-passa, es'" indicate that thoese nortions are the
words of an eye-witness who irdtated the editorial style of
the aditor of Ezra-Nehemiah-Chronicles, Furthermore, the
len;th and detail of these "we-pasza;es" indicate that they

are ind-ed eve-witness accou ts as opposed to lear-say evidence,



Klausner also believes that thn cuthor of these 'we=passares,"
using, other sources, wrote the entire 3ook of Acts and that
that author is also the author of the third gospel., 'Luke"
used ot .er sources to wr-ite the first fiften chapters and
cianters seventecn through nineteen and, due to the amount of
detail, t.ese were primarily written sources - although oral
sources wece probably available, 46
iKlausner then berins to write sbout the character of Luke,

Luke was a Greek, a pa; an convert=d by Paul who was also his
traveling comnanion and nhysician (these latter two nositions
Klausner undcrstoed from the aforemantionad verse, II Timothy
4:11, Klausner resalized that the weight of schola-ly oninion,
including, in fact, his own, is a ainst Pauline anthorshin

of II Timothy; so he hynothesizes that II Timothy was written
by a disciple of Paul's). Luke wrote the '"we=passa es" from
hiis own eye-witness accounts, elaborated the speeches from
actunl events "accordiin, to the custom of the writers of that
time,"7 and, in s ming contradiction to what he had previously
said abont writtun sources, used the following scurce references:
Pa:l himsclf, Philip the Zvangelist (according to Klausner,
ske must have met Philip during his twe year stay at Caesarea
widle Tanl was Felix's prisoner), John Mark in Rome (this is
based on I P:oter, a source whose reliability is far more
questionable than that of Acts), and James in Jerusalem,48
Luke also used the Zpistles, the lack of correlation between

tnem and Acts doriving from the fact that Luke was not a
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meticulous scholar, and Josenhus,4? Klausner concludes by
saying that the spicit of Acts is mﬁrély that of & work
written long after the events of which it speaks,”0 And
Klausner's conclusion as to the reliability of Acts is that
it may be us=d for historical surnoses but with care,.”1
Sandmel, on the ot :r hand, views the problem from a
concletely different persoective, Instead of analyzing each
detail, Sandmel stands back and looks at the over-all picture
presented by Acts and the over-all picture presented by the
Eristles and comnsares them, He finds that in addition to tne
spacific tendenzen of Luke mentioned by Schioens, Klausner, and
the TWbingen School, tiere is a general tendenz in Acts to
counteract the Paul of the @Wnistles.52 Sandmel admits that
the general nmotifs of Luke do indecd carry over into Acts,
the most imnortant of these being to portray an unbroken
contimuity of Judaism in Christianity. But whon confronting
Paul, or rather, Pauline doctrine, with which Acts by its
very nature must deal, Luke chanyes the essentially Creek Jew
of th: “nistles, one who has Greek pre-suppositions, into an
essentially 2Palestinian Jew who is subservient to the Jerusalem
Church, Luke, furthermore, attemnts to detract from the
singularity of Paul's nmessare and nlaces him against a
backsround of other similar apostles preaching similar
messares as oprosed to the most prominent spokesman of
Christianity in the Diaspora,”3 Sandmel's conclusion,

tiierefore, is '"that Aacts not only errs esregriously in details
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in matters which are also found in the Zpistles, but
tendentiousness resnecting Paul is so strong in Acts that it
adds misleading and unreliable details about him,"54 1In other
words, since it is an un-eliable source of history, Acts may
not be used as a determinant for either Paul's life or his
tiheology.

One further factor to consider in Acts is that, unlike
the Spistles, it is Jerusalem-centered, Vhenever Paul is on
his missionary journeys, tihe reader is always aware that
wherever Paul may be, hie is not in Jerusalem, Thus at the ond
of the third journey, we are given the impression, not that
Paul is going up to Jerusalem, but that he is returning there,
in Acts, Jerusalem is the essential hub of all Christian
activity.

ljow then, has the majority of Jewish writers on Paul
treated Acts? Indeed, in srite of Sandmel's arguments, only
he and Montefiore>3 have fullv disavowed the work as a
reliable source of history, ~flusser (author of the article

"Paul of Tarsus'" in the incyclopacdia Judaica),56 Graetz,=7

Jacob (author of the article "Paul' in the Universal Jewish

sncyclopedia),”8 Werner,59 Schiller-3zinessy,60 Rubenstein,61

and sclionficld62 all accept Acts unquestioningly and without
addressing the oroblem. Klsusner, as we have seen, also

accepts the historicity of Acts but he, at least, has confronted
the fact that a problem exists. Other writers, Baeck,63

3elkin,%% and Patuchowski,®5 admit that Acts is of dubious
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nistorical value = and then proceed to use its contents for
historical nurnoses. and finally we have the opinions of
Kaufman Kohler and il.J. Sc oeps, Kohler has the uncanny ability,
in both acts and the =nistles, to determine wiici verses, and
therefore which facts, ace spurious and which are genuine,96
This ability can only have oricins in Kolhler's own pre-
supnositions of waat Paul's life must have been like and what
Paul must have thourht - for it then becomes merely mechanical
to eliminate those verses which contradict the »re-suppositions,
Schoeps tells us that the spe-:ches of Paul in Acts are
tendentious and later accretions although cossibly based upon
nistorical derliveries, Thus '"as authentic tastimony to the
teaching of Paul ,.. they do not enter the question,

Nevertheless, for the reconstruction of Paul's life story, they

a'e indespensable "67 (underlining mine)., e also oints out

that cectain doctrines, such as Paul's abrogation of the Law,

a-e avsent from acts, Similarly, Paul's doctrine of justification
is misconstirued by Luke as for:iveness of sins.08 3clocps also
finds the none-eschatological Paul, whic. is what Acts nortrays,
incompreiiensible,69 And yet, by and large, Schoeps accepts the
narcative of Acts nas historical.70 (One has the impression

when reading Schocpns's chapter on the sources, that he knows
better than to use Acts, but cannot nrove his case without it,
IMis impression is further enhanced by the fact that Schoeps
barely deanls with the problem at all - rather, he makes only

the above-mentioned statement reyarding the speeches of Paul,
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This would not be so striking had Schoens not written about
every other nossible source, inciluding the a»rocryphal Acts,
in detail. It is his very thorouyiiness which makes him look
like a cat with canary feathers in his wiiskers,71

Does this non-rs=liability of Acts mean that 2ll of the
information contained thercin is false? Not at all., 1
believe that tiece is a ¢reat d-al of information in Acts
which, if not accurately revorted, is based on actual events,
1 also believe that Paul was far more aware of Palestinian
trends than the Bpistles would, a2t a glance, allow = a state-
ment wiich, as I have previously indicated, I will support
more fully in the third chacter. I also believe that there
are certain events in Acts in whiich there is no tendenz, such
as the fact that Paul made four journeys, and of which we
have no contradictory evidence, and which may be aceconted
without penalty at least as reference points, o, what the
non=-reliability of Acts means is that since we have no sure
method of separating the valid information from the invalid,
we may not use it for historical data,

Yhy then do many scholars, Jewish and non-Jewish, make
use of Acts for their interpretations of Paul? There are,
I believe, three major reasons, The first is that they read
Acts first, [his ;rants to the work a2 "sub-consciocus'" textual
auvthority. any followin: reading of t.e Esistles is then
conpared to Acts, llowever, due to this textual authority,

Acts is never fully discarded, Thusg, this anproach is backwards,



It is the Npistles which must be studied first - esnecially
t 03¢ almost uiiversally considcred to be fenuine: llonmans,
I & II Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, and I Thessalonians.
And it ie ujon 4cts, not the .-istles, that the burden of
proof must be placed,
One must also account for the goowth of lefend in the

5 esnecially anparent in the incidents

|

folklore process, This
in which Rabban Gamaliel acpears, At least four times in the
Bpistles, 2omans 11l:1, II Corinthians 11:22, Galatians 1:13-14,
and Philipnizns 3:5«6, Paul enumerates his Jewish credentials,
and at no time does he mention that he was 2 punil of Rabban
Gamaliel's, Admittedly, this is an ar:ument from silence,
but when counled with the fact that the Faul of the Enistles
cperates under pre-suppositions inconsistent with tiose which
one would exnect of 2 student of Rabban Ganalisl's and that
no Pharisee=-Rabbi of prominence is ever mcentioned in the
ipistles and none but Camaliel in acts, one must realize that
an allowance for the [rowth of logend over a neriod of
asnroximately £ifty yvears must be made,72

The th:ird reason is that zlt ouch many scholars admit that
there is tendunz in Acts, if they are writing on Paul, there
is =z proclivity to compare Acts only to the .nistles, However,
tiis takes no cornizance of the fact that Acts is part two of
Luke, and thus Acts has a much sreater literary affinity to
the synoptic ,ospels than it does to any of the Enistles.

It is, therefore, in li;ht of the synontics and the »roblems



therein aricing that Acts must be studied, The fact that
Luke is called an "irenic" rospel must also be intercolated
into Acts - that is, there should be tendenzen smootihing over
differences within the Church, between the Church and 2ome,
and between Christianity and Judaism, If this were done, one
would also find the general tendentiousness of Acts as a unit

that Sandmel has found,’>

The Enistles

It is not my intention in tuls section to repeat information
whic!i may be found in any basic introduction to the Lew
Testanent, Ratiur, I merely wish to point out which epistles
are accepted by which scliolars since this has a bearins on
their intecoretation of Paul., A few words of introduction may,
howevaer, be appropriate,

There are, in the New Testament, tihirtecn enistles to
whicii Paul's name is affixed plus the #pistle to the Hebrews
which Church tradition ascribes to Paul, These may be
categorized essentially as follows: nine are to specific
churches, all of wiich, with the exception of that in Rome
and that in Colossae, were founded by Paul; one each to the
omans, Galatians, Sphesians, Philippians, and Colossians and
two each to the Corintiiians and the Ihessalonians, These are
actunlly letters wich deal with specific problems which arose
in the individual churches, With the excention of {omans, which

is a detailed outline of Paul's ;ospel, these letters are in



no way representative of a systematic theologfy. Furthermore,
sincz they are w-itten in ras—onsec to nre-existing vnroblems,
the modern readcer can only speculate as to what those problems
may have been, Two of the epistles, Romans and "iphesians,
are thou ht by some scholars to have becn circulated as
encyclical letters and in the case of Zomans, with personal
notes adced later by Paul to mzke it apnlicable to the
pacticular church.74 1In addéition, four of the Esistles

are addressed to individuals: one to Philemon, one to Titus,
2né two to Timothy = the latter three being known as the
"Pastoral Eristles.”

Until the probings of medern scholarsiip, all of the
“pistles were assumed to be genuine. lowever, after the
research of F,C, Baur and the Tibingen School, this outlook
changed, Baur noticed differences in vocabulary, style, and
content which caused him to revise his previous conception,
!is conclusion was that four of the Epistles show such simi-
larities in all thre: attributes and in their frequent use of
3iblical verses, a phenomenon not characteristic of the other
Zpistles, that they must be considered genuine. These four
ver: omans, I and II Corinthians, and Galatians; the others,
Baur said, were still '"in need of examination."73

A later group of scholars, Bruno Bauwer, Rudolf Steck,
and a ¢r~oun knowvm as ta~ "Dutch School' or the "Dutch

Radicals" including Allard Pierson, '/,C, Van Manen, and



A.D. Loman, believed that all of the Zpistles werc forgeries -
created early in the second century by anti-Jewish-Christian
Gnostics, and that the historical Paul, if indecd he existed
at all, was the Paul found in the Dook of acts,

The present consensus of scholarship, Jewish and none
Jewish, is that Romans, I and 1I Corinthians, Galatians,
Philippians, I Thessalonians, and Philemon are genuine,
the Pastoral “pistles are pseudepigrachic, and about
II Thessalonians, Colossians, aad lnhesians there is division
and debate, However, this is a consensus and our Jewish
critics do not all conform,

1 - Homans, I and II Corinthians

These envistles, tlxrece of the four declared genuine by
3aur, are accepted by all of the Jewish writers on Faul with
a few minor excentions, Kaufman Kohler, as mentioned above
(see pare 55), is wont to declare single verses spurious.
For example, he so declares lomans 13:1-7 since it praises
the Gentiles as ministers of God, Kohler finds this belief
unaccentable in the "grenuine" Paul,76 The Corintidan
corresuondence noses a special problem becé&se many sciolars
consider it to be an edited compilation of as many as four
separate letters: in chronelogical order = II Corinthians 6:14-
7:1, I Corintidans, 11 Corinthians 10-13:10, II Corinthians
1-6:13, 7:2-9, 13:11-13,77  II Corinthians 6:14-7:1 is

considerad spurious by 3aeck78 as is I Corinthiians 15:23-28 =
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this latter because Basck fe:ls that "Paul's structure of
faith is contrary to eschatology"79 and that it males mno
sense in context, but rather creates a jump in thought
wriich would not occur if 15:29 were to follow 15:22,80
Kohler considers the secti ns on celibaecy in I Corinthians 7
and the passa . es concerning tlie inferiority of women, suca
as I Corinthians 14:34, to be spurious®l wiile he feels that
I Corint. ians 13, wiulle perhaps not spurious, is certainly

out of nlace betwe:n I Corinthians 12 and I Corinthians 14,82

il - Galatians

Hormally, this epistle would be consider-ed with the
above tiree = for dnetrinolorically, it is inexorably attached
to Romans, I list it separately only because Kaufman Kohler
declares it to be spurious on the basis of its being too
anti-Jewish to be a renuine Zauline writing.23 Kohler cites
for sunsort the writings of B, Baur (sic = ke means Bauer),
Steck, and lfashleis,B4 but vhereas these men deny the
authenticity of zll of the ipistles, Kohler singles out
Galatians, and their arpgunents will not susnort this action,
Sandmel alone dmenis it necessary to counter this arrument.
He savs that if Galatians is not by Paul, then the whole
enternrise of understandin: the llew Tastament must be given
up.35 3andmel's reason for saying tiis is that Galatians
is an emotional, ratlier than a rational, letter, Paul is

clearly vecy angcy - so much so, in fact, that he bocomes



veritably tongue=tied (he is dictating) and at times, unable
to maintain his train of thourht because of tie tanrents
which come into his mind, Sandmel nroperly accords the
view that Galatians is spurious to '"the £rinres of scholar-
chip"86 wyhile by otl.ec scholars, this view, perhaps even

more nronerly, is ignored,

iii « Philinpians, I Thessalonians

These two epistles we e not included amons thiose of
wiich Baur was sure, larpely from arsuments of silence; that
is, both e istlzs are lacking many of the doctrines that
appear in tie other epistles - but this is because they are
ahort answers to single questions, In addition, the Scriptures
a« never quoted in these epistles - in macked contrast to
the four major epistles, However, since the time of Baur,
sciiolarly consensus hias sihilfted to the feneral acceptance
of tiiese letters as renuine. Consequently, with three
exceptions, all of tiie Jewish scliolars 2lso accept them, Baeck
does not include them in his list of those which are definitely
semuine ,87 Gerald Friedlander, who does not t=ll us his own
position, says that th: consensus among all but the "conservative
scholars'" indicates that they ace not ienuine (Friedlander
wrote in 1912),88 and ifrnest Jacob accepts only the four major
eristles as gemuine,.89 Kaufman Kohler accepts these epistles
in general but believes that Philip-ians 3:5 is an

interpolation, for it maltes Faul too Jewish,90
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iv = Philemon, Colossians, and ohesians

These letters are bein considered toyether because as
‘nslin noints out, Colossians and ZEphesians are nearly
identical in outline, structure, and phraseology and share
Tychicus as their messenger. Onasinus, the returning runaway
slave of Philemon, is mentioned as the co-messeng :r of
Colossians.91 .

Accocding to nslin, fhilemon has been little challenged
except by the Ptbingen School and the Dutch adicals,.®2 Indeed,
tiere is little irecason to challenze it - for it contains no
doctrine at all, rather, it is 2 note to Philemon asking him,
as a personal favor, to accant the seturn of Onnsimus, his
slave, without retribution., Nevartheless, none of the early
Jewish scholars, by which I mean ev:ryone prior to Xlausner
and including Baeck, accent ‘"hilemon - no -ecasons are riven,
Klausner tacitly accents Philemon®3 whereas Flusser, 3andmel,
and Scroeps9% all enumerate it among the renuine e istles as
do Schienfield and 3chiller-3zinessy who accept all of the
Bpistles,

Colossians, on the othe:r hand, has met a ;reat deal of
registance to scholarly accentance; the primacy reasons being
that the Christolo, vy is too hirh and it contrins denunciations
against false doctrine at a time when it is assumed that
doctrine was only loosely established, Those who accept
Colossians say that it should be of no surprise that there were

ercorists and that the Christology is no hizher than in any
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of the other epistles.95 3ut of Jewish scholars, only
Schiller-3Szinessy, S3chonfield, Klausner, and apparently
Kotiler96 explicitly accept Colossians.

iphesians, although it is doctrinologically related to
Colossians, presents esven greater problems and is accepted
by even fewer writers than is Colossians. Unlike Colossians,
Ephesians reads not like a lettavr but a tract, In addition,
the author does not sezm to know the neople for wiom it
was intended, #Klausner disagrees with this objection on
tie crounds that Paul would certainly have known the Zphesians
for he had been to Zphesus several times.27 This, however,
is backward rcasoning, The guestion is not whetiier or not
2aul knew the Bphesiang, inde-d, it is quite the ooposite.

It is because it is assumed that Paul xnew the Zplesians

that the genuiness of the letter is in question. Klausner's
reasoning on this noint is quite circular: he assumes that

Paul wrote the enistle, of course Paul was in fphesus, and
therefore it is absurd to assume that the author of the epistle
did not know the people to whom he was writing.

Other objections a-e the excess and mystical importance
¢iven to the Church, thought to be neither a fully organized
body at that time nor to have becn considered a monolithic
wiwle, the fact that the epistle contains indications of later
speculations, and the style of the epistle is heavier than is
Paul's wont in the other euistles.98

Klausner answers thcse objections by saying that =phesians
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does contain genuine Pauline ideas (but that miyht well be
expected of a vost=Pauline documant), He also says that the
letter may have received an incorrect address, that it may
have been an eneyelical and when the wohesians received it,
they affixed their own name, or perhaps an older Pszul, a
nirisoner in Qome, was able to anoreciate the "apostles and
the oprophets'" (Zphesians 2:20) of the Cihmrch better than the
younger Paul.99 Klausner do:s not, at this noint, state
whether or not he accepts ‘iphesians or whether he is merely
offering alternatives to non-Pauline authorship. Indications
later in his book are, however, that hie doss indeed accept it
as renuine, No other Jewish scholars, excent aiain Schiller-
Szinessy and Schonfield, accept the Bpistle to the Zphesians
as Pauline, Sandmel and 3Schoeps both mention it as a debated

matter,

v = II Thessalonilans

The renuiness of this epistle, like that of Colossians
and Ephzsians, is a matter for deabate in scholarly circles,
Klausner mentions two of the major objections as being the
lack of warmth in this enistle as opnosed fo that found in
I Thessalonians and in this enistle, the Day of the Lord
and the coming of the Messiah are connected with the coming
of the anti-Christ whereas in I Thessalonians, the Day of the
Lord is to come '"like a thief in the night" (I Thessalonians

5:2),100 An objection which Klausner neglects to mention



is the extrome textual similarity between the two Thessalonian

enistles which leads nmany critics to b:licve that the author

of II Thessalonians copied I Thessalonians., Paul, having

just written I Thessalonians, would have had no need to

rapeat hinself to the same church. =
Klausner a:rues that Paul was not a professor of theology

or nhilosonhy and thus we should net exnect total consistency

from him, Furthermore, any man is entitled to change his mind

and it is not unlikely that Paul might have done so,l01

These a e, however, mercly coutner-aviuments, not conclusive

demonstratiouns. Nevertheless, Klausner does accept

I1 Thessalonians as yenuine, As with Colossians, the only

other Jews who accept this work as (enuine are Sc:iller-Szinessy,

Schonfield, and perhaps Kohler (see "Notes to Chapter IIY, note

#96). Sandmel and Schoeps, as with Colossians and énhesians,

both mention the accentance of this enistls as a debated matter,

vi = The Pastoral =iistles

The Pastoral #nistles, I and II Timothy and Titus, have
long been considered non-Pauline by virtually all scholars,
These epistles presume an organized Church, dealing as they
do with church or;anization and church officers, perhans,
as Sandnel claims, in order to counter Faul's doctrine of
individual frerdom w icli, in a large organization over a long
period of time, would have led to anarchy.l02 rpaclking is

the imminent exnectation of the Second Coning so orominent



in the other enistles, There is opposition to '"teachers™
of heretical doctrines which bear resemblance to second
centucy Gnostic beliefs. The wording, phraseology, and style
are radically different from those of the spistles recognized
as genuine, Uther, less certain, deficiencies are the fact
that thesc ecistles are not mentioned in Marcion's canon,
neither are they mentionad by the Church Fathers until the
beginning of the third century, they assume a theology
whereas the other enistles expound one, and, even if one
were to accept Acts, these epistles cannot be correlated with
the events in that work at all,103

Sandmel points out that these enistles could have been
oriyinal Pauline works into which internolations have be<~n
made;104 Klausner, that they were unintentionzlly altered by
later copyists.l05 Another nossibility mentioned by Klausner,
altiiouyh one which I believe to be less likely, is that these
enistles were written by a disciple of Paul 106 The rcason
this is less likely is that if the enistles are as late as
the second century, we would necessarily have to be dealing
with a second, third, or even fourth generation discinle,
and furtiermore, it requires an assunption which is unnecessary.,

We may note that with the exception of Schiller-3zinessy
and Schionfield, no Jewish writer accepts the Pastoral Epistles

as cenuine,
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Anocrvphal Aicts

There are a larie number of non-canonical books of "Acts'
of individual a»rostles - including Paul, One of the smaller
works on Paul is called the Acts of Paul and Thecla. To my
knowledge, there are no scholars who seriously consider these
works to be historically valid, but there is in the Acts of
Paul and Thecla a description of Faul which is used as valid
by Schonfield and Baeck.l07 Schoeps says that he agrezs with
Baeck that this gikon of Paul may be an attribution of the
descrintion of Socrates to Paul,108

In addition, Schionfield uses other New Testament anocrypha.
In particular, in one book, he has Peter and Paul in Rome
toretherl09 . an occurance based on the acts of Paul and Peter.
He later disavows the historical validity of this work,110

o other Jewish writer sven mentions this material.

Other Sources

The most commonly used "other source'" is the {abbinic
material found in the Mishnah, Talmud, midrashim, and Tosephta,
but unfortunately, more frequently as found in Strack-

Billerbeck's Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und

liddrasch. Some of these references are specifiec, for example,
Schoeps, agreeing with both Schonfizld and Herford, believes
that the ciaracter of sehazi in Sanhedrin 107b and Sota 47a
may refer to Paul,lll But most references to Rabbinic material

are not to specific mentions of Paul (or sunposedly specific



mentions of Paul) but to ideas.ll2 5choeps indicates that
the use of this material is tenuous at bast, but Schoeps
relies on this material more than any of the other major
Jewish scholars althourh Sclionfield,l1l3 Schiller-Szinessy,114
and Belkinll5 do the same (among non-Jewish scholars, W.D.
Daviesll6 is equally fuilty)., But the »roblem is that all
of the mate:rial was written at least a century after Paul's
lifetime and some as much as five or six centuries later,
The ability to find a tenet which Paul held in the writings
of a rabbi w.o lived five or six lundred years aftecward,
proves nothing, Rabbinic Judaism, contracy to the ovinions
of the ninetaonth century Germans, was extremely open
doctrinologically and the fact that a particular item of
thou;ht should anpear at least once is to be exnected,
But this does not indicate that t'ie particular item was
tyoical of abbinic Judaism as a whole or even that the
belief was held by anyone other than the rabbi who stated it,
Thus, recourse to the Rabbinic material is, as Scho:ps said,
tenuous at best and tho -ouyhly invalid at worst. The only
useful nethod for connecting Paul with Pharisaic-Rabbinic
Judaisn is to look for halachic overtones directly in Paul,
Otler commentators, ilausnerll? and Kolilerll8 most
notable amon; the Jews, use works of the Greek Apocrypha and
Pseudenigrasha, especizlly the Wisdom of 3nlomon and the
3ibylline Oracles, in their intern-etations of Paul, That

the ideas of the "Misdow of 3olomon appear in Paul, esnecially
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in the ©pistle to the 2omans, is rather apparent. But
whether these are mevrely parallel ideas or whether there was
direct usapge by Paul is imvossible to know, for Paul never
quotes any of this material.

Philo of Alexandria Lias also been uged by various writers
as 2 source, 3sandmel relies vecry heavily on Philo as an
analorue to Paul since, as h: believes, Philo is also 2 non=-
22bbinic Jew of the Diasnora, The theory of (erald Friedlander
and Kaufman Kohler,1l1l9 that Paul read Philo, is srobably
incorrect. It assumes that Philo's works were widely circulated =-
so widely that tlhev wers available on the other side of the
Mediterranean - and that Paul somehow manared to acauire an
anple number of them and read them, There are, however, no
reasons for assuming this., According to Sandmel, that Paul's
writings show pre-suppositions parallel to Fhilo is because
they both lived in the Greck world, but they show no evidence
at all of direct borrowing,120

Schoeps's use, with the THbinzen Schiool, of the Psecudo-
Clenentine literature is dangerous, 'This literature is quite
late and we do not know enough about it to assume that the
views and actions of 3imon Magus in the Fseudo-Clemontines
are reliable historical reflections of the views and actions
of Paul, 121

Finally, Schonfield's belief that Paul boncame an ascetic
wile a student in Jerusalem and thus made use of the mystical

n'erva aeps is but fanciful musing., No evidence whatsoever

exists for this assertion,122



Chapter III
The 1ife of Paul

It is not myv intention in this chanter to reiterate the
events of Paul's life 2s found in the Book of Acts, neither
is it to create a life of Faul based on Acts sucii as Klausner
has donel nor to create a life of Paul ostensibly based on
Acts but largely based on conjecture and fancy such as that
of Schonfield,2 Rather, I would like to bring to the fore
the few certainties of Paul's life that we know from the
Zpistles as well as some of the problems which the Epistles
leave unsolved,

The dete and place of Paul's birth is not known for certain,
It is probable, however, that he was born azbout 2 decade later
than Jesus and probably in Tarsus,® Paul t=lls us that he was
trained in "the traditions of [his] fathers"™ in which he was
"advanced ,.. beyond many of ['r.:l'.s] OWNn age among [hisa people."‘*
Whether or not Paul went to Jerusalem to study, as the Book
of Acts claims, is not known, for it depends on how one
interprets Calatians 1:17-18, 22 which says, '"mor did I
[after conversioﬁ] £o up to Jerusalem to those wlo were
acostles before me but I went away into Arabia; and again I
returned te Danascus, Thoen, after three years I went up to
Jerusalem to visit Cephas, and remained with him fiftecen days
ees ANd I was still not known by sight to the churches of

Christ in Judea.'" Those sucl: as 3andmel who deny the validity



of the Book of Acts say that this imnlies that Paul had not
bean in Jerusalem nrior to this visit to Cephas., Those such
as Klausner wic acceot Acts say that nothing of the sort is
herein implied; Paul mnipht have been in Jerusalem prior to

his visit to Damascus just as Acts claims, And as for his

not being known on sight to the c.urches in Judea, this should
not be at all strange - especially if by the statement Paul
neans those clurches outside of Jerusalem. However, a further
weakness in the acts account is that it has Paul returning
directly to Jerusalem after his conversion and omits the trip
to Arabia and the three vears in Damascus,

Yet we do know that prior to his conversion, and verhaps
even afterward, Paul considared himself a Phacisee® and that
nrior to his conversion, he was an ardent nersecutor of the
church., The nature of tiis persecution is not &nown, but it
rmust have been of sufficient maynitude for the churches in
Judea to have been aware of it.

What tien follows is the only experience of Paul upon
wiich we can place an approximate date. Somewhere in the
Diaspora, probably outside of Damascus, Paul had an experience
whlch caused him to become a member of the church he hiad been
persecuting, Bractly what this experience was in ontological,
objective terms we do not know, neither is it important; what
is important is the fact that Paul believed that he had
experienced tle isen Christ and that he had received from

tlie Christ the command to become his apostle to the Gentiles.



subenstein's analysis of this vision as Paul's conquest of

his own mortalityS is fascinating but not especially pertinent.
What is relevant in RQubenstein's analysis, however, is that

he belinves that at this roint in his career, Paul was faced
with a conflict between the "traditions of his fathers" and
his owm experience, and resolved it in favor cf his own
experience.?

llowever, to continue with our narrative: Paul then continued
into Damascus, ©Exactly what happened to Paul wiile in
Damascus, we do not know from Paul's own hand, but Paul must
have done something severe enough and noticeable enough to
cause the governor of King Aretas to try to arrest him, for
tiie next sure point in Paul's 1life shows .im escaping out a
window and over the wall in a basket,8 Jud-ing from the time
of the reigm of King Aretas, this must have harpenzd sometime
around the year 35 A.D. or no more than half a dozen years
after Jesus's death, Ve should also note that at this point,
by means unknown, there is already a functioning church in
Damascus and probably in Antioch as well.

Paul then went into Arabia (the desert, we may assume =
why, we do not %now), ceturned to Damascus, and remained there
for three vears, It is after this three year period that he
went up to Jecusalem to confer with thie other anostles, but
met only Cephas and Jemes.,

We may further assume that Paul either claimed or was

confirned in the role of apostle, but we must now determine



what was meant by the role of arostle and whether or not

there were antecedents, George Foot Moore said that "Jews

did not send out missionaries,'? but this statement is
contradicted by virtually every Jewish writer on the subject,
KlausnerlO and Koiilerll both take as axiomatic Jewish
missionary eiforts in the Diasoora, and Klausner voints to
“"Christian" efforts as well after th= stoning of Stephen,
Sandmel points out that the rabbis saw Abraham as the

paradi matic missionary and then asks rhetorically liow this
could be unless they themselves were aware of Jewish nissionaries.l2
Baeck speaks of wandering Greek theatrical troupes and
wandering Greek orators by wihich he explains the infusion of
Greek ideas into Palestine,l3 All of these provide a fertile
background a ainst which Paul might do hiis missionary work,
Furthermore, Paul himself speaks of other "a.ostles': Anollos,
Cephas when he came to Antioch, and the Judaizing elements

a, ainst which Paul constantly had to do battle.l% But there
was also another backirou-d, nointed out by both Baeck (see
above, page 12) and Sandmel,l5 which Paul, as a Jew, must have
felt - and that is Biblical prophecy. Paul was convinced

that he had seen the Tisen Christ, that h: had® had a revelation
from God, and that, therefore, as a Jew, there was but one
available cioice of action - preach, And so too did his
messay« resenble that of the Biblical nrophets. Amos, Micah,
Hosea, and Isaiah all saw a certain vacuousness in the

prevalent ralirious mode - that of the nriestly cultus, The



seople belizved that they had fulfilled tleir religious
obligations throurh the priests and the sacrifices, The
srophets told them that they were wrong, that a certain
et ic, a cartain morality, was also incumbent unon the people
of God. Paul too saw a vacuousness in the prevalaent
relirions mode of his day. lle was seeking salvation - a
state of sinlessness - and the nrevalent religious mode -
the Law of Moses - did not achieve that end; quite the
onnosite - for "the Law imparts ... consciousness of sin,'16
Thus Paul was constrained to fo out and preach that w'ich
God had revealed to him - the proper way to salvation,l7

In spite of this, Paul was not secure in his apostleship,
avery eoistle he wrote, except Philemon and 2omans, is an

arrunent zgainst a nisunderstanding of lus jospel or nore

frequently, a ainst others who were preacling a different
rosnel and chzllensing Paul's apostleship. All of the Jawish
scholars tiat deal with the matter agree that Paul's opponents
a~e Judaizing Christizns.l8 In Galatia, he was challenged
doctrinologically - the circumcisers said that Christians
must obey the Law of Moses - Paul said no, In Corinth, Paul
was attscked personally and his right to apostleship was
questioncd,

fhe nost difficult nroblem to handle, however, if indeed
it is not imodossible, is the state of Paul's Jewishness.
At least Ffour times in the Hpistles, Paul defends his Jewish

credentizls,l9 lie was a Hebrew, an Israclite, circumeised
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on the eighth day, a member of the tribe of Zenjamin (how
Paul knew tis, we do not know), and finally, according to
the Law, a Pharisee ,.. as to righteousness under the Law,
blameless,

It is the Pharisaic aspect of Paul which produces the
most problems for the critics, and is therefore handled
least adequately. Properly, most of tie weiters on Paul see
his Pharisaism in his frequent recourse to tiie 3ible. 3Sandmel,
Pubenstein, Baeck, iMontefiora, and, if one considers that the
Scriptures must constitute at least half of the twofold Law,
Rivkin20 all mention this as the one sure indication that we
liave of Paul's "Pharisaism,”™ But does it indicate that at
all, or does it merely indicate that Paul was Jewish? Indeed,
Sandmel claims no morz. Baeck has said that the one thing
that all Jews had in common was their use of the 8ible, If
we are to find some item of Paul's thou:ht that is indicative
of Pharisaiasm, we must look further than this. Rubenstein
cites Paul's belief in the resurrection of the dead as the
deternining fharisaic factor.?l Luike himsclf does the same,
Klausner looks to Paul's '"midrashic method" for indications
of Pharisaism,22 but Klausner goes too far; for he then
ascribes the same methiod to Philo, and except for Wolfson,
there are few indend who would call Philo a Rabbinic Jew,
What Klausner fails to notice is the difference in the use
of Scriptur: in Paul and Philo, Philo uses Scrinture for
allezorical purposes. He sta~ts from the verse and draws

alleiory unon it. If he then uses proof-texts, it is to



build the scheme of his allegory. ~Paul's usafe, on the other
hand, is much closer to that of the rabbis, using texts to
reconstruct a narcative and to build a sermonic point based
upon the text which may or may not be allejory. Kohler finds
traditional Jewish (that is, Pharisaic) practices in Paul's
initiation of proselytes: emphasizing the "Law of Sod,"
specifying mandatory commandments, a catalofue of =ins, and

a confession,23 Kohler does not cite his sources though,

and I am not altogether certain that these practices ecan bz
found in the Zpistles.

However, none of these critics adequately addresses the
question of Paul's Pharisaism, Rivkin, on the other hand,
does., He wisely does not claim absolute certainty about his
answer, for, he says, the sources do not tell us what we need
to know about the Pharisees., Therefore, any historical
mode:l we construct depends on hiow we conceptualize and use
the sources and may tas be totally right or totally wrong.24
2ivicin offers an exnianation of Pharisaism wiich if applied
to Paul, might explain why he persccuted the church so
vehemontly: he tells us that '"the Pharisecs ... far from
looking for the messiah and the ushering in of a terrestrial
kingdom of God, were hostile to anyone making such a claim
or proclaimin such a kingdom'" and that such messianic hope
"was limited to individual prophet-like figures, apocalypticists,
eschatologists ... who fained now more, now fewer adherents,

though never more than a tiny minority."25 If this were



indeed the case, it would be easy to understand why Paul,
if he were a Phariscee, might relentlessly persecute any such
adherants,

But what does "if Paul were a Pharisee' mean? Riviin

beliaves tiat the sine qua non of Pharisaism was belief in the

twofold Law which grants individual salvation in the form of
resurrzction, That Paul believed in the twofold Law Rivkin
derives from Galatians 1:14, "traditions of my fathers"; the
word for '"tradition" being ;7¢p121:¢5.25 This is the same

word used by Josephus in Antiquities XIII:297 and the evangelists

in Mark 7:5, 8 and Matthew 15:2 where the twofold Law is meant,
"As to the Law, a Pharisce" mcans, thereforz, that Paul,
prior to his conversion, beliceved that only through the two-
fold Law could one attain salvation., e know tliat Josephus
was a Pharisee; yet Josephus wrote in Greek, lived in the
Greck world, and was aware of Hellenism and Hellenistic
civilization. Therefore, because Paul shows an awareness of
‘ellenism, writes in fluent Greck, and lived in tiue Greek
world,27 is not sufficient cause to sortray Linm as any less
a Pharisee ti.an Josephus or any other Palestinian,28

There are, liowever, several weaknesses in this argument,
First, Paul nmay or may not have meant the twofold Law by the
word Rﬂpf§b?¢s « 2ivkin doers not address himself to the
question of a scrarate, or rather, different Hellenistic
Pharisaism or whethar or not there might have been an

independent ilellenistic Oral Tradition, He has attempted



to demonstrate Faul's thought by his use of the word "Pharisee"
rather than by trying to find out what Paul miyht have meant
by "Pharisee'" by studying Paul's thouzht. Rivkin uses Romans 7
to s 0w that Paul's '"problem" was that of a Pharisee living

in an 2lien soci:ty and thus denies any iizllenistic thourht

in Paul's writings. But there are, as we shall sce in the
next chanter of this work, a nlethora of lelienistic pre-
suppositions in raul's troucht, Rivkin misses the differences
in the definitions of "salvation'" and 'resurrection' between
Paul's thought and Rabbinic thought. Secondly, the argument
"Because Josephus = therefore Paul'" is unsound, FPaul and
Josephus were not only diffecent men writing for different
purposes, but they also had different backgrounds., Paul was

a Diasnora Jew, Josephus lived all but the last twenty vears
of his life in Palestine. Ve would therefore expect Josephus
to have Palestinian Rabbinic pre-suppositions and in fact,
would be quite surprised if he did not., Rivkin points out
that Josenhus says that only Pharisaic Judaism need be taken
suriously?? and concludes from this that any ™iellenistic
Judaisn' which may have existed was insignificant. But
Josephus is writing 2s an arologist to a Greck audience for
the Jews who have just staged a massive rebellion against
Rome, Paul is writing nothing of the sort, 2Iather, he is
answering questions or resvonding to problems that have arisen
in Christian churches. %e cannot aven use Philo, whose back-

ground was mucii closer to Paul's than that of Josephus, in



the manner of one-to-cne cor-estondence, e can, as Rivkin
himself sa2id, only look at our sources and interpret them.
But before we can compare one to another, we must evaluate
cach on its own nurit,

On the issue of Paul's Phariszism, Sandmel says that we
can arrive at two incontrovertible facts: Paul was a Jew and
he was educated in Judaism such that he surpassed his school-
nates in prowess = a fact attested to by the efiortless manner
with wiich he quotes Scripturc,30 As to Paul's asscrtion that
he is a Pharisee, we have four major nroblems: Pharisees had
diveryent views and the sources are faw,31 ",,, late Pharigaism/
rroto-2abbinism represented an imnulse which was the exact
antithesis of that of Paul,"32 we can neither ascribe Rabbinic
exeresis to Paul (since Paul's thouyht is so obviously non-
Rabbiniec) nor can we ascribs to Paul Rabbinic exegesis for
non=-"abbinic ends since this is a descrintion of the content
from the label rather than the label from the content,33 and
there is the pos:'ibility of a2 lilellenistic Pharisaism
different from that of Palestinizn Pharisaism,34 Thus the
only sizns of Pharisaism are his use of the Scriptures®> and
his apparent indifference to the Tenple - for Paul's Judaism
seens to be of the synaro ue variety ratier than that of the
Temn:le .26

However, thils view does not fully address the oroblem,
Paul's ardent oprosition to the ILaw is in itself an affirmation

that Paul, at least prior to 1is conversion, accspted certain



“Be
basic Pharisaic assumrtions.?7 A Buddhist would not feel
compelled to attack th: Law in such a manner = neitier would
a Sadducee.

If dvkin's initial a2ssumption is correct, that the sine
qua non of Pharisaism is the belief in the efficacy of the
twofold Law, then we must look in Paul for an awaveness of a
halakhic process - thereby incornorating the possibility of
an independent Hellenistice tradition,

In Zomans 7:1-3, Paul says,

"Do you not know, brethren -- for I am speak-

ing to those who know the law -- that the Law

is binding on a person only during his life?

Thus a married woman is bound by law to her

lusband as long as he lives; but if her

husband dies she is discharged from the law

concerning her husband, Accordingly, she

vill be called an adultress if she lives with

another man as lony as her husband is alive.

But if her husband dies she is frec from that

law, and if she marries another man she is

not an adultress,"
In Galatians £:14 and a ain in Romans 13:9, Paul says, '"For
the whole law is fulfilled in one word, 'You shall love your
nei, hbor as yourself!'"33 In da2fending himself against
charges of wrong-doing at Corinth, Paul tells the Corinthians
that ",.. Any charge must be sustained by two or three witnesses,'39
In speakins to the lomans about the election of Israel, Paul
says, "As regards the gfosnel, they are enemied of God, for
vour sake; but as re;ards clection they are beloved for the

sale of their forefathers, rFor the gifts and the call of

God are ircevocable,"¥0 fThis last statement being clearly
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an exanple of the concept of nyaw miar .4l This is in no
way to imply obeisance to the Law or the preachment thereof
on Paul's part. Paul preaches relentlessly for the comnlete
and thorough abrogation of the Law. 3ut these verses show
an unmistakable awareness of a halakha or nroto-halakha by
Panl and such an awareness can only be a result of Paul's
Pharisaic upbringing. But the question must then be asked,
"why, if Paul had a Pharisaic upbringing, do we not find
more coxansles of halakhic awareness andé why does his thought
appear to Le 50 consistently non-wbbinic and liellenistic and
ils lanjuaje so thorouphly oreck and unmixed with llebrew or
Aramaic phrascolory?" Vith one answer to this question we
have already dealt: there is a hiyh likelihood that there
existed in the ur:ek world a Pharisaism sepa-ate from that of
Palestine but equally committed to the concept of a twofold
Law, A more significant answer has been mentioned by Schoeps,
and that is that Paul shows Greek or Jewish trends of thoucht
denending on tie natur: of his audience,42 1In I Corinthians,
Paul hingelf tells us that the "Jews demané siyns and the
sreeks seek wisdom,"®3  But more imsortantly, Paul, in the
same ¢ istle, says,

"To the Jews I became as a Jew in order to win

Jewss to those under the Law I became as one

under the Law -- tiiough not myself being

under the Law == that I might win those under

the Law. To those outside the Law I became

as one outside the Law -- not bein® without

law toward God but being under the Law of

Christ == that I might win those outside the
Law, To the weak I became weak, that I mizht



win the weak, I have become all things to

all men, that I mi ht by all means save

some, I do it all Jor the sake of the gospel,

that I may shere in its blessings,'44
This shows itself in I Corinthians twiiere Faul uses "wisdom"
as a technical term,45 in Ephesians whece Paul addresses
himself to the mystical elements of tie church there,46 and
in his frequent use of the word "mystery" in the Qoman and
Cocinthian correscondence 47 Thus Sandmel's assertion that
"Paul was alwavs entircly earnest"48 lholds true only insofar
thst Paul believed that above all else, Christ was the Savior
and that salvation could be obtained only througch him,
Because, whether he is earnest or not, the fact is that Faul
is inconsistent.49 It is my belief (although admittedly a
conjecture which cannot be substantiated) tnat Faul was far
more aware of the mind-set of lis listeners than has been
accredited to him, and were we to have, for example, a
docunent from him addressed to an exclusively Zharisaic
audience, we would find him equally conversant in both Greek
and Pharisaic modes of thou ht,50

Thus, the question now arises, 'When we look at the

religiosity of Paul, are we indecad looking at the religiosity
of Paul or are we looking at that of his aldience?" The
probable, althou;h by no means certain, answer is both., There
are certain all-pervasive elements in Paul's thought which
arpear consistently throurhout his enistles; tihe most pro-

minent of these being the aforem ntioned bhelicsf in the
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salvation through Christ, DBut if it is the case that much
of the Pauline literaturc tells us only about his audience,
t:en to enrage in an attempt to discern tiie nature of Paul
the man as it must have been, is all but futile. All that is

left to us now is to look at Paul's thourht as we have it,



Chapter IV

glements of Paul's Thought

It is a curious £act that althourh Paul is considered the
leading apostle of Chiristianity to the ‘ontiles, the earthly
character of Jeosus avpears but once or twice in all of Paul's
epistles,l That this is so is attested to by all of the
major Jewish writers on Paul,? and tie reason, riven by both
Sandmel3 and Klausner,4 is that, as a newcomer to tle
"Christian" community, to recornize the sunrame inportance
of the ecarthly Jeasus would have becn to simmltanecusly
diminish hie own significance as an apostle, for he had probably
never sean the earthly Jesus., Thus for Paul, it was the
metapiysical exalted Christ that was of prime importance,
Hence, Paul's gospel, as far as we know, was unique in his
time and that it was legitimate cones from the fact that Paul
firnly believed that it came to him "tlirough a revelation of
Jesus Christ."> The only Pauline teachings whiich may be
ascribed to a pra=Fauline church are the knowlediye that Jesus
was crucified, t:= belief that he was raised from the dead,
thie belief that he had anpeared to several of the apostles
-- last of all to Paul,b that Jesus was opposed to divorce,?
and the practices of baptism and the Sucharist (although
these weve nrobably not of the sacramental nature to which
Paul applied th:m).2 Our task in this chanter will be to

exanine those beliefs, nractices, and pre-suppositions which
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cive Paul's teachings their uniqueness.,

The Nature of lian

"Z2or God has done what the Law, weakened by
tie flesh, could not do: sending iiis own
Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for
sin, he condemned sin in the flesh, in
order that ths just requirement of the lLaw
might be fulfilled in us who walk not
according to the flesh but accoriing to the
3pirit. For those wio live according to the
flesh set their minds on the things of the
flesh, but those who live according to the
Spirit sct their minds on the things of the
Spirit. To set the mind on the flesh is
death, but to sat the mind on the 3pirit is
life and peace., For the mind that is set on
the flesh is hostile to God; it does not
submit to God's law, indecd it cannot; and
those who are in the flesh cannot please Cod,

But you are not in the flesh, you are¢ in
the Spirit, in fact the Spirit of God dwells
in you, anyone who does not have the 3pirit
of Christ does not beslong to him,"9

Going all the way back to the time of Plato, the thought
of the Oreek world considered existence to be of two distinct
substances: £lesh and s»irit,10 Flesh is by its nature
inherently evil; spirit, inherently good. God, therefore,
and Christ as well are entirely of the spirit. Man, on the
other hand, is of both s»irit and fleshi. Being of the flesh,
man too is inherently ovil, But the spirit is always within
himll and tws man has the potential for salvation by putting
off the flesh or denying its influence and putting on or
accenting the influence of the Spirit,

Jacob, Klausner, Kohler, Montefiore, and Sandmel have all

recognized this distinction in Paul, but only Sandmel has



reco:nized it as a rostatement of Platonic dualism., Sandmel
and iohler have both pointed out that this concept is identical
to tiat found in Philo and Jacob, iontefiore, and Sandmel
have all pointed out that this view is Fundamentally
different from the Rabbinic view of man as inherently good
and frec to do good or evil and that man, although in possession
of a soul is basically a unity - that both body and soul were
given to man and both are equally culpable or praiseworthy.l2

Montefiore, althoush he is aware of this vast difference
between the Pauline and 2a2bbinic conceptions of man, is either
not aware or else does not state that the Panline conception
is essentially the Greck conception,13

Klausner, on the other hand, properly disce:ns Paul's
concept but identifies it as Jewish - in fact, Biblical. The
exanblas that he gives, however, are that of liebrew poetic
parallelism (for example: "In whose hand is the soul of
every living thing, and the spirit of 21l human flesh"
(Isaiah 57:16) - tie underlining is Klausner's).l% Klausner
says, therefore, that Paul got the idea from the Bible but
through his licllenistic upbringing, made such an extreme

dualism of it that it anproached a non-Jewish concept.l5

"eee all men, both Jews and Greeks, are under

the power of sin..."
"eee since all have sinned and f£all short of
the glory of God, tiey ae justified by His



crace as a pift, through the redemntion
which is in Clirist Jesus,.'16

"Therefore as sin cane into the world
throurh onec man Adam and death through
sin, and so death spread to all men
because all men sinned -- sin indeed was
in the world before the Law was given..."17

Since, as we have sezen, Paul considered the flesh
inherently evil, he must also have considered that man has no
altecrnative but to sin., For Paul, man indced has no choice =
for sin is not as it is in 3iblical, “abbinic, or even modern
Judaism, That is, for Paul, sin is not a simple act of
commission or omission, a transrression: a men Or 2 yER.
To sin is to "fall short of the rlorv of God." But all men
fall short of the glory of God, thus all men are sinners,
that is, it is an intrinsic part of their nature - no act is
involved,

That t is is so is understood by fow Jewish writers on
Paul, Indesd, we must susnect that this would be so for we
are now entaring areas of Paul's thought where Paunl uses the
same vocabulary as the rabbis but means something totally
different, That t:is is Paul's concept of sin is seen by
Baeck,18 jirsch, Jacob, Klausner, and Sandmel,l9

Oraetz se-med to have been aware that tiere was a difference
between Paul's concept of sin and the Rabbinie concept, but
the only indication of this is that Gractz acitnowledzes that
for Paul, sin was hereditary,.20 nubenstein adequately

defines tlie Jeuwish concept of sin, tells us that for Paul,
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Adam was the paradigmatic sinner, and then stops - giving
no exnlanation of what Paul meant by sin.2l Schonfield22
and Montefiore (in his earliest essay)23 use the Rabbinic
concept of sin as voluntary act to describe Paul. All other
Jewish writers, including lonteZiores in his later essays
and Baec!k in nost of his essays ignore the issue altogether,
thereby giving the impression that they acc not aware of
any diffecence whatsoever.

liontefiore,24 Sandmel,25 Schoeps,26 and Shalon Spiegel2?
all mention the possibility that Paul also conceived of sin
as a daemonic forcm, If this is the case, the occurence of
such doctrine is rare in Paul's reco nized renuine epistles,

One concept strikingly missing from the thought of Faul
is that of repentance., Jacob, Klausner, Montsfiore,
Rubenstein, Sandmel, and 3choeps all mention this.2?8 But
only “ubenstein and Sandmel s=2cm to be aware that the whole
concent is irrelevant for Paul - but both for different
reasons, 2ubenstein, who has taken a psychological aporoach
to Paul, says that with every act of submission, there is
also a desire to rebel, and therefore no repentance is
complately sincera; for 'mo matter lhow reprehensible the
dead, sone part of the sinner wanted to commit it,"29
Sandmel, on the otler hand, sees repentance as a complete
impossibility within Paul's '"system,”" One can renent for one's
own actions, but if sin is definzd such that it is part of

one's being, repentance can no longer be an ontion - for
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onc cannot repent for one's own being and repentance, there-
fora, serves No HUrnose.20
This established, Paul is now on the verge of hLis quest,

Mlow does man achieve a state of sinlessness?

Salvation
For Paul, therefore, the goal of man, escape, that is,

salvation, involved a change in man's state. And the question
tiat for Paul needed to be answered was, "How does man
achieve the absolute certainty of salvation?"3l

'"De you not know that zll of us w'o have been

baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into

his death?" .

"For if we have been united with him in a

death like his, we shall certainly be united

with him in a resurrszction like his."

"for he who has died is freed from sin, But

if we have died with Christ, we belicve that

we shall also live with him, For we know

that Christ, being raised from the dead, will

never die 2 _sin; death no longer has dominion

over him,"3
And thus death no longer has any dominion over the man in
Christ., This tien is Paul's definition of szlvation: by
accepting Christ (throurh baptism, which will be discussed
later), one dies to the flesh and thus to 2in, and is reborn
to the spirit in Christ - for as onz is "united with him in
a death like his" so too is onc united with him in eternal

life. How is this —oszible if the sinfulness of man is an

unatonable entity? It is umatonable Lor man., But Christ on
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tha cross was the perfectly nure sacrifice, the perfect
atonement which God accented for no reason other than grace
and which atones not for the sins of man but for the sinful-
ness of man.

Thus throupyh crace is man justified, '"To justify" is
here not as Daeck undarstood it, an act of justice performed
on man,?3 rather, it means ''to malke righteous."34 As most
Jewish scholars properly point out, "justification" is not
foryivensss on the part of God, it is complete acquital.
4nd indeed, this is what one would locically expact - for the
man wio has been reborn in Christ is, in fact, a new man,33

Another "benefit," to use Sandmel's word, of salvation
is "reconciliation." The word is not used frequently by FPaul306
and except for Kotler,37 lontefiore, and Sandmel, Jewish
scholars ignore it altojpether, Montefiore, however, snoke
of it only in lhiis first essay at which time hs did not fully
anpreciate the concept.”8 For it does not mean "to make-up"
as he implies, rather, it means that God and man become as
one substance whereas previously tiey had been estranged as
a result of man's eantivity in the flesli., A man reborn in
the s»hirit becomes one body with Deity liimself through
Christ, It is t.is reconciliation that Paul speaks of when
he says to the Galatians, "There is neither Jew nor Greek,
ther: is neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor
female; for you are all one in Christ,"39

and lastly, = sniritual man is a "son of God."40 This is
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by virtue of the fact that he is united with the Christ -
the 3on of God - and is thus one with him, = EBxactly what
Paul neans by this will be ex:lainad in the next section,
"he Christ,"4l

Up to this peint, Paul's concept of salvation is very
similar to that of the Gre.iz mystery relijions - to the
ad erents of which union with their patron fod, be he
Attis, adonis, or iiithra, also neant salvation.42 3ut Faul's
concept of salvation was more complex because it took place
in at least two steps = I say at least two for as time went
on, Paul became cver more comblex and ever more contradictory,
hence the multi-phased eschatolo;y of I Corinthians 15:25-28,
The first of these steps had already ta'::n place, the
crucifixion of Jesus Christ followad by his resurrection:
"For he says, 'At the acceptable time I have listened to you
and helped you on the dav of salwvation,' Behold, now is the
accaptable time; behold, now is the day of salvation,'43
But Paul also believed that on the "Day of the Lord," the
Chirist would return, at which time those not having been
saved would perish and those who had already been saved would
live eternally in Christ.%4 llowever, problems arose because
Paul believed that the Parousia was imminent - probably
within his owm lifetime .45 3ut after a number of years had
passed, some of the original believers began to die., lis
churcies, espccially in Thessalonica and Corinth, wanted to

mow if these wio had died were lost to salvation. To the



=03

Thessalonians he said,
"But we would not have you ignorant, brethren
concerning those who are aslenp, tiat you may
not grieve as others do who hiave no Tope,
Por since we bolieve that Jesus died and
rose again, even so, through Jasus, God will
bring with him those w'o have fallen asleep.
For this we declare to you by the word of
the Lord, that we who are alive shall not
precede those who have fallen asleep.”
But to the Corinthians, his response was much more elaborate,
He told them that when tiey had become one in Christ, they
had, in fact, already died to the flesh and had alreardy been
resurrected in the spirit, This meant that the death of
their bodies was but a more detail - a temvorary phenomenon -
for on the Day of the Lord, the day of resurrection, no one
wonld have his "f£leshly" body for '"we shall all be changed,"
for those who are alive, the "fleshly" body shall cease to
be and only tiwe spiritual body will exist., For those who
have fallen asleep, they will be alive in the spirit as in
fact they already are,47, 48
Some scholars, thercfore, have stressad a Pauline concept
of aeons which is a bit more complicated than that of the
rabbis, In Rabbinic Judaism, the primary division was between
tae awn oYIy and the Rran oY1y with some references having
tiie mrenn nd* in between, Paul, on the other hand, has the
world before the Law, the time betwecen the giving of tne Law
and the coming of Christ, tlie period betwzen the first and

sacond conings of Christ, and the period after the second

coming., JAccording to Schoeps, the é% a7cy , the last age,
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actually bejan with the first coming and only the consum=-
mation is left, Upon Christ's return, the final judgement
will take [lace and the dead will be resurrected, Thus the
period between the first and second comings is actually an
overlap between the two major acons of "this world" and
"the world to come,"49

fubenstein points out thet in I Corinthians 15:23-28, it
appears that the final ruler of the world is not Clirist but

Sod iHimself,20

The Christ

As we have already seen, the carthly life of Jesus is
basically irrelevant to the thought of Paul., The only
events in lis life that became important to Paul wer: his
atoning death on the cross and his resurrection, Thus it
was the exalted Christ ratlier than the earthly Jesus who was
paramount, but for the practical consideration of the delayed
Parousia, this meant that the death took precedence over the
resurrection,-1

The Sreek word )Q0:;T05 is an exact translation of the
llebrew word pepp ; both meaning "annointed." This in itself
should indicate sone ralationship between the two, one which
is probably pre-Pauline in nature, The question which we
must now ask then is, "Is the Jewish nyen the Pauline Christ?"
The Jewish Messiah was unquestionably a national figure.

His primary function was the restoration of the Jewish
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political stats, In addition, he was to usher in an age in
wilch sin would ceasz, the nations would be judged in
rizhteousness and the Gentiles would all look to God as their
Deity.32 ‘This was not Paul's concept. Lest he incur the
wrath of Rome, the concept of the national messiah was not
tenable. It is not, howeaver, that Paul "dispensed' with
this concept, rather, his conception of what the Christ was
to be was different, Sandmel says that "Palestinian Jews
saw in the Messiah the divine a, ent whio would help the
collective people out of their national predicament, while
Paul saw in him tne means of salvation of individuals out of
the hwman predicament."®3 And Baeck points out that in Paul,
the function of the llessiah changes from a2 horizontal one,
that is, one wiich sees the world moving from its creation
to its fulfillment, to a vertical one, that is, one which
"reconciles™ (Paul's word, not Baeck's) the world below to
the world above (meaning, the world of the flesh to the world
of the s irit).5% Thus we are now dealing with an entirely
different entity with an entirely different function from
that concept held by '"messianists'" in Palestine. We now have
a 5Eing who is, in fact, divine in his very nature, who is
an individual Savior, who is himself not a man, but a "spirit"
related to Deity iimself,

Yet in spite of this, there are some critics, most notably
Klausner, llontefiore, Rubenstein, and Schoeps, who see Jewish

overtones in Paul's Christ concept. All four men sec the
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concept of the vicarious atoning death of Christ as innately
Jowish.%5 Schoeps and Klausner both soint out that this is
essentially the idea found in Isaiah 53, where the "suffering
servant" suifers for the sins of the people.®06 In addition,
Schoeps, Spiegel, and Rubenstein (who used Schoeps's idea)
all see the story of the sacrifice of Isaac as a paradigm
for the crucifixion of Christ, the details of which will be
discussed below. llontefiore and Schoeps both sce the
crucifixion as a form of m9IB3, a form of expiation of sins.
This, however, is an impossibility within Paul's system, It
is rather an "expiation'" of sinfulness. The difference may
inde-d appear to be semantic, but it is not, Christ's death
did not atone for a man's coveting of his brother's wife,
rather, he atoned for that part of man which would make him
covet his brother's wife in the first place. That the
suffering servant motif should appear in Paul should be of
no surnrise - neither should it impinge on our lellenistic
impression of Paul, To call Paul iellenistic is not to call
iim non-Jewish, for he was in fact a Jew and used the Bible
extensively.”7

But in Paul, we have a Christ whe is something which does
not anvear within the context of Palestinian Judaism, Christ
is a pre-existent being,58 the "first born of all creation"59
who, "though he was in the form of God, did not count
equality with God as a thing to be (rasped, but emptied

himself, talking the form of a servant, being born in the
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likeness of men. And bein: found in human form he humbled
himself and became obedient unto death, even death on a cross.'60
In other words, the Christ pre-existed Jesus and became
incarnated in Jesus at his birth,61,62
But what tien is the Christ? Paul uses three terms, all

of which renresent exactly the same thing: Christ, 3Son of
God, 63 and Kq;(ﬂj or lord, It is precis:ly on this issue

hat we can sec a striking parallel to Philo of Alexandria.
Philo se:s the )5&qs as that aspect of transcendent Daity
whicii 1is perceptible to the human mind., 3So too is Paul's
Christ that part of Deity perceptible to the human mind,

This in no way makes Paul dependent on Philo as Gerald Fried-
lander sujiests. Rather, both concepts are functionally
similar to the gods of the Greek mysteries. In the Greek
mysteries, the highest goal man can attain is unity with the
deity, however to Philo and Paul, to whom this resoonse was
Jewishly unsatisfactory, it was uiion with the'l{yam of God
or with thie Christ. The )6}c¢ is not an easy entity to
describe., Sandmel uses the analogy of a nower plant and a
1ight bulb: the power plant representing God, the light bulb,
the "Ao’yos .64 (learer pechaps is the analogy of a flash-
Light held behind a large sheet and obliquely to it., What
we see on our side of the sheet is an elliptical projection
of light. We cannot tell the nature of that which is producing
the light or even tie actuzl shape of the light beam, But

we know that it is there by means of the illuminated ellipse,



But the concepts of Paul and Philo corresnond only functionally.
Philo spoke in Stoic-Pythagorean-Platonic terms, thus his
Adyos was a metaphysical abstract. Jesus, on the other hand,
was a historical fact. Thus, union with Christ lias, in the
minds of Paul's audience, much more physical reality than
union with Philo's Néyoes, thereby nlacing Paul much closer
to the mysterv rcligions than Philo.65

Somewhat different views are held by Rivkin, Scionfield,
and to some cxtent, Klausner., Schonfield believes that the
term "Christ'" means "Isracl"; that is, the Messiah is Israel
nersonified, So wien Paul sneaks of unity in Christ, he means
unity in Isra=l, and thus he is able to make Israelitzss of
the Gentiles without the Law,06 This identification simply
does not lLwld up under scrutiny, however, and Schonfield
has tie process completely backward, By saying unity in
Christ, Paul does not mean unity in Israel except in a
sunerficial scnse., In Romans 9-11, Paul defines "Isracl" as
those in Christ (instead of the other-way-around), not by
identification, but because the inheritance of Abraham is
transmitted through Christ as opnosed to transmission through
"fleshly™ descent, in the same manner that it was transmitted
thirough Isaac and not through Ishmael, through Jacob and not
through Esau.

2ivikin says that '"paradoxically," Paul's Christ is
congruent with the Pharisaic system of the twofold Law. Each

was believed by its adherents to be the c.oeation of God the



Father, each promises to deliver from sin, each offers
eternal life and resuc.-cetion for the balieving individual,
eacs preaches that reality is within, mot without, each

denies to externality the sower to cefute the cortainties

of internalized faith (underlining Wvkin's), and each says

that the Messiah will come (or come a ain) and that salvation
is at hand.®7 Thus, according to Rivkin, Paul has merely
ranlaced the twofold Law with Christ,68 The premises may be
correct as far as they go, but they do not Zo far enough to
yield the conclusion; for they deal neither with the fact that
by salvation, Paul means somctning very different from that
pronised by the twofold Law of the rabbis, nor with the fact
that the process of salvation and the function of the Christ is
very different from that of the twofold Law. The twefold Law
has its authorsihip ascribed to God, but it is neither an
offsoring nor a son of God; onn attempts to live by the
precepts of the twofold Law, union with it is never a goal,
Klausner®9 and Kohler (s=e "Notes to Chanter IV", note
#65) both claim that Paul's Christ infringes upon the unity
and divine prerogatives of God, Tils is clearly not the case;
see, for exam:le, I Corinthiansg 3:23, "... and you are Christ's
and Christ is God's," or I Corinthians 15:23, "When all
things are subjected to him, then the son himgelf will also
ba subjected to him who put all things under, that God may
be everything to everyons," wherein Christ's subordinate role

is quite avpacent. 3andnel summarizes this by saying, "It
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may appear to us that in Paul's view, Christ acts for Godj;
but in Paul's thought, God acts in Christ" (underlining
Sandmel's) .70
Another aspcct of Paul's Christology which we must
consider is that of the Second Adam:
"If, because of one man's trespass, death
reigned throuih that one man, much more will
those wo receive the abundance of grace and
the free gift of ~ighteousness rei'n in life
through the one man Jeasus Christ. Then as
one man's trespass lad to condemnation for
all men, so one man's act of righteocusness
leads to acquittal and life for all men.
For as by one man's disobedience many were
made sinners, so by one man's obedience many
will be made righteous."71
That is, just as one man, Adam, brought death and sin into
the world, his counterpart, the New Adam, the New Creation,72
Jasus Christ, brought eternzl life and an 2nd of sin into
the world,73
And finally, an aspect of Pauline Christology mentioned
by Rubenstein, 3cliwens, and Spiegel, althourh not by Paul
hinself (wiiich 3clhioeps frecly admits), is the parallel of
the sacrifice or Christ with the story of the binding of
Isaac. Schoeps believes that Paul started with a pre-supposed
Isaac, which, being a pious Jew, he must have heard in the
Rosih Hashanah liturgy,74 and built his soteriolojy around it.
The parallels and onnosites as S3chioens sees them arve as follows:
like Isaac, tihe sacrifice of Jesus was a divinely commanded

son-sacrifice, the differences being that only Clirist claimed

to be the ldessiah and one wionm God had sent and the sacrifice
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of Isaac was not consummated. Schoeps also says that in
Rabbinic thou.ht, the sacrifice of Isaac had expiatory power
just as tlhe decath of Christ had exniatory ~ower (on expiation
versus atonement, see above). Schoens also secs word
parallels between Romans 8:32 and the Sentuagint version
of Genesis 22:16. But accordin; to Schoeps, the most
siynificant difference betwesn the two motifs is the fact
that 5od interrupted Isaac's sacrifice but not Jesus's.75
Spiegel, on the other hand, sces the Aiedah merely as
analogous to the Golyotha event: as the Akedah granted merit
to Israel, so the Golgotha event ranted merit to the whole
world; as Isaac was czlled the shieep for the burnt offering,
so too was Jecsus called the Lawb. Spiezel also mentions
with Schoeps that Abrahan did not complete tihie sacrifice of

his son wiercas Cod did,76

ow not to Obtain Salvation: The Law of lloses

"Yet who know that a man is not justified by
works of the Law but through faith in Jesus
Cirist, even we have believed in Christ
Jesus 1n order to be justified by faith in
Christ, and not by works of the Law, because
by works of the Law shall no one be
justified,"

"For all those w.o rely on works of the Law
arc under a curse; for it is written,
'Cursed be everyone who does not abide by
all things written in the book of the Law
and do them (Deut. 27:26).'77 Now it is
evident that no man is justified before God
by the Law; for 'He who through faith is
rifhteous shall live' (Hab, 2:4): but the
Law does not rect on faith, for 'ile who does
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them shall live by them' (Lev, 18:5).

Christ redeemned us from the curse of the

Law, having become a curse for us - for it

is written, '"Cursed be cveryone who hangs

on a tree' (Deut, 21:23) that in Christ

Jasus the blessing of Abraham mi;iit come

ucon the Gentiles, that we might receive

the sromise of the spirit through faith.,"

"Why then the Law? It was added because of

trans;res-iong, till the offsuring should

cone to whom the promise had beon mades

and it was ordained by angels through an

intermediary. Now an intecrmediary impnliies

more than one; but God is one,"78

Thus the Law is abrogated, To Panl, it was unfulfillable

and therefore not a valid vehicle for salvation.79 For it
was not within the domain of Providence to provide man with
a means of salvation which was itself unattainable. Therefore,
the means of salvation mist be something other than the Law,
Aurtiiermore, the Law was but an inferior form of revelation;
for it was revealed not by God, but by angels and then
thcough an intermediary, Moses.20 Similarly, in Paul's
mind the Law was furthear weakened by the fact that he had had
a direct encounter with God - one later than that of loses
and therefore more valid,81

But the nroof that the Law was not the sine qua non of

~i htecusness could be found in the example of Abraham himself:

"For what does the Scripture say?

*Abraham Dbelieved God and it was rechkoned

to him as righteousnese' (Gen., 15:6). Now
to one who works, his wa‘es are not reckoned
as a [ift but as his due., And to one who
does not work but trusts Him who justifies
the ungodly, his faith is reckonad as
righteousness, "82
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And as we have already seen, "ri hteousness" or "justifica-
tion" is the same thing as salvation itself; for it is the
renoval of the human state of sinfulness. 3ut thiis state
of salvation was rockonzd to Abraham on the basis of faith
alone and prior to the giving of the Law, S5So too with
circuncision:
"He received circumcision as a sign or
szal of the rirhteousness which he had by
faith while he was still uncircumcised,
The nurovose was to make him the father of
all wio believe without being circumcised
and who thus have rightoousness reclkoned
to thena, and likewise the father of the
circumecisced who are not merely circumecised
but also follow the example of the faith
which our father Abraham had before he was
circuncised,"83
Thus as with the Law itself, circumcision cannot be an
essential matter for salvation, since Abraham was considered
rirhteous before he was circuncised,84,85
How we must ask how it is that a Pharisee and a practicing
Jew as Paul claimed to have be=n came to abrojate the entire
Law.86 Sclioeps believes tiat Paul, throuh his use of the
Saptua;int, lost the Hebrew concept of nvva through its
- ’ - - -
translation by ?csé?xg wiich does not contain the idea of
reciprocity between God and man, and thus he also lost the
corres onding concents of 9y prv® and  dawyen. Also, Paul's
concept of the Second Adam, whose sacrificial death had
the ability to ecxpiate human sin, meant that "the failure of

/
the Law of lioses cculd be compensated and wiped out by MPerdes

al - - -
xﬂcr?au,"37 But, as was explained in the last section,
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the view of Jesus's death as an exciatory sacrifice is not
sufficient to explain the fulness of Panl's thought,

Montefiore said that Jesus had pointed out thre: saort-
conings of tiose who followed the Law: putting the literal
in place of morality, self-ri hteousness or pride, and
ill-directed intellectualism, But Paul, on the other hand,
attacked Law as Law. Although Montefiore here has ignored
past scholarship by treating the synontic tradition as we
now have it as a pre-Pauline phwenomenon (3Schoens and
ubenstein are frequently guilty of the same tiing), he is
on the right track by saying that it was the very fact that
the Law is law which caused Paul to attack it.88 Part of the
reason why this is so is as we have already mentioned, the
Septuagint's translation of a%wnby ?4995 .89

This, according to Sandimel, would cause someone with
innate Greck pre-sunpositions to confuse the issue of Véﬂos
meaning  aan anﬂ.)@bos meaning polis law or imperial law:
not so much in terms of their orizin, but in terms of their
nature as law. In the Grntk world, there existed the dual
concapt of natural law versus written law., The written law
was made by the local ruler or by the yovernment in Rome.
It could be rood or it could be bad, Natural law, on the
other hand, was that ideal law (here using "ideal" in the
technical Platonic sense) by which all men ourht to live
and which the laws of all rulers ougslht to approximate., Philo

was quite aware of this sroblem, His solution was tiat the
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book of Genesis was the book of the law of nature and that
Moses, in legislating the remainder of the, Law, attempted
to approximate the lives of Abraham, Isaac, and Jaccob who
in fact had lived in accordance with natural law, Thus the
Law of lMoses was the best approximation of natural law
available in written form,90 -

Whether or not Paul was actually aware of t.is concept
is impossible to tell for sure, But there are two possible
references to natural law in the Zpistles:

"Ever since the creation of the world liis
invisible nature, namely, llis eternal power
and deity has been clearly perceived in the
things that hav: be-n made. So they [that is,
the ungodly of -rerse 1:18] are without excuse."

and

"Mhen Gentiles who do not have the Law do

by nature what the Law requires, they are

a Law to themselves, even though they do

not have the Law,"91

Rubenstein, who assumes that the svnontic tradition,

especially the Sermon on the Mount, is older than Paul,
believes that the break with the Law came not from Paul but
from Jesus himself, Foc when, in the Sermon on the Mount,
Jesus asserted his authority over the Law, and waen in
Matthew 12:8 Jesus declared that "the Son of Man is Lord of
the 3Sabbath,'" for Paul, the precedent had already been
established.92 The problem with this view is its assumption

of the primacy of the synontic gospels.

HMost Jewish scholars, however, believe that Paul used the



Law itself and its casuistic dialectic to nrove that it was
no longer valid, The only major excention to this is
Sandmel., Klausner,93 Kehler,94 and Schoeps point to

ftomans 7:1-6:

"Do you not know,brethren, for I am
specaking to those who know the Law ==

hat the Law is binding on a person only
during his life? Thus a married woman is
bound by law to her husband as long as he
lives; but if her husband dies she is
discharged from the law concerning her
husband..."

"Likewise, my brethren, you have died to

the Law through the body of Christ, so that
you may belong to another, to him who has
becn raised from the dead in order that we
may bear fruit for God, While we were
living in the flesh, our sinful passions,
aroused by the Law, were at work in our
members to bear fruit for death. But now
we are discharped from the Law, dead to that
which held us cantive, so that we serve not
under the old written code but in the new
life in the Spirit,"

to show that having 'died,' man is now dead to the Law,
Schoeps, in addition, notes that this concept appears in much
of the Rabbinic literature,®>

liowever, the Wbbinic dictum pointed to by most Jewish
scholars is found in Sanhedrin 97a (also in Jer. Megillah 704,
Abodah Zarah 9a, and Pesikta Rabbati 4a) and states that '"the
world will exist for six thousand vears: two tiousand of
chzos, two tihwusand of the Torah, l}n&] two thousand days
(years? - Hebrew - mnin?) of the Messiah." This view,
attributed by some to Baeck and by some to 3choeps, actually

originates with Graetz.26 lio one notices, however, that
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neither this statement nor anything va uely related to it is
ever mentioned by Paul himself. Indeed, although we cannot
date the statement, all of the sources are much later than
Paul, And both this idea and that listed above completely
icnore the fact that Paul considered the Law inefricacious
for salvation prior to the initial appearance of the Christ,97
furthermore, as Sandmel has said, "if the abrogation of the
Law is only a detail, only a by=product of the arrival of
the illeassianic Age, then it is not simultaneously the central
factor in the question: liow can 1 achieve nmy individual
salvation?"98

But all of these possible motives notwithstanding, the best
recason for Paul's abrocation of the Law is that given by Paul
himself. Assuming, with Baecck and Sandmel, that Paul's goal
was the certainty of salvation, then we must realize that within
the Pharisaic context, only the Law had been the acceptable
mode through whichi salvation cculd be acnieved. Paul, in
Romans 7, tells us that he had found that he could not obey
all of the procepts of the Law. Moreover, many of the precepts
of the Law had made him want to do things w ich he had not
even considered before he had heard about them in the lLaw
itself (all Jewish scholars except schoens consider lomans 7
autobiographical - 3choeps considers it to br about “veryJew).99
Thus tiere is no certainty of salvation in the Law at allj;
so too repentance - for there is no way of knowing whether

or not the repentance has been accepted, Thus the Law cannot
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be the solution.

Another question with which Jewish scholars struggle is
wny, from the standpoint of his sincerity, did Paul abrogate
te Law, And among Jewish writers, only Sandmel and Rivkin
allow unequivocally that Paul acted out of nrincirple.

Living in the Greek world, the Law was unobsecrvable, Hence,
Paul's decision to nullify - not because it was burdensome -
but because due to its unobservability, it was ineZfectual,l00
And it is logical, therefore, that the reason Paul had so
much trouble converting Jews was because of his stand on the
Law,

All other writers sece the answer in reverse, Paul,
finding himself unable to convert Jews, tried to convert the
Gentiles but found the Law an obstacle; hence he nullified
the Law and was constrained to find a rationale.lCl But this
is tantamount to calling Paul a hypocritical liar. And if
that is the assumption with which one begins, then the entire
scholarly enterprise, or any other attempt to discern truth

in the matter, is a waste of time.

The lMeciwanics of 3alvation

i - The Sacraments

It is entirely likely that t'e two practices, baptisn
and the Rucharist or fellowship meal, were found in the early
Church nrior to Paul's conversion., That these practices were

to be found in Judaism is attested to by Schoeps,102
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Klausner,103 gohler (baptism only = tie crigin of the Eucharist
is not discussed),l04 Zeitlin (baptisn only - Zeitlin is
writing about Klausner, not specifically about Paul),l105
Baeck (bapntism only),106 and Petuchowski (Zucharist only).107s108
But in Judaism, these practices wera either mere cercmonies
or, in the case of bartism, a ritual cleansing. But to Paul,
they were sacramental in nature, that is, tney effected an
actual change in the nature of the participant. Thus we must
look to the Greek mysteries where these rites are also found,
That this is so may be found in Schoeps,109 Klausner,110
Kohler,11l Dubnow,ll2 and Baeck.ll3 Sandmel believes that
the ZTucharist, as such, was ori_inal with rPaul which he
"received from the Lord" in a rcvelation,ll4

Part of what the sacrament of baptism meant to raul may
be found in Baeck who contrasts the "Jewish" meaning with
that of the Greek mysteries. In Judaism, baptism was an
intransitive act carried out by an individual upon himself;
in the Greek mysteries, it was a transitive act done to an
individual by another person. In Judaism, the function of
baptism was to cleanse the individual (either of dirt or of
his sins); in the Jrcek mysteries, the individual was trans-
formed, 1In Judaism, the act was ritualistic in nature, in
tiie Greek mysteries, sacramental. And finally, in Judaism,
the individual was a subject wio cleansed himself of pollution
whereas in the Crcek mysteries, he was an object united with

deity (underlining nine),115 In every instance, Paul's
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interpretation is congruent with that of the Greek mysteries.
But Baeck omitted one essential point which is applicable

to Paul; the baptism "is" a death and rebirth. With baptism,
an initiate dies to the flesh in the crucifixion of Christ
and upon emerging f£rom the water, he is resurrected in the
spirit, in the resurrection of Christ, and in the body of
Christ. Thus, he has in fact been transformed,

So too with the Bucharist: as Rubenstein points out,
thece is a fundamental difference in the Eucharist as practiced
by the early disciples (sources - the gospels and acts) and
as practiced by Paul (source - I Corinthians 10:16, 11:23-25),
To the early discinles, the meal was a simple bread-breaking,
a remembrance, an anticipation. For Paul, the participant
becomes one with the body of Christ;l16 as paul himself
explained:

"The cup of blessing waich we bless, is it

not a participation in the blood of Christ?

The bread which we break, is it not a

pacticipation in the body of Christ?"1l7
Although not all Jewish writers on Paul deal with the sacraments
in detail, there are among those who write on them, no
serious disagre-ments as to their meaning - only as to their

0_:].-;_ in. 118

ii = Faith

"For in Iihe ﬁospei] tlie righteousness of God
is revealed through faith for faith; as it is
written, 'He who through faith is righteous
shall live' (Hab, 2:4)."
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"The promnise made to Abrazham and his
descendants, that they should inherit the
world, did not come through the Law, but
throu_h the righteousness of faith."
(This statement, as we have already scen,
is based on Genesis 15:6).

"eee for in Christ Jesus you are all sons
of God throurh faith,"

"ees Not having a righteousness of my own,
based on Law, but that wiich is through
faith in Christ, the righteousness from
God which denends on faith;"11?

Thus faith is the basic mechanism through which sslvation
is both achieved and mzintained. But since we have scen that
otlier terms common to both Pauline and Rabbinic usage have
different meanings in each, we must ask whetlier or not the

/ .-
Pauline 7¢r7es 1is the same as the Rabbinic M3dR

Zeitlin's statement that Christianity has substituted
salvation by faith alone for the life of the commandments is

overly sim-listic,120 as is Klausner's statement that for

Paul, the "essential thing is -- faith in Christ" (underlining

Klausner's).121 For Paul, the Clrist and faith "in him"

were no mere substitutions, any more than the Law was a
substitution for the Temple sacrifices, although superficially,
bot: may appear to be functional subsitiutes., Rather, the
Christ was the culmination of God's plan, tne ultimate revel-
ation whici had yet been ravealed to man by Deity, Christ
superseded, not replaced, the old ravelation because it had
been ineffectual in aciieving the ultimate goal of salvation -

indeed, one wihich it was never designed to achieve. 3So too
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was faith "in Christ" not a mere intellectual belief,122
And the term "faith in Christ'" should more roperly be
recslaced with "faith in the saving death and resurrection
of Christ."

As the explanations of Zeitlin and Klausner are inadequate,
so are those of Baeck and Kohler condescending. Two statements
from "Romantic Relizion'" suamarize Bacck's view of Pauline
faith:

"fhat everytiing represents is not a creation
of God and not an cternal moral order, but a
process of salvation ... There is no other
word but the definite word 'myth,' romantic
rmyth, to characterize this form of faith."

"Paul sees everything ... in the 'phantastic
form,'" and therzfore, his concept of the
border line between "annearance and reality"
disappears or is fuzzy at best, "Thus he
lives in the bevond which transcends all
things ... where only faith can reach and
only miracles can take place, Therefore
faith is evecything to him ... la foi pour
la foi,.'"123

Kohler calls Paul's faith blind and artificial, a condemnation
of all human wisdom, reason, and common sense, an opcning of
the door to mysticism and superstition.l124 It is unfortunate
that on this point, the weakest in Paul's "system," these
writers have chosen to attack Paul rather than discern what

he meant, Yet in one sense, Koller and Ba;:i are corrects

to our "enlightencd" nineteenth and twentieth century ninds,
Paul's system of faith providcs mo more certainty of salvation

than does the Law of Moses. Not for noucht did Kirkegaard

so namaz his "leap of faith,” and as he said, sooner or later,
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in any religious system dealin; with a transcendent deity,
that leap must be made.

Schoeps and Montefiore both point to Paul's dichotony
between "works" and "faith.," Both show that it is not a
true dichotomy at all: lontefiore saying that Paul himself
at times recognizes the efficacy of works in the final
Judzement,125 and Schoeps saying that Paul at times treats
faith as though it were itself a "work."126 And bhoth
Montefiore and Sclioeps see Paul's 0{Frgs as somethiing other
than Biblical a3w®. Schoeps indiecates that "faith is not
trust in the Bibliecal God but is faith in the sacrsl event
of the Christ-soteriology, wihich he assesses as a saving
disposition of God."127 4nd although in all of his earlier
essays on Paul, Montefiore confuses tie words "faith" and
"belie£,"128 in an essay written muc. later, he says that
"Rabbinie emunah, widich we translate *'faith' like the usase
of the same word in the Bible, means not so much 'belief' as
'trust,' It is in some respects na-rower that Pauline pistis;
in some respects wider,'129

It is at this point that w2 are finally approaching
something of an understanding of what Paultmeant by ﬂf}rcs <
For it is indced a combination . "belief," "trust," and
total reliance and subjuration. To have faith in the atoning
power of the death of Christ is to give oneself up totally
to that power and to understand that for oue in Clhirist, there

is nothing but Christ,
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The Zleection of Israel

One thing upon which most Jewish scholars are agreed,
Paul never considered lhimself anyt ding but a true Jew,130 But
it is quite appacent Zrom Paul's e istles, and especially the
section from Romans 9-11, that Paul Jidé wnot consider those who
celled themselves Jews to be the true inheritors of the
promise of Abrahamj; but that this distinction extists is not
tliz fault of Paul, ratlher, it is the blindness of those of
the sced of Abrahiam zccording to th: £lesh which prevents
them from realizing that the Christ is the Savior of mankind,131
The election of Isracl has not been abrogated,l32 rather, the
nature of what is meant by Israsl has changed,

Klausner says of Paul that "he always saw C.-istienity
according to hils own conception of it, namely, that it was the

true Judaism; and hs considered that he was bringing the

Gentiles into Judaism, and not taling the Jews out of Judaism

at all" (undeclining Klausner's).l33 3ut Peul did not wish

to abandon the conecept of the election of Israel and thecefore,
rather than do so, he altered the concept.l3% Faul stacted
with tlie realization that thes »nromise made to Abraham was not
handed down through all of his sons. Ishmael was specifically
disinherited, and Isaac, the sccond son, was named the heir,

30 too with Isaac's sons: Tsau, the eldest, was disinherited
and the lin: of succession passed to Jacob., Also, the prophets
mention that in the last days, there would be but a remnant

of Israel left. Thus it was apparent to Paul that a
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solection process was continually in progress with God

holding the prerogative to clivose whomever He wished to be

the inheritors of the initial promise, In revealing liimself
through Christ, He had revealzd a New Israel, an Israel of

the Spirit as opposed to tie Israel of the flesh., 'Membership"
in the Isracl of the Spirit was thus now opened to the Gentiles
and also to those Jews who were in tha Spirit, that is, who

had accepted Christ. OBut what of tlhe remainder of tie Jews?
Was all hope lost for them? No. Like Pharaoh, their hearts

1 -

had been hardenzd by God in order that the Gentiles mi/  ht be
sumnoned and that Isracl (of the £lesh) mif ht become jealous
of them, When all of the Gentiles were brou ht into Christ,
then the hearts of the Jeows would be softened, they would be
brou; ht into Christ too, and the Parousia would occur, Thus,
at the present time, vis-3-vis the proclamation of the lessiah,
the Jews are despised of God, but vis-2-vis their original
election, they have mnyax niay 135

on this matter, it is also important to note that in
spite of all of Paul's bitter attacks against the Law, ho
nev.:s attacks Judaisnm per se and only ouce attacks Jews as
a corporate entity,l36

liany writers, therefore, see in Paul's concept of Israel
and in his de-nationalization of the concept of the Messiah,
a new universalism onposed to the narticularist nationalism
of Palestinian Judaism, Scliocens se~s this as the predominant

hrust of Lellenistic Jewish evangelism,l137 and Kohler
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defincs it as an attempt to "break down the partition wall
between Jew and Gentile,"138,139 g3andmel, on the other hand,
disagrees, He says that Paul is not universalistic at all.
Rather, he has merely substituted a Cnristian particularism
for tue Palestinian-Jewisin one, 3ut Sandmel has also set
forth two further problems w ich others have neither recognized
nor solved. First, there is the possibility that Jewish
ethnocentricity did not exist at all = rather, it is a
counter-position to "Christian univarsalism" perceived by
tie ninetecenth century analysts. And secondly, it is quite
nrobable that we dc not adequately understand first century

ethnocentricity,140

Ethics

When discussing Paul's, or for that matter, anyone else's,
"ethics," one must bear in mind the distinction betwecn
ethical pre-suppositions and ethical systems., Frequently,
in the case of Paul, scholars speak of one or the other,
rarely both, calling both "ethics,'" and acrrive at widely
divergent conclusions because they arce not referring to the
same entity.l41

Sandmel and Klausner both find that Paul's ethical
pre-suprositions are thoroughly Jewish. He is opposed to
idolatry, sexual licentiousness, covetousness, and other
taboos that one finds in the Scrintures, Klausner also finds

some Stoic overtones as well as influence from the "Oriental
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mystery religions" in Paul's lists of houseiiold virtues and
duties. But these are minor comnared to the over-=all Jewish
tenor of Faul's ethical thought,142

lowever, we do not find in Paul the systematized kind
of ethics that onc finds in the Stoic literature: there is
no mention at all of tie virtu:s or the passions. But necither
is there a "system" such as we f£ind in Judaism, one
re;ulated by the Law and ons in which the ethical »recepts
are believed to come from God. Beoth Raeclk and Schoeps have
said that Paul put both ritual and etiical Law on the same
level (Sclioeps saying that the transformation of the Torah
into a mere ethical code originates in the 3eotuagzint itself
and therefore '"must have been a2 special characteristic of
Hellenistic Judaism") and thus to dispense with one was to
dispense with the other, 143

Indeed, Paul's abrogation of the Law has caused Zrnest
Jacob and Baeck to say that Paul had no ethies, that it
has bLeen replaced by faith and that faith is the antitlesis
to etiics. 144 3ut although Paul abandoned the Law as a
means to salvation, even a quick perusal of Romans 12=15:13
and I Corinthians 5-8 will show thiat Paul has not abandoned
his ethical sense.

Sinee Paul has no cthical system, his ethics has been
called "interim ethics," that is, designed to exist only
for the brief period between the first and second comings

of Christ.145 3But this lack of a system created serious
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problems for Paul, Paul's whole thought is based on one
central problem, "How can one be certain of achieving
salvation?" with its two corellaries, "salvation is
achieving a state of sinlessness" and "the Law does not
achieve salvation." When he preached, he apparently was able
to pass on only the solution to the problem, not the inner=-
felt tension that preceded the solution. Thus his audiences,
especially in Corinth and .phesus (if ¥phnsians is indeed by
Paul), upon hearing that the Law was not valid, and not
appreciating the difference betwecen The Law and law, felt
free to act as they pl:ased. Paul, on the other hand,
believed that tliose who sincerely accepted Christ, would not
or could not possibly violate the ethical precopts of the
Law, le feolt merely that the Law was not necessary to
naintain them, rather, what was nceded was "love," As
Montefiore, using "sin'" with its Jewish meaning of "transgress,"
so well phrased it, "The man who really knew the right could
not chioose to do wrong, said Socrates; the man wio really

believed in Christ could not desire sin, said Paul,'146



Chanter V

analysis and Conclusions

The rurpose of scholarship, at least as I understand it,
iz to attempt to discern and present an objective and
urbiased picture of "The Truth." It is an unfortunate fact,
however, that in religious scholarship in particular, the
results often come far short of the rozl. In Christian
scholarship esvecially, Judaism has often becn nictured as
the weaker sister, a "lower" form of religious experience,

a ricid, legalistic system, devoid of warmth and out of
touch with the needs of the psople. And, as if this were
not enough, lurking in the background of much of the early
scholarship is the accusation of deicide,

Thus a Jew, such as Claude lMontefiore, entering the
realm of Christian scholarship required a creat d=al of
coura e and resiliency. All too often, Claude G. lontefiore
has been attacked by Jews as an apologist. DBut this shows an
insensitivity to the fact that he was a man treading on
virgin, hostile ground. Montefiore wrote three essays
directly on the subject of Paul and alélethora of essays on
Christianity and Hellenistic Judaism in general, His writings
slhiow him to have been an exceedingly modest man who claimed
that he himself was not a scholar, Whether he was or was
not will depend on the reader's definition of scholarship,

but we must not expect in liontefiore the exactitude or pedantry
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which is characteristic of the German scholarship of the
period.

In uis essays, Montefiore attempted to defend Judaism
a_ainst the attacks of the nineteenth century German scholars
and arainst the attacks cf Paul himself. In many essays, he
was also asking the question, "What can we, as Liberal Jews,
learn from ...?" and inserting in the ellipsis whatever the
toric of the escsay happenced to be.

To accomplish his goal of defending Judaism, he attempted
to prove that the Judaism whiclhi Paul attacked was neither the
abbinic Judaism of two or three centuries after Paul's time
nor its descendant, the Judaism of today.l As we have secen,
his solution was to shiow that eitlier Paul thorou-hly
misunderstood the Judaism of his day or, as was more likely,
the Judaism of Paul was something radically different from
Rabbinic Judaism. The deficiency of Montefiore's writings
is that having determined that Paul was not 2 “Zabbinic Jew
(which is all that we learn from him, it was not his wont to
then desciibe Paul's Judaism in detail), he then attacks
Paul's Judaism with the same virulence and in the same
derogatory tones as the detractors orf Zabbinie Judaism used
in their own attacks. 3Sandmel has said that Montefiore
iinored Christian scholarship on both the reliability of Acts
and on the question of the rapid Hellenization of Christianity.2
Both of these statements are true, but neither was within

Montefiore's nrovince. The latter was irrelevant to Monte-

L
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fiorc's goal - he simply did not care., The former would

have been counterproductive. Montefiore was aware of
Christian scholarship on Acts and did mention it. But
although he himself did not actually use the Book of Acts as
a reliable source, he did not attack the picture of Paul
nortrayed tiaerein on the basis of unreliability of the source.
I belicve that as a Jew, he would have felt that discarding
Acts would have weakened his case before a Christian
audicnce: the book was not his to discard., Therefore, though
he drew his conclusions f£rom the E-nistles, he would not open
a direct attack on Acts.

The significance of Montefiore, however, was not in his
conclusions., His deference to other scholars, particularly
Loisy, indicates that the conclusions were not unique,
Rather, Montefiore broke the ground for other Jews to follow,
For without him, Jews might have had to wait another half
century before entercing the fisld of Christian scholarsaip,3

In 1905, Kaufman Kohler wrote nis article, "Saul of

rarsus," for the Jewish ilncycloredia , si;nificant for the

breadth of his audience. It is to Kohler's credit that he
was able to deal with as much of Paul's thougiht as he did
within the small space of an encyclopedia article; a cursory
chieck of the references in this essay will impress upon the
reader the scope of Kohler's work. But Kohler also faced
the same problems as did Montefiore: the attacks on Judaism

made by both the nineteenth century scholars and Paul himself.
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Kohler's responsc became a polemic and his scholarship
hereby deteriorated, Kohler had formed an image in his
mind as to what Paul must have be:n like, then he proceceded
to identify as spurious all of the material that did not
fit that image. He became so extreme on sonec issues, such
as the fenuineness of Galatians, that he an roached what
Sandmel refer -2d to as the "“fringes of sclholarship,' His
condescension and ar-ogance cloud the reader's path to
understanding, Panl is the avostle not to the Centiles, but
to the heathen, salvation is secured by '"some arbitrary act
of divine g?ace,"4 the biographical details of Paul's life
"form the subject for much dispute among Christians, but are
of no apecial interest for Jewish recaders ..."5 At times,
Kohler entered the rcalm of the ludicrous; he combines
Galatians 3:28 (wherc Paul says that in Christ there is
neither male nor female) with Galatians 5:12 (where Paul
expresses his hope that those of the circumcision party who
trouble tlw ualatians would castrate themselves) to concoct
tho conclusion that Paul advocated eunuchism,0

e article is useful in that it is another example of
how Jews cracted to the pressure put upon them by Christian
scholarship. But for the thought of Paul of Tarsus, it is
beztter left unrcad,

Krister 3tendahl, in his intr-oduction to the Schocken

anthology, '"Th: Pha:rise:s" and Other Essays, said that "Leo

Baeck was lookin; for the essence of things."7 That is one



way of phrasing it, But the fact is that Bacck too felt the
sane pressures from Christian scholarship that lontefiore and
Kohler f2lt, and he spent the first part of his scholarly
life (at least in the realm of Christian sciolarship)

answering larnack's Das Vesen des Christenthums. '"Judaism in

the Church,” "Two World Vizws Compared,' and "Romantic Religion"
arc all polemical to some degrec, "Romantic Religion' being
the most extreme. Baeck's hypothesis in this latter essay
is that Christianity is a romantic religion as op-osad to
Judaism which is a classical religion, He then s»ends the
remainder of the essay demonstrating the superiority of
classical religion over romantic relijion. But during this
period of his 1life, his view of PFaul is quite interesting
and, 1 believe, more accurate than what it was to become,
In essence, it may be reduced to a mathematical equation of
the type £(x,y) = z where £ is the function performing on
¥ and y to produce z, 3ubstituting the givens for the
variables, we have:
Paul(liellenism, Judaism) = Christianity

In other words, Faul acted on both Hellenism and Judaism such
that, by bridgring the gap betwecn the two, he produced a
synthesis, Christianity, w.ich was neithar but related to both,

Later in life, however, specifically in the 1952 essay,
"The Faith of Paul,'" Bacck changed his views completely - a
fact also mentioncd by Stendahl.® 1In this essay, llellenisnm

has all but disappeared from the character of Paul, excepting,
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of course, those concepts such as the sacraments where it is
unmistakable. In fact, this trend becomes stronger within
the essay itself, such that by the time Bacck reaches the
conclusion, the only difference between Paul and any other
Polestinian Jew is the quustion of whether or not the
Messiah and the kingdom of God had actually arrived.? OQur
equation still nolds but the effects of the x_(Hellenism)
upon the 2z (Christianity) become minuscule.

It should also be noted that in "Tha Faith of Paul,"
Baczck basically iimores Christian scholarship on most of the
issues at hand., He adnits, for example, that most scholars
consider Acts to be unreliable (a change from liontefiore's
time), but the conception of Paul which he has in this essay
can be darived only from Acts.

Klausner too is heavily denendent upon the Book of Acts,
But Klausnec is the only Jew besides 3andmel who deals with
the problem., Klausner's solutions are interesting because

hey are so contradictory. By the time Klausner wrote, the
influence of the ninetecnth century scholars was beginning
to diminish, as can be sezn in the writings of George Foot
Moor:, Correspondingly, the reaction of Jewish scholarship
to tnat influence was also be: inning to diminish, as can be
gseen in Klausner. 3Sut Klausner is still somewhat defensive -
for every chapter but one in tihe seventh book of his From

Jesus to Faul ends with the question, "How could a Jew believe

something like that?" or a reasonable facsimile therzof.



Klausner, howcver, seems to ba a victim of the authority
of the text. By this I mean that by virtue of a2 text's being
written word, it has already acquircd some semblance of
authority for him, 2eitlin, in a review of Klausner's

Jesus of Nazareth in "Studies in Chiristianity'" in the Jewish

Quarterly iteview, had the same complaint. Therr he says that

Ilausner yives the ovninions of other scholars and s-: ns to
agrec with all of them,10 In Pauline studies, t is text-
uthority has taken the form of accepting botlh the Paul of
Acts and the Paul of the Hoistles, Klausner gfives a Hortrayal
of Paul based on the Book of Acts., He also prasents a
relatively accurate Paul based on the Zpistles (in fact, he
and Sandmel, who are quite far apart on the issuc of Acts, are
£requently in a reement on the deotails of Paul's thought),
Vhat he does not se:, howzver, is that he has portray=d two
entirely different men: the Paul of Acts being a distinctly
Palestinian Jew and the Paul of the Zpistles being a
distinctly Hellenistic Jew, Perhaps Klausner doecs not sece

th= problem becausz he is detecrmined to make a Palestinian
Jaw of Paul, Almost all of the ideas found in the Epistles
are, according to Klausner, ultimately of Jewish origin,

He maies the same statement about Philo. Klausner does not
scem to anpraciate the fact that ideas do not exist in
isolation and that one must expect to £ind some intellectual
and cultural overlap between two cultures liwving in proximity.

Klausne:= also scemns to believe that an idea is Jewich simply



because he says it is.

But Klausner's book too has its siynificance; for as
Montefiore paved the way in nglish, so did Klausner pave
the way in liebrew, And having made an appearance in liebrew,
Christian studic:s now became available to a wider portion of

he Jewish population,

Another Jewish writer on Paul who reliss very heavily
on Acts is Mugh Schonfield, S3chonfield, however, goes far
beyond the limits of any other Jewish scholar on Paul, in
fact, beyond the limits of what most crities would call
scholarship. He accepts all of the material as genuine:
Acts, all of the @pistles (including the Pastorals), the
apocryphal Acts, and all nossible refersnces in the Rabbinie
literature whic: might have some reference to the thourht of
Paul., However, even with all of this information, there are
caps in the 1ife of Paul, for he never left us an autobio-
traphy., But this is of little concern to Schonfield; he fills
in the gans with information of his own. If a translatiom
contradicts lis position, he makes up his own, and some of
his translations are completely ecronecus, I liken Schonfield's
approach to a _/elatin mold with £ruit in it. Insida the mold
there are peaclies, bears, cherries, and grapes, none of them
related in any way except that they are fruit, and the only
thing wiich binds them together is the gelatin.ll So too

with Sconfield's Jew of Tarsus; there are scattered pieces

of information, some of w ich are wrong, some of which are
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unrelated, and all of which are bound togethoer only by the

extraordinary mass of gelatin created by Schonfield, In a

review of Sclionfizld's Jew of Tarsus, Kennsath W, Clark has

pointed out that althou h sSchonfield recogmizes the influences
of esoteric Judaism, esoteric Pharisaism, and apocalypticism
on Paul, liz dozs not recognize the influence of iellenistie
Judaism, So too did Clark noint out that Schonfield's
hyopothesis,that Paul thought that he was the Messiah, is
absurd (se: "Notes to Chapter III", note #17).12

Hans Joachim Schoeps takes an approach to Paul which is
much closer to that of the earlier Christian schola-ship than
that of his Jewish predecessors. Scioeps, using the full
camut of Jawish sources as well as the full body of earlier
scholarly literature, attempts to find not so much the nature
of Paul's thought, but its origins. Schoeps proposes to
pursue lontefiora's direction, but by a'better method." He
will investigate the known Hellenistic sources: Philo and the
Septuagint, and the apocalypntic literature and then attribute
that which he does not find in either to lellenistic Pharisaism,
He will then comoare the Hellenistic Pharisaism to Rabbinism
to sce how much of Paul's thourht is evident in Rabbinic
Judaism and thus how nuc: of a (abbinic Jew Paul himself was,
But in this last step, Schoeps makes several crucial errors.
The first of thesz, poeintad out in a ceviaw of the book by
Jakob J. FPetuchowslki, is that "much of 3choeps's evidence

rests on the assumption that rvabbinic material, found in
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written form at a later time, was already extant orally

in the days of Paul., To a certain degree such an assumption
is justified, but one must proceed on it with a caution which
is not always exercised in tuis book,"13 This lack of
caution 1is a result of the misuse of Strack-Billerbeck,

in which tue Rabbinic material is listed topiecally. Thus
Schoeps secms to have no concept of general trends in Rabbinie
Judaism, This causes him to take any saying £rom any rabbi
at any time in history and if it corresponds with any idea
found in Paul to say, '"You sea, Paul's thou ht can be found
in Rabbinic Judaism,"14 yhat this does not account for is
that whicii I have already mentioned in this essay - that
Rabbinic Judaism was actually wverv broad and very open; and
that to find a particular idea at some time and some place

in its history is not to be thourht of as unusual,

Another error in Sclioeps's thiouznt is the seemingly
pre-conceived notion that Paul was a Rabbinic Jew and that
his (that is, 3choeps's) task, rather than to discover
whether or net Paul was in fact such a Jew, is to prove that
in fact he was., Thus Schoeps finds that none of the ideas
in Paul acre non=Jewish with the exception of the concept of
a 3on of God, or as Petuchowski phrases it, a (od-man inter=-
mediary,l5 Thus where Paul deviated from Judaism was not in
his ideas, but in his reconstruction of them,

The final o»roblem in Schioeps is his carelessness with

the sources. He never discusses the nroblems facing the
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student wihen using the Book of Acts (sce Chapter II above).
He is likewise carcless in his use of the Pscudo-Clementine
literature and "oral tradition,"

However, if we should extract the poste-Pauline material

from Schoeps's work, we would be left with an excellent

collection of the sources, and by then aprlying Schoeps's
intended mathod, we might indead have a better understanding
of the origins of Paul's thought,

But that which was missing from the Jewish scholarship
on Paul was a perspective of Paul's thought such as Paul
himself micht have understood it, This is Sandmal's contribu-
tion to the literature. Sandmel belicves that one must
understand Paul as Paul probably understood himself prier
to determining the ocipins or dissecting the minutiae of
Paul's thought., To do tiis, Sandmel has made extsnsive use
of his earlier studies on Philo, not as Friedlander did,
saying that Paul himself used Philo, nor even that Paul was
aware that Philo existed, but rather, to see what pre=
suppositions could be found in the thinking of another Jew
living in the Hellenistic world., What Sandmel found was
that the religious pre-suppositions of Philo wers strikingly
similar to those of Par. - although their solutions to the
"relipgious questions" of the time ware very diffarent, Wwith
that understanding, 3andmel was then able to stand back far
enough to get an over-all perspective of Paul's thou:ht and

then focus on the details to determine what they meant in
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view of the whiole, In this approach he is unique = at least
among Jews in the field of Pauline stadies (Riviin uses a
similar aporoach to all of Jewish history = the difference
being thiat since his scone is larger, Uviin cannot then
raturn to as many details), This too may be represented

by a mathematical analogy, Prior to Sandmel, scholars
approached Paul using the ceonecpt of a summation, -3 ; as

the area under a mathematical curve was determined by adding
up the arecas of a number of rectangles inscribed in the

curve, so too was ti:e scholarship a summation of the various
points of Paul's thought., But, as with the curve, certain
portions are left out, with the scholarship, certain points
a-e missed, ‘lowever, with Newton and Liebniz, this form of
subdivision was no longer necessary because a single operation,
inte;~ation,-j-, could now be performed and one could more
accurately determine the antire area. So too is Sandmel's
method an integration of the wlole, But once he has integrated
that whole, he is then able to break it apart to look at the
details.

I believe, however, that there ace overstatemcents in
Sandnel, !le may have so comitted himself to the concept of
2 Hellenistic Paul that he misses cartain points which we
might otherwisce call Fharisaic or Rabbinic: Paul's method of
exegesis, for example, So too must he cxplain away Paul's
use of Passover symbolism iﬁ I Corinthians 5:7.10 Also

missing is an adequate explanation of Paul's Phar-isaism,
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3ut these noints tend to be minor comcared to the inte_ rated
vhole.

If Sandmel attempts to sez Paul as Paul might have seen
himself a.ainst his own background, Rubeustein attempts to
sec Paul as Paul's subconscious (or his psyclioanalyst) would
have scen him, 'The problem is that Paul has been d=ad for
nearly two thousand years and lived in a vastly different
cultural milieu., Psychoanalysis is difficult when the patient
is present for fifty minutes a weck Ior five or ten years.
One would think that given the circumstances, the task of
psychoanalyzing Paul would be imnossible,

But Rubenstein makes no claim of objectivity. To the

contrary, he says that "Yone arrcives at a point at which one

recornizes that cach scholar prasents '.is own FPaul" (undec-

lining Rubenstein's).l7 .and Rubenstein says that he is going
to present rFaul as Faul appears to him. This sounds very
innocent and straight-forward on the surface, but the result
is that Rubenstein reconctructs Paul on the basis of his own
nsyecliolorical understanding of himself and as attempting

to overconme the same problems, Thus he is creating an
existzntial or plienomenological Paul, This might perhaps be
valid if we w:re dealing with an entity such as "Q." VWhether
""" existed or not is irrelevant - the fact is that we have
no '"." Therefore, it can be defined as anything we choose,
like "tuose logia common to lMatthew and Luke but not found in

tlark." 3ut Paul, on the other hand, did exist - he was real,
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flesh and blood - an ontological, not a phenomenological
entity. The phenomenolojyical FPaul, therafore, may or may not
reflect the historical Paul.

Rubenstein's case m ght have been better made had he gone
one step less. A psychiatrist affiliated with the Hebrew
Union College, Dr, VWalter Stone, told me once that he believed
that fairy tales and myths persisted because they in some
way celate to basic human psychological concerns, If, as
{lubenstein says, Paul was operating on the most basic level
of the human subconscicus, then this above statement might
explain the persistence of Pauline Christianity.

There are, tc be sure, other Jewish writers on Paul,
Their works are not massive, usuzlly an article or a refarence
in a work dealing with the Jewish history of the period,

At times, congregational Reform rabbis have written papers
analyzing Paul in the light of their own religious experiences.
Neither time nor space permit a detailed comment on each work,
Some have appeared in the body of the thesis; some, such as
the works of Hyman G. Snelow and Beryl D, Cohon have not.

But one thing is indced common to all of those authors not
mentioned above in this chapter = all except £llis Rivkin

raly upon the lhistorical accuracy of the Book of Acts. It

is also common to almost 21l of them that their purpose is not
a discernment of the truth, but a defense of Judaism from

the attacks of Paul, Indicative of this perhaps is the fact

that by far, the largest body of literature written by Jews
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on Paul is that written on Paul's attitude toward the Law.
It is also an unfortunate chacacteristic of these writings
that so many of them ignore all of the Christian literature
that has been written on the subject.

We must now ask th: direction in wihich Jewish scholarship
on Paul should go. We have essentially three solutions
open to us: the apologetic-polemic of Baeck, the padantry
of 3choens, or that of wider understanding but less pedantry
of Sandmel and lMontefiore., The first alternative, I believe
and hope, has finally becn abandoned, The choice between the
last two depends on how one views the scholarly enterprise,

But it should be our belief that the only utility in that

enterprise is the broadening of our human insights.



Notes to Chapter 1

1This and all other statements in this work apuly only to
those langua es enumeratcsd in the thesis proposal: “nglish,
french, and tebrew. Oractz's History of the Jews, for
example, was first publishad in German iIn 1375,

27or example: "They [?aul's Darenté] no doubt, had him taught
Bible at five ycars of a.e, the Mishnah at ten, and the
Talmud at fifteen.*" *"This is no anachronism, as both
Mishnah and Talmud thou: h not in concrete form, were several
hundred years anterior to the rise of Christianity (under=
Iining mine)., Hillel brought from Babvlon Mishnivyoth (sic):
the Sopherim even earlier than he composed Mishniyyoth, of
which traces are still left.," 3.M. Schiller-Szinessy,
"St. Paul from a Jewish Point of View," The Txpositor
Iv (1886): 326,

?30lomon Schechter, "[keview oﬁ] Schiller-3zinecssy, 'St., Paul
from a Jewish Point of View,'" Jewish Chronicle (lovember
19, 1886): 14. Schechter accuses Sciilller-3zinessy of giving,
not a Jewish point of view, but a Jew's voint of view and
of conveying the attitude of "Judaisme, c'est moi.," Schechter
also points out that Schiller-Szinessy never deals with
questions of pertinence and interest like '"Is Acts reliable
history?" and "Are scholars of one oninion on these matters?"

4501 omon Schechter, Aspects of Rabbinic Theolory (New York:
3chocken Books), p. 18. Schechter found that "either the
theoloy of the Rabbis must be wrong, its conception of God
debasing, its leading motives materialistic and coarse, and
its teaching lacking in enthusiasm and spirituality, or the
Apostle to the Gentiles is quite unintelligible,"

“See Note #1 above,

Gyalter Jacob, ""Claude G, Montefiore's Reapnraisal of
Christianity," Judaism (Summer, 1970): 342, Jacob wavers

betw:-n praise for and condescension toward Montefiore., But

he dows noint out that "Jews contimied to view his efforts

with suspicion as he was teoe much an apologete for Christianity."

70ne may note that in the interim, M. Friedl¥nder published
an article entitled "The 'Pauline' Baancipation from the law:
a Product of the Pre-Christian Diaspora' in the 1902 edition
of the Jewish Quarterly Review (Vol. 14), Kaufman XKohler
publishied his "3Saul of Tarsus'" in the Jewish Sncyclopedia
(1905), and Gerald Priedlander published his Hellenism
and Chrigtianity in 1912, 3But at this point It becomes
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impractical to deal with avery published.acticlz in the
above manner,

83a0ck's later essay, "The Faith of Paul" (19:2), is of a
comsletely different tenor from his earlier works., This
is actually somewhat £rightening becausa it makes one

realize that if one ware to apply modern form criticism
tu these essay's of Baeck's, one could make an eXcellent
case for the existence of two Leo 3accks or of a Leo Baeck
and a pseudo-Leo Baeck, A

¢ . ; -
)Jacob, Tdontefiore's Reappraisal,' p. 342,

10:1arford also wrot: a book in 1912 entitled pPharisaisnm:
its Aims and its Metheds, but I am unfamiliar with that work,

115amucl Sandm=l, The First Christian Century in Judaism and
Christianity, p. 00, sSandmel says that ''since lloora's
time, tliere has been a considerable effort [Fo be fair
to Judaism), and considerable attainment, especially in
America and 3ritain but there is still a great distance
to £0 a8 &

23olomon Zeitlin, "A leview of Klausner! s utbiun 19 een
Jewish ¢ iuartuﬂly teview 31 (1940-1941): hlis must refer
to modern Jewish scholarship, for it ce talnly ewcludns
1w» nyTvan .

13“andﬂol First Christian Centu Pe 197 note #1, On this
matter, %andnfl says of—hlmseffz "It is likely that, had
there not been Klausner, 1 nysnlf would prebably not lhave
had the horizons throurh which to enter the field.™

140ri;inally published in German as Pauluss: Dic Theologie
des Apostels im Liclite der jHidischen Reli lonspeschichte
(fUbinzen: J.C.B. lohr 1959),

130 de rogatory connotation is hereby intended., Rubenstein's
asproach is psycholorical-existential, and as such, does not
correspond with the "nmormative' sciolarly approach,

165amuel Sandnmel, "Judaism, Jesus, and Paul: Some Problems
of Method in 3cholar1y %eseacch,™ Vancerbilt Studies in
the Humanities 1 (1951): 241

17500 zllis ?ivkin, The Shaping of Jewish listory, Chapter III.

We do not know for certain the oriyins of Pharisaism. We

do know that they wer: well enough sstablished by the time

of John iyrcanus I for him to have broken with them (Josephus,

Antiquitics of the Jews XIII, 10, 6).
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18g0c Victor Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the
Jews (New York: Atheneum, s PP. - note 3
Tcherikover cites an article by Rosenthal in the American
Jewish Annual, Vols. X-XI (1949), p. 319ff. enumerating
the various estimates,

19¢nile Bréhier, Les Idées Philosophiques et Relipieuses
de Philon d'Alexandrie (Paris: IEErar{e Alphonse ricard &

Fils, 1908).

20Harry Austryn Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious
Philosoghx in Judaism, QEE%stZan@Egi and Islam !C&Eﬁridge,
88,3 rva versity ss, 1 -
21ljans Joachim Schoeps, Paul: The Theology of the Apostle
in the Light of Jewish Religious History, pP. 45.

22¢1aude G. Montefiore, '"Rabbinic Judaism and the Epistles
of St. Paul," Jewish Quarterly Review 13 (1901): 165-167.

231bid.

243amuel Sandmel, "Paul Reconsidered,'" in Two Living Traditions:
Essays on Religion and the Bible, p. 210; idem, First
Christian Century; idem, The Genius of Paul,

25Richard Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 3.

26philippians 3:5, In Galatians 1:14 he says ".,. zealous
was I for the traditions of my fathers."

27¢laude G. Montefiore, Judaism and St. Paul: Two Essays.
Montefiore uses the dates 30-50 to approximate the active
apostleship of Paul,

28Ibid., pPp. 14-17. See also Sandmel, First Christian Century,

29Montefiure, Judaism and St, Paul, p. 15,

50'I‘his is Ernst Lohmeyer. But from which of Lohmeyer's works
these phrases are taken, Schoeps does not say.

31Schoeps, Paul, pp. 37-38,
32pivkin, The Shaping of Jewish History, pp. 77-78.

53Gr8nbech, Paulus, Jesu Christi Apostel (Copenhagen, 1940),
p. 18; cf. Schoeps, Paul, p. 3B.

54Schoe.pa, Paul, p. 40,
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35That is, "The Faith of Paul." As I stated earlier, Baeck's
views about Paul in this essay (1952) are almost completely
opposite those of his earlier essays - particularly on
this point of background.

3630seph Klausner, From Jesus to Paul,

371,0 Baeck, "The Faith of Paul" in Judaism and Christianity,
pPp. 153-154,

381bid., p. 142,

39K1&usner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 482. "There is nothing in
Paul that 1s not grounded in the Old Testament, the

Apocryphal and Pseudepigraphic literature, or the Tannaitic
ngerature of his time" (underlining Klausner's),

4olbid..PP- 179-198, Klausner believes that Philo attempted
to blend Greek paganism with Judaism and emphasized the
Judaism - for all of Philo's philosophic ideas, be they
3toic, Pythagorean, or Platonic, find their ultimate roots
in Judaisn,
Ibid., p. 443, Similarly, Klausner admits that Paul is "a
Jew of the Diaspora, a Jew from a2 Hellenized city, a Jew
speaking and writing Greek, a Jew influenced by a Greek
environment and a Greek atmosphere...'" but at the same time
attempts to build a case for a Paul who was a Palestinian
Jew who had gone astray and as such showed influences of
the Hellenistic world in which he lived. He tells us, in
fact, that Paul despised Greek learning. See also Ib{d.,
T’Po 450-466.

4llbid., p. 186-187. Klausner says that )cycs is the
equivalent of the Zabbinic =pxp or *9pn.

421pid., p. 458.
7
Ibld. L] pp - 463-"6a -

441bid., p. 466. See also pp. 482-485.

4sﬂugh Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, On p. viii, Schonfield
tells the reader that the background ajainst which he will
write is "Jewish." This work, I believe, is closer to the
genre of a novel than to that of a scholarly work, but it
should be mentioned as the work of a Jew writing on Paul.

46:11is Rivkin, "Prolegomenon," pp. LV-LVI.
47Schoeps, Paul,pp. 25-26,
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48gaufman Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," Jewish Encyclopedia, p. 85a.

49Montefiore, Judaism and St. Paul, p. 30,

501bid., p. 68.
sllbid.' p. 88.

52Ibid., p. 18, Montefiore also says that at least three
Tactors must partially come from non-Jewish stimuli: Paul's
universalism, his Christology, and his mysticism. Ibid.,
pp. 82-83, Schoeps says that Montefiore 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's| teaching about the Law,
his neglect of the certainty of the repentance and forgive-
ness of the Jews, his mystical doctrine of the Savior, his
strong interest in the mission to the heathen and the
universalism of his doctrine of salvation offered equally
to Jews and Gentiles, his antithesis of works and faith,
the anthropological dualism implied in the contrast between
Avenuse and v4 5 " Schoeps, Paul, pp. 25-26.

53Montefiore, Judaism and St., Paul, p. 81.

54M. Friedlinder, "The 'Pauline' “mancipation from the Law:
a Product of the Pre-Christian Diaspora,'" Jewish Quarterly
Review 14 (1902): 265.

531bid., pp. 269-270.

%61bid., p. 280.

57grwin R. Goodenough, By Light, Light: The Mystic Cospel of
Hellenistic Judaism (New Haven: Yale University ss, 5),
pp' 1-16’ !35"53:.

5BSandme1, The First Christian Century, p. 17.

593andmel, "Judaism, Jesus, and Paul," p., 236,
6OSchoe.pa, Paul, p. 28.

61Ibid., footnote #3. 1 believe that this is a poor translation
and that that of the Revised Standard Version, "If anyone
stirs up strife, it is not from Me; who ever stirs up
strife with you, shall fall because of you,'" is better.
However, note that Kittel says that this verse may be corrupt.
It is aiso nossible that the problem is not from Schoeps,
but from Knight translating from the German,
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621pid.
631bid., pp. 28-29,

64Ibid., P. 29. Schoeps gives other examples but space
pronibits listing them all., See pp. 27-32,

65Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 162,

66100 Baeck, "On Greek and Jewish Preaching,” in "The Pharisees"

and Other Essays,p. 114,

673andmel, The First Christian Century, p. 111.

68Schoepa, Paul, p. 33.

69Ginzberg, Louis, The Leiends of the Jews (Philadelphia:
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1968), Vol. V, p., viii,
cf. Sandnmel, "Judaism, Jesus, and Paul," p, 237 and Samuel

Sandnel, Philo'a Place in Judaism: A Study of Conceptions

of Abraham in Jewish Literature (New York: Ktav, 15315, Pe ke
7°K1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 204. Klausner, who does

not use Philo 1n the same manner as the othiers, says that

"Chrigtians'" borrowed Philo's method of Biblical allegory.

However, it is probably more correct to say that both used
the same form of allegory.

715choeps, Paul, pp. 33-34, This is an extrapolation on my
part, What 3choeps says is that it is "hardly possible to
establish securely any influence on Paul of the neoplatinist
philosophy as Philo expounded or rather distorted it,"

7zsandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 114, See also idem. "Greeks,
Jews, and Christians," in Oraduate Comment 4:4 (1961), p. 7.
"Barly Christianity, especially that Christianity represented
by Paul, was a blend, as was Philo, of Judaism and Gre=zk
philosophy and the thought patterns fram Greek religion."

73K1ausner is not alone in this. Also Kaufman Kohler and the
English scholar C.H, Dodd believe that Paul used the
Wisdom of Solomon for Tlomans at least.

743choeps, Paul, p. 43,

751bid., p. 20.

76u_ .. I want you to understand this mystery...'" (Romans 11:25)
and others like it. See also lomans 16:25-26, I Corinthians
15:51-52, and Colossians 4:3 (if genuine - this will be
discussed later). In I Corinthians 1:21.22, 2:1 note the
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use of the word "wisdom" and in Colossians 4:3, the use of
7‘0]::. -

773andmel, Philo's Place in Judaism, p. 6.

7asandme1, "Judaism, Jesus, and Paul," pp. 238-239,
793andmel, The First Christian Century, p. 131.

8OSandmel, "Judaism, Jesus, and Paul,'" pp. 238-239,

Bluontefiore, Judaism and St. Paul, pp. 115-116.

32Koh1er, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 79b.
835imon Dubnow, BY%1y by *»° *a1, Vol. 2, p. 289,

8“Sam:lma:l,, The Genius of Paul, Chanters VI & VII. Sandmel's
views on the pre-Pauline period of Christianity are quite
unique, In a nutshell, he says that the entire body of
post-Pauline Christian literature which we have available
(which, excepting Paul's epistles, is everything, that is,
we have no pre-Pauline literature), was an effort by the
Church to neutralize the unmanageable effects of Paul's
teachings. Thus, although a Jewis!. Ciwistianity must have
existed prior to Paul's appearance on the scene, we know
nothing about it. And the "Petrine" or Jewish Curistianity
taken as axiomatic since the writings of F.C. Baur and the
THbingen School in the middle of the ninetesnth century,
was the major element of this neutralizing attempt of the
Church's, and as it is portrayed to us, it did not exist,

BsBaeck, "The Faith of Paul," p. 145, This is a supposition
on Baeck's part. In all of Paul's enistles, there is re-
course to the earthly life of Jesus only once or twice:

Paul borrows from Jesus his beliefs on divorce and he claims
that he received the sacrament of the Rucharist "from the

Lord" (I Corinthians 11:23) but the exact meaning of this
latter is open to question.

861bid. Baeck adds: [by the Romané] "for having been hailed
King of the Jews." This is a clear case of editorializing.

871bid. Baeck attributes all of these views to the early
Christians. But he is rather ambiguous as to how much of
tnis was directly assimilated by Paul.

88K].ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 440.

891eipoldt, J., Jesus und Paulus - Jesus oder Paulus? (Leipzig,
1936), p. 70. cf. Schoeps, Paul, p. 43.




=141-

9°Schoeps, Paul, pp. 45-46.

lrhat is, only Schoeps considers Paul's eschatolozy
prevalent enouzh in his thought to warrant an '"approach"
via that means.

923andmel, "Judaism, Jesus, and Paul," pp. 235-236.

93Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 19.

94Schoeps, Paul, p. 47.

95;922;

961bid., pp. 47-48.

97gandnel, The First Christian Century, p. 177.

98The 2entateuch was certainly fixed at this time and Paul
quotes frecly from it, althouzh his quotes indicate that
he was using the Septuagint and probably quoting from
memory. The Prophets were probably also well established,
although with the excention of Isaiah, Paul relies less
heavily on these 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 Qumran documents can s2rve as any indication, there
were psalms in use which do not exist in our canon. Paul
quotes freely from the Psalter. However, from other books
of The Writings, Paul quotes rarely: once from Proverbs
(Romans 12:20), twice from Job (Romans 11:35, I Corinthians
5:19), and never from any of the "scrolls," Daniel, %zra,
Nehemiah, or the books of Chronicles,

99gssenism was a great scholarly catch-all for unidentifiable
doctrines and sources. See Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 85a
where Kohler says that Paul relied upon Essene teachings.
Similarly, attempts have been made to link both Jesus and
John the Baptist with the Essenes.

100Ga1 atians 1:14,

101ppi1ippians 3:5 - Kaufman Kohler handles the problem
quite simply - Galatians is a forgery and Philippians 3:5
is an interpolation into a genuine epistle. This dispenses
with the problem but neither view is generally accepted
and it serves little purpose other than to exslain the
issue away.

102¢) aude G. Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul,”
Jewish Quarterly Review 6 (1894);: 430,




1031n philo, the oneness of God is represented by "¢ by "
"The Zxistant," not ' Eéos ," which Philo treats as but an
aspect or attribute of ~c¢r .

104ga. Dubnow, p%)y oy *n* 737 , P. 239;_Klausner,
From Jesus to'PE&ileﬁf-ﬁBT=ﬁ70; Montefiore, "First
Impressions of Paul," pp. 430-431; and Rubenstein, My
Brother Paul, pp. 14, 68.

10550¢ Sandmel, First Christian Century, p. 131 and Rubenstein,
My Brother Paul, p. 23.

1°5Rubenstein, gg Brother Paul, pp. 23, 45, In addition,
Rubenstein adds, "In addition to Paul's yearning for
immortality, he shared with his fellow Jews a certain
tendency to rationalizz suffering as an emblem of God's
distinctive favor." Rubenstein's basic assertion is that
the Jews as a nation were collective masociists and in
Paul, this tendency was particularly manifest,

1075ee Sandmel, The First Christian Century, p. 131; Baeck
"On Greek and Jewish Preaching,"” p. (sec z2bove p. 22
and "Notes to Chanter I", note #66), and Rubenstein,
My Brother Paul, p. 171. Rubenstein adds, "The goal of
God, man, and the world in both Judaism and Pauline
Christianity may be the restoration of the primordial
undifferentiated unity out of which all threec have arisen."
Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 86b. Kohler adds yet another
common aspect of the :eligiosity of Paul and the rabbis:
"Paul made Jewish holiness his watchword,' but quite
frankly, I have not the vaguest idea what he means by that,

1035, Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 8la and Sandmel, The
Genius of Paul, p. 22,




Notes to Chapter 11

licts 7:58.

2pcts 8:1 -- Kohler's assertion that Saul was charged with
Stephen's murder by the Sanhedrin is totally unfounded.
Kaufman Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus,' Jewish Encyclopedia, p. 81b.

SActs 8:3,

“acts 9:2.

Shcts 934,

Sacts 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 'pistles.

Tacts 11:19.

8acts 11:25,

9Acts 13:9.

104cts 15:1-3.

1lpcts 15:4-5.

12pcts 15:6-11.

134cts 15:12-21,

lapcts 15:22-34,

15Morton Scott Enslin, The Literature of the Christian Move-
ment (Part III of Christian Beginnings), D. 410.

16303eph Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, o. 217,

17pcts 16:37. In Acts, Paul will make this claim twice more:
Acts 22:26, 18, He never makes this claim in the Epistles.

181 realize that Acts, at this point, does not specifically
mention the preaching to the Gentiles as the reason for the
Jews' anger at Paul, But in the four chapters cited, it is
only after he has converted Gentiles that the Jews' ire is
aroused., We will find this issue arising again where this
area 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 reason that the Jews are angered by Paul's
admission of Gentiles is his refusal to order them to be
circumcised and to make the Law of Moses incumbent upon
them. See both Acts 15 and Acts 21,

19acts 18:18,

20pcts 18:22.

21pcts 18:24. The New Oxford Annotated Bible comments:
"An Alexandrian well versed i1n Scriptures would probably
interpret them allegorically." The New Oxford Annotated
Bible, Revised Standard Version (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1973), p. 1346,

22)cts 19:8.

23pcts 20:16. Note that here and in Acts 20:6 Paul adjusted
his itinerary to conform with the Jewish ceremonial calendar.

24p0ts 20:21, As I have alrcady stated, repentance is one
of the primary Jewish concepts missing in the Ppistles.

25Acta 21:21,

26pcts 21:39, The New Oxford Annotated Bible says, ''probably
Aramic (sic),™ p. 1351.

27 pcts 22:3.

28BActs 22:16. Note here the meaning of baptism, This will
become more significant later.

291n Acts, each time Paul tells the story of his conversion,
the tale becomes more 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.

30pcts 22:30.

3lpcts 24327,

32)cts 28:30-31.

33Romans 15:24,28.

34
See Samuel Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 143-144,

35Hugh Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 152. Schonfield
claims that Galatians tells of 2 private meeting between
Paul and Peter, James, and John whereas Acts tells of
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the Council, prior to which the decision had already been
made .

3'ssamdmcl,, The Genius of Paul, p. 145,

37Klausner, From Jesus to Faul, p. 224,

38konhler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 82a,

3gHans Joachim Schoeps, Paul: The Theoloyy of the Apostle
in the Light of Jewish Religious History, p. 64.

401bid., p. 63.

410 a comvlete discussion of all of the above, see Sandmel,
The Genius of Pﬂulg PP« 1&4-154.

42Ibid., pp. 141-144, Also, on the final point, see Claude G,
Hontefiore, "Jewish Conceptions of Ciuristianity," The Hibbert
Journal 28 (1929-1930): 249,

l‘sschoeps, Paul, p. 263,
aaxlauaner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 212-214,

45Ibid., p. 214, Klausner contradicts himself as to the
authorship of Acts. Klausner believes that Luke wrote
the wiole book (Ibid., p. 217) and that Luke was Paul's
physician., But Paul probably died sometime arourd 64 A.D,
(although admittedly, this is conjecture), and Klausner says
that Acts was not completed until 95-100 A.D. (p. 214).
However, he also says that Luke wrote Acts but dies before
it was finished and that it was then edited and published
by someone else (Ibid., p. 231). This last statement is
pure conjecture on Klausner's part; there is no evidence
whatsoever for tihis assertion.

461bid,, pp. 216-218,

471bid., p. 221.

481bid., p. 222.

agﬁxcept for the belief that Luke was a Greck and used Josephus,
for which there is scholarly consensus, everything that
Klausner has written about the person of Luke is either
conjecture and supposition or based on material not accepted
as reliable.

50Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 228,




511bid., p. 232.
523andmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 155,

531bid., pp. 13, 156, 187, 205,
541bid., p. 156,
55Montefiore, "Jewish Conceptions of Christianity," p. 249;

idem., Judaism and St. Paul: Two Fssays, pp. 19, 90.
Montefitre says that at the time of Eic writing, it was
very much in vogue 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 lolsy, avers that
many of the details of Paul's life as found in Acts,
especially tnose portions about Gamaliel, are quite suspect
(Judaism and St. Paul, p. 90).

56pavid Flusser, "Paul of Tarsus," Zncyclopaedia Judaica, p. 190.
Flusser properly describes the status of the Epistles as
to which are accepted as genuine by a consensus of scholars
(see next section)and which are not, but he does not
question the validity of Acts or mention that others have
done so.

57Heinrich Graetz, History of the Jews, Vol, 1I, pp. 219-232,
Graetz does not deal with the problem at all, His writing,
however, indicates an unquestioned acceptance of Acts as
historical,

58Ernest Jacob, "Paul," Universal Jewish Encyclopedia, p. 415b,

59gric Werner, "'If I Speak in the Tongues of Men...' St.
Paul's Attitude to Music," American Musicological Society
Journal 13:1-3 (1960): 18-23, Verner 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 article, like that
of Graetz, indicates his acceptance of the historicity of Acts.

605.M, Schiller-Szinessy, "St. Paul from a Jewish Point of
View," The Exvositor, IV (1886): 326 note #4, Schiller-
Szinessy accepts Acts and the Pauline authorship of all
thirteen epistlzss, the a-guments against which "are so weak
as to require no refutation" and avers that Hebrews, which
inunto itself does not claim Pauline authorship, but has
had this authorsiip ascribed to it by Church tradition,
was written by Paul in Aramaic, Schechter's attack on
Schiller-Szinessy's failure to deal with this problem is
taus well-founded (See '"Notes to Chapter I', note #3).




-147-

613ichard Rubenstein, Brother Paul, p. 38. Rubenstein's
accentance of Acts is tacit,

62jgh Sconfield, The Histogé of Jewish Christianity from

the First to the ntie n ; idem, The Jew of Tarsus,
At one point, Schonti=ld says tﬁgt hz accepts the "we-
passages' as istorical and genuine but further states that
they were written by a Jew and not by Luke (Jew of Tarsus,
DPP. 166-167). There is, of course, no basis for this view.
Later, however, Schonfield expresses 1is complete reliance
on Acts (Jew of Tarsus, p. 246),

631e0 Baeck, "The Faith of Paul," in Judaism and Christianity,
P. 142, 1In this essay, Baeck acknowledges that Acts 1is
indeed a secondacy source which "are (sic) of some hzlp,
but only when their information is confirmed by the letters."
However, the essay itself creates a picture of Paul which
is in fact dependent on Acts. In the write-up of the
lecture on which this essay is based (Leo Baeck, "Paul of
Tarsus," Synago Review XIVI (1952): 323-325), Baeck
speaks of events in Paul's life which are found only in
Acts (for example, his going to Jerusalem as a young man
and his study with Rabban Gamaliel), But for reason which
space and time do not permit me to discuss fully, I do not
believe that this write-up was done by Baeck himself, for
it contains items which are quite contradictory to other
items mentioned by Baeck and in places give the impression
that the author does not understand what he is writing.

645amuel Belkin, "The Problem of Paul's Background," The
Journal of Biblical Literature 54 (1935): 41, 45, Belkin
:cEﬁowIeagea Mproblems"” with Acts and then proceeds to use
t.

653akob J. Petuchowski, "Paul and Jewish Theology: A New View
of the Christian Apostle," Commentacy 28 (1959): 231-236.
This work is a rcview of Sclioeps's %gul, but in his prefatory
remarks, Petuchowski tells us that Acts is unreliable (p. 232)
but also that Paul was reportedly a student of Rabban
Gamaliel and that there is ''reason to believe that Paul,
in his personal practice, remained an observant Jew to the
end of his life'(p. 231).

66$ee Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 86a-b. Kohler accepts de facto

those parts of Acts which he does not claim are spurious.

67Schoeps, Paul, p. 51, I find these statoments to be

contradictory. How can something be tendentious and a
later accretion although possibly based upon historical
incidents and yet be "indispensigie" for the reconstruction
of Paul's life?



681bid., p. 263.

691bid., p. 273. This statement rcfers to scholarship which
i non-escihatological in its view of Paul, But it is
equally applicable to the non-eschatological Paul of Acts,

705ee Ibid., p. 24: "Paul according to his own statement
reproduced in Acts 23:6 (u:derlining mine - remember, Schoeps
has said that the speeches of Paul in Acts do not enter into
the question of authentic testimony) came from a family of
Pharisees.,." (It is the words "family of" which cannot
be authenticated).

71gec Ibid., pp. 51-53.

723y analogy, consider the legends that have grown up in
the United States about George Washington or Abraham Lincoln,

733andmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 148,

74 samel Sandmel, A Jewish Understanding of the New Testament,
pp. 90-91, and Enslin, Literature of %ﬁe Christian Move-
ment, p. 295,

73et. Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 237,

76kohler, "Saul of Tarsus,” p. 86a-b,
773andnel, A Jewish Understanding, p. 84.

78Bgeck, "The Faith of Paul," p. 140.

791bid., p. 152 note #26. What Baeck means by this I am not
sure, for the statement is clearly absurd, =Tschatology is
as we shall see, crucial to Paul's thought. What Baeck may
mean is the structured eschatology outlined in these verses,

801bid., This does not necessarily indicate interpolation.
Paul dictated his epistles and therefore, frequangki went
off on tangents, sometimes, as in this case, returning to
his original subject and sometimes, as is frequently the
case in Galatians, not,

alxohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 86a-b.

821bid, But see above, note #80,

841bid,, p. 82a.
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855andmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 145-146.

861bid,
87Baeck, "The Faith of Paul,"” p. 140
88Gerald Friedlander, Hellenism and Christianity, pp. 86-87.

8% rnest Jacob, "Paul," p. 415b,

90kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 82a.

91znslin, Literature of ths Christian Movement, p. 283.
921bid,, p. 287

93K1&usner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 577.

9“F1uaser, "Paul of Tarsus," p. 190; Sandmel, The Genius of
Paul, p. 4; Schoeps, Paul, p. 51.

95sandmel, A Jewish Understanding, pp. 94-95.

96Koh1er, ""Saul of Tarsus,” p. 79a. Kohler says that Galatians
Ephesians, I, II Timothy, Titus, "and others" (underlining
minz) are spurious., What "and others”" means is ambiguous,

97K1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 242,

98K1ausncr, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 242-244; Sandmel, A Jewish
Understanding, pp. 94-95.

99Kklausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 242-244.

1001hid,, pp. 237-238,

1005514,

10255, samuel Sandmel, The First Christian Century in Judaism
and Christianity, pp. 205-207 note #22; idem, ¥EE Genius
of Paul, pters VI-VII (also p. 118); idem,"The Pastoral

Epistles," Salt 4:4 (Vinter, 1967): 3-4; and Klausner,
From Jesus to Paul, p. 245,

1ossandmel, "The Pastoral Epistles," pp. 3-4; Klausner,
From Jesus to Paul, pp. 244-251,

1OQSandmel, "The Pastoral Epistles," p. 4.

1°5Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 251,
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1061hi4,

1073aeck, "The Faith of Paul," pp. 139-140; Schonfield,
The Jew of Tarsus, p. 32.

1OBSc‘.loepa, Paul, p. 52, This, however, is not what Baeck
said, Baeck said that the oddness motif in desceriptions
of Socrates may have bzen borrowed by the author of Paul
and Thecla for nis description of Paul, Sec Baeck,
"The Faith of Paul," p. 140,

1093chonfield, The History of Jewish Christianity, p. 45.

11°Schonfield! The Jew of Tarsus, Book 2, Chapter 10; idem,
Saints Acainst Gaesar, p. 121.

1113choeps, Paul, p. 53.

11240 exception to this is an article by Harris Hirschberg
in whiich he attempts to decipher many allusions to Paul in
the Talmud. Many of his allusions are extremely far-fetched
and many are pointed out as alluding to Simon i‘a: us,
This article is not used by any of the later writers on Paul,
Harris Hirschberg, "Allusions to the Apostle Paul in the
Talmud," Journal of Biblical Literature 62 (1943): 73-87.

1135chonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 27ff. Schonfield uses
Talmudic, midraslic, and lishnaic quotes to describe even
the Judaisn of Tarsus.

1143chiller-Szinessy, "St. Paul from a Jewish Point of View."

1153e1kin, "The Problem of Paul's Background," p. 41 note #1,
"1f, therefore, wz find ideas in Rabbinical writings of the
second or third century agrecing with Pauline ideas, weo
may unhesitatingly assert that these doctrines were in
existence in Habbiniec circles in St, Paul's time, and that
they have not founrd their way into Rabbinism throuzh the
teaching of St. Paul.” This is a statement by Thackeray
in The "elation of St. Paul to Contemporary Jewish Thou%%t,
pPp. 25-26, which Belkin says that he agrees with, us
Belkin feels that he may draw on first and second century
Tannaitic scurces with impunity. What neither Thackeray
nor Belkin consider is the possibility of parallel influences
or independent thought. Two or three hundred years is a
long time when speaking of ideas. Thacheray's statement
is not necessarily so (although I agree thatsimply because
ideas are found in common, we cannct assume that the rabbis
got them from Paul),

116Davies, W.D., Paul and Rlabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic
ilements in Pauline Theology (London: S.P.C,.K., 1948).
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117Klausner, From Jesus to Fzul, pp. 135, 176-178.

113Koh1er, "Saul of Tarsus,'" p. 79a.

119priedlander, Hellenism and Christianity, p. 85; Kohler,
"Saul of Tarsus,”" p. /9a.

120pnmi1 S. Hirsch, a rabbi in Chicago in the latter part of
the nineteenth century, said that Paul was aware of
Alexandrian antecedents. I am not altogether certain as
to what he means. ©“mil G. Hirsch, "Paul the Apostle,"
Chicaj’o, 189-, p. 4.

1215choeps, Paul, p. 53.
1223chonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 202, _




Notes to Chapter I1I

1joseph Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 303-432,

21mch Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus. To the best of my
knowledge, these are the only Jews wiio have attempted this.
I have not read a work by Scholem Asch entitled The Avostle,
which I presume is about Paul (from a reference in a review
of Schonfield's The Jew of Tarsus (Kenneth ', Clark, 'Review
of Hugh SchonfieId, The Jew of Tarsus," The Crozer (uarterly
26 (1949): 83-84)). Asch, however, consldered his work a
novel, not an attempt to portray the truth,

3This is from Acts but we have no reason to believe otherwise.
The important point being that it was outside of Palestine.

4Galatians 1:14.
Sphilippians 3:5.

6pichard ubenstein, My Brother Paul, pp. 34, 47-53.

71bid., p. 6.
811 Corinthians 11:32-33,

9George Foot Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the
Christian Era: The Afc of the Tannaim (New York: Schocken
Books, 1971), Vol. I, p. 324. cf. Samuel Sancmel, The First
Christian Century in Judaism and Christianity, p. 50 note #48.
(note: Sandmel lists the reference as p. , but I believe
that he is using the original Harvard University Press edition).

10Klausner, From Jesus to Faul, pp. 287-300.

llgohler,"Saul of Tarsus," Jewish Encyclopedia, p. 80b.

125, muel Sandmel, Philo's Place in Judaism: A Study of
Conceptions of Abraham in Jewish Literature, (New York: Ktav,
1971), p. 85.

13L-e.o Baeck, "On Creek and Jewish Preaching" in '""The Pharisees"

and Other Essays, p. 115,

l41ans Joachim Sci:oeps, Jewish Christianity: Fractional
Disputes in the farly Church, p. 47. Onhe problem not
discussed in the body of my essay is that of the terms
"disciple" and "apostle."” Mark and Matthew both call Jesus's
orizinal followers disciples. Luke, on the other hand,
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calls them apostles, and disciples is a term almost
synonymous with '"followers.'" Paul himself obviously
considers apostleship tue highest form of divine inspiration
(see I Corinthians 12:28), hence Schoeps's implication that
the Lucan definition is actually an older form,

155amuel Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 76-78.

16n0mans 3:20 (Moffat translation),

171n I Corinthians 11:1, Paul says, "Be imitators of me, as
I am of Christ." Sandmel thinks that in some ways, Paul
saw himself as an analogue to Moses: as Moses was the
messenger of the 0ld Covenant, so Paul was the messenger
of the New (The Genius of Paul, p. 106). Rubenstein too
thinks that'"Paul regarded himself as God's'chosen instrument'
to carry Christ's name before the Gentiles" (see for
example Romans 1:5, 11:13, and Galatians 2:7, and, should
“phesians be by Paul, “phesians 3:8) and therefore greater
than Moses and presaged by the earlier prophets (Rubenstein,
My Brother Paul, p. 128). Schonfield carries this idea
gseveral steps fhrther by saying that Paul conceived of
himself as Jesus - an extension of his own original belief
that he was the Messiah (Scionfield, The Jew of Tarsua.
pPp. 78-80). This is absurd. As Schonfield's reviewer,
Kemmeth W. Clark said, "It has been difficult for scholars
to develop a rational argument for the Messianic consciousness
of Jesus, but this should be easy beside the attempt to do
so for Paul" (Clark, "Review of Schonfield,'" p. 84).

1BSandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 112; Hans Joachim Schoeps,
Paul: The TheoloZy of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish
Religious listory, pp. chonilie arsus,
A possible exception: his enemics are Jews and not'judaizing
Christians in I Thessalonians 2:14-16., This is the only

set of verses in an enistle considered genuine which Sandmel
says may be an interpolation.

19 2omans 11:1, II Corinthians 11:22, Galatians 1:13-14,
Philippians 3:5-6,

201e0 Baeck, "Judaism in the Church" in '""The Pharisees' and
and Other T"ssays, pp. 73-74; Claude G. Hontefiore, "First
Imoressions of Paul,'" Jewish Quarterly Review 6 (1394): 432;
Ellis Rivkin, "Prolegomenon,“ P. XiX; sSandmel, The First
Christian Gent__y, p. 90; Tubensteln, My BLother Paul, p. 141,

21&ubenstein, My Brother Paul, pp., 117-118,

22y1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 454-458,
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zsxohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 84b. Kohler's source for
tiis citation may b: J, Reudel Harris, "The Teaching of
the Apostles,'" 1887, but his citation is unclecar,

24Rivkin, "Prolegomenon,' p. XIV.
251bid., po. XLIII, XIV.

2GRivkin, "Prolegomenon,' p, XLVII note ¥27; idem, '"The

Meaning of Messiah in Jewish Thousht," Union Seminar
anrterlz Review XXVI:4 (Summer, 1971): 399; idem, TEe
shaping of Jewish History, p. 74.

27A1though he does not say so in his writings, Rivkin does
not accept Acts and doss not use it in drawing his conclusions,

2811vkin, "Prolegomenon," p. LIII.

291n Against Apion. Rivkin, '"Prolegomenon,' p. LVII.

303amuel Sandmel, "Paul Reconsidered" in Two Living Traditions:
Issays on R=ligion and the Bible, p. 202,

31Sandm.el, The First Christian Century, p. 14.

321bid0' pl 92.
331bid., pp. 32, 54 note #65.

34Sandme1, Philo's Place in Judaism, p. 3.

55Sandmel, The First Christian Century, pp. 89-90. Sandmel
says that another possible interpretation of rupri ¥ wcow
§op cales is that Paul's"attitude toward Scripture was
kindred to that of the Pharisces."

36sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 45.

373e~ Claude G. Montefiore, "Rabbinic Judaism and the @nistles
of St. Paul," Jewish Yuarterly “eview 13 (1901): 173,

380f, Leviticus 19:18, This is also stated by Jesus in
Mark 12:31, Matthew 22:39, and Luke 10:27, but there is no
nmention by Paul of Jzsus's having said this,

3911 Co-inthians 13:1 cf. Deuteronomy 19:15.

40ponans 11:28-29.

41lperbert Loewe, in C.G, Montefiore and H. Loewe, A Rabbinic
Anthology (New York: Schocken Books, 1974), p. 689 note #95,
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ascribes this doctrine to iomans 11:16-24, 1 cannot see
it in these verses and am presuming this to be an
enumeration error by Loewe,

azSchoeps, Paul, p. 231.

431 Corinthians 1:22,

443 Gorinthians 9:20-23,

451 Gorinthians 1:21-22, 2:1.

45'I‘his is but one of the reasons that Sphesians is not accepted
by many scholars. But if my hypothesis is correct, then
this would add to, rather than detract from, the epistle's
credibility.

473omans 11:25, 16:25-26, I Corinthians 15:51. The word is
also used in Colossians 4:3 in conjunction with the word
"Ayos ," but we have already discussed the questionable
rellablilty of Colossians,

4BSandme.l, The Genius of Paul, p. 25,

49See, for example, Paul's attitude toward the Law of Moses
in Romans 7, Rivkin, lubenstein, and other Jewish writers
point to this cﬁapter to show Paul's belief in the essential
sanctity of the Law. But the tenor of this chapter is
radically different from the rest of the Pauline literature
in which tliose under the Law are cursed (Galatians 3:10-13)
and the »ower of sin is the Law (I Corinthians 15:56).
In lignt of Paul's 1ncon31stency, Jacob's appelation of
"first Christian theologian'" for Paul is a misstatement
(Crnest Jacob, '"Paul," Universal Jewish incyclopedia, p. 416).

5°“choeps, Paul, p. 231. Schoeps's statement that Paul must
have remember ed the advice of Hillel, "When you come to a
town, behave according to its custons '(Ber. Rabba 48 on
Genesis 18:8, Sh. Rabba 47. Note the relatively late date
of the sources) is an overstatement of this case.




Notes to Chapter IV

lSee "Notes to Chapter I", note #85,

2c1laude G, Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," Jewish
Qgg;terlz Review 6 (1894): 461; Joseph Klausner, From Jesus
to Paul, p. ; Ellis Rivkin, "St. Paul and the Parting of
ie Ways," reprinted from an article in The Jewish lieritage

(no other information given); Sandmel, Samuel, The Genius
of Paul, p. 109; Hans Joachim Schoeps, Paul: The Theology
of the Avostle in the Light of Jewish Religious distory,
PP. 55-58,

3Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 109. Sandmel also adds that
Paul had @ fear of over-humanizing Jesus (p. 216).

4Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 435-437, Klausner believes
that Paul knew Jesus during the latter's visit to Jerusalem
although at that time, he would have been one of his opponents
rather than a follower (p. 315). Klausner also believes that
because the flesh and blood Jesus strove to re-establish
the Jewish state (sic Klausner), he was first de-politicized
by the Twzlve (p., 437) and then abandoned by Paul lest
zoli:icgl overtones incur the wrath of Rome (pp. 438-439, 442,

75-478).,

SGalatians 1:12.
61 Corinthians 15:4-8,

7A11 of the preceding are listed by Samuel Sandmel in The First
Christian Century in Judaism and Christianity, pp. 162-163.

8This point is added by Schoeps in Paul, p. 61. Schoeps also
believes that certain formal phrases and expressions may have
been derived from the earlier Christian community (pp. 60-61).

9Romana 8:3-9.

10These should not be confused with "body" and "soul." To
Paul, 'body'" meant "organism' whereas "soul" was an ill-
defined entity, the approximate meaning of which was the
driving force behind (or within) the organism., Spirit and
flesh refer to types of substance. Thus man could (after
baptism) have a spiritual body or (prior to baptism) an
animate or '"fleshly" body,
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11paul frequently calls the body a "temdple of God" or '"of
the Holy Spirit" (I Corinthians 3:16, 6:19, II Corinthians
6:16), a "tent" (II Corinthians 5:4), or, in reference to
the spiritual man, a "home" (II Corinthians 5:6).

12gsr Paul's view on the free-will of man, see "‘omans 8:28.30,
That the rabbis' view was exactly the opposite can be seen
in Bereshith 33b: NK9'D YIN DDW %2 YO IRITIN .7 DR

ax7*Y DR D 2yD YR Y'avx Y ap YrOwe any1" toriv ,0vow
*97Y LRIN JPp 2T 02P-NRIY DIYD __ "(a"r ‘v pr¥mav) Yr-nk
XIN=7172=217pAY 1Y JOR :YERMIY 73 1IyD® T D@2 K3%3m 7 K
"Y93IX RO Y NRYOM vDRIP L,0YOW-NKTY YD TIX RKYK 1732 nYal
207y ,a"% nvwv)
That the rabbis viewed man essentially as a unity may be
seen in Leviticus Rabba 4:5: w©niY "ix a"apn xyab Tny?
71320 *nron XY %3k D'nYIYA 7137 1%30Y R ?30% nRen A Y3190B
2 IR ITIXI NNMID ANIAD MINID 1IDD YRR YYD RENP RIN
7737 1%38% "ok *33% nxon a2 302 M1a% IR r39% *nken
72R3 Y3Ipp TNXCY AYUD TRENP X7 ADWI nRon XY YIK 0YpYIyA
awiy a'apn a2 7*30Y Ynxpn X2w YW IR PPIP Y3d Yy Tywiaw

‘3 DYYNAN) DRIV INKRD DAYIV 7TI1 M2 APIITY IDWI RYIAD Inb

nx x*an% Yyo ovown YR xp* “121 Yy» ov2en Yr kpr (%

«12% 177Y %120 nx x*aab yaxn YxY aowan

13claude G. Montefiore, Judaism and St. Paul: Two Essays,
pp. 83, 166, This is Montefiore's mature view, 1In his
first essay, "First Impressions of Paul," he errs completely
in saying that Paul saw man as essentially divided into two
great divisions: Jew and Gentile (Montefiore, "First Impressions
of Paul'", p. 431) and by equating '"flesh'" to the yan ax*
(Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," p. 437).

14K1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 486, See also np. 470-472,
553-.554,

151bid., pp. 486-489,
16pomans 3:9, 23-24,

17anana 5:12-13, C.H. Dodd says that this makes mankind a
victim of corporatz sinfulness. C.H. Dodd, The Epistle
of Paul to the Romans, p. 103,

Leo Baeck, "Paul of Tarsus," Szgggogue Review XXVI (1952):
325. See '"Notes to Chapter II," note or my doubts about
the actual authorship of this write-up. This tonic is not
mentioned in Baeck's essay ("The Faith of Paul") at all -

thus there is no other source for Baeck's thought on the
matter,

18
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19mi1 6. Hirsch, "Paul the Apostle," Chicago, 189-, pp. 13-15;
Ernest Jacob, "Paul," Universal Jewish Encxcloged{a, PP. 415-
416; Klausner, Ffrom Jesus to Paul, pp. 490, 521-522;
3andnel, The Genius of Paul, pb. 58=-59.

204jeinrich Graetz, History of the Jews, Vol. II, p. 229,

21pichard 2ubenstein, My Brother Paul, pp. 153=154,

2zuugh Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 94.

23Montefiore, "First Imoressions of Paul," pp. 433-436,
Montefiore reasons thus: for Paul, idolatry equals =in,
therefore the Gentile is a2 sinner., Also, since knowledge
of the Law causes sin, the Jew is a sinner. Therefore, both
are sinners and both are in need of Christ's redemption.

But here, Montefiore is working entirely within the frame-
work of the Jewish conception of "sin equals transgression"
and assumes that Paul is doing likewise,

241bid., p. 452.
253andmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 219,

263cuoeps, Paul, p. 260.

273shalom Spiegel, The Last Trial, p. 108. Spiegel quotes
II Corinthians 4:4, Ephesians 2:2, 6:12 to prove his point,

2BErnest Jacob, '"Paul," p. 416; Klausner, From Jesus to Paul,

p. 519; Claude G. Montefiore, "Rabbinic Judaism and the
Lpistles of St. Paul," Jewish Quarterly Review 13 (1901):
199; Rubenstein, gx Brother Paul, p. 11; Sandmel, The Genius
of Paul, pp. 58-59; idem, "Reflections on the Problem of

olofy for Jews,'" Journal of Bible and Religion XXXIII:2
(April, 1965): 105 note; Schoeps, Paul, p. 196.

29Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, pp. 11=13,

305andmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 58-59.

313ee Leo Baeck, "Judaism in the Church,” in "The Pharisees”
and Other Essays, p. 84; idem, "Two World Views Compare
in "The Pharisees' and Other Essays, pp. 136-137.

32pomans 6:3,5,7-9. See also Galatians 2:20, II Corinthians
3:18, I Corinthians 2:10-16.

33Leo Baeck, "Romantic Religion," in Judaism and Christianity,
P. 241.
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34mis is much more obvious in the Greek where the verb which
we translate as "to justify" is . _x«.o0o2v and "righteous"

N
is SLKJM&} -

353ce Montefiore, '"Rabbinic Judaism and the Zpistles of St,
Paul," p. 205; Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 150; 3andmel,
The Genius of Paul, pp. 91-92; Schoeps, Paul, pp. 128-134
(Schoeps, jud.ing from his interpretation of II Corinthians
5:21, which he understands as similar to the laying of
hands upon the sacrificial beast, doces not adequately
understand this concept - he sees sin as being expiated
rather than annulled, But so too does he not seem to
understand that there is a difference between the Fauline
and Rabbinic concepts of sin); Schonfield, The Jew of
Tarsus, pp. 94-95,

363omans 5:10 and II Corinthians 5:18. Also in the
questionable epistles FZphesians 2:16 and Colossians 1:20,

37kaufman Kohler, 'Saul of Tarsus,'" Jewish “ncyclopedia, p. 83b.

38ontefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," p. 455,

39Galatians 3:28. A similar concept appears in Lphesians 2:11
and Colossians 3:11.

40pomans 8:14 and Galatians 3:26.

41lmmat this is Paul's conception of salvation is understood
by Klausner (in From Jesus to Paul, pn. 491-493, 520-523)
who also acknowledges the resemblance, though not the
identification, of the concept to the iireck mysteries.
He further admits that this position is far too extreme for
any Jewish position but nonetheless insists that it is
Jewish in origin and for Paul is a "Jewish belief with a
Egﬁan coloring" (p. 493 - underlining Klausner's). Rubenstein,

olTowing Scnweitzer, also understands the process of

salvation as I have described it but fails to distinguish
adequately betwecn the spiritual body and the body of the
flesh (ubenstein, My Brother Paul, pp. 24-25). The cconcept,
as 1 have described 1t, is also found in Kohler, "Saul of
Tarsus," p. 34b, and Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 79-93.
The process is not under~stood adequately by Montefiore
(see note #38 above), Schoeps, wio views it much too closely
to the Jewish idea of expiatory atonement (see note #35
above), and Rivkin, who sees it akin to that concept of
the Pharisees in that it offers an escape from death. That
may be so but the nrocess is entirely different (Rivkin,
"Paul and the Parting of the Ways," p. 4).
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427his similarity is most strikingly secn in Calatians 2:20 -
"I have been crucified with Christ; it is no longer 1 who
live, but Christ who lives in me; and the life I now live
in the flesh I live by faith in the Son of God, who loved
me and gave hinmself for me."

4311 Corinthians 6:2,

44"£§hey who do not know God and who do not obey the gospel

of the Lord Jesus| shall suffer the punishment of eternal
destruction and exclusion from the presence of the Lord
and from the glory of his might, when he comes on that day
to be glorified in his saints, and to be marvelled at in
all who have believed, because our testimony to you was
believed." I Thessalonians 1:9-10. "... For the trumpet
will scund, and the dead will be raised imperishable, and
we shall be changed. For this perishable nature must put
on the imperishable, and this mortal nature must put on
immortality.”" I Corinthians 15:52-53, In writing to an
audience where he apparently expected Jews to be present,
Paul also dispelled the concept of o%1ya p>n Sxver 3% w*
®an in the same manner that Amos dispelled the idea that
the Day of the Lord would mean a priori a victory for Israel,
See llomans 2:5-11. =

45n__ for salvation is nearer to us now than when we first
believed. It is far on in the nigat, the day is almost
here;" Romans 13:11-12. "I mean, brethren, that the
appointed time has grown very short..." I Corinthians 7:29.
... the day of the Lord will come like a thief in the
night,'" I Thessalonians 5:2 (Note: this "thief in the night"
analogy appears in Matthew 24:43-44 and Luke 12:39-40 but
there is no ascription to Jesus by Paul),

461 Thessalonians 4:13-15.
475ec I Corinthians 15:42-54,

48That Paul believed that Christ's return was imminent is
attested to by Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul,"
pPP. 464-466 (Montefiore misses, however, the problem caused
by the delayed Parocusia); Klausner, From Jesus to Paul,
pp, 537-538; Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. B8-89;
Schoeps, Paul, p. 88,

4QSchoepa, Paul, pp. 99-103; Klausner, From Jesus to Paul,
op., 532-533; mentioned by Sandmel, Thé First Christian

Century, p. 7; idem, A Jewish Undersfanalgg of the New
estament, pp. 71-72, Both Sandmel and Rivkin think that
too much emphasis has been placed on eschatological

expectation in Paul. 3andmel, The First Christian Century,
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pp. 11, 41 note #14; idem, The Genius of Paul, p. 93 note;
Bllis Rivkin, "The Meaning of lessiah in Jewvish Thoucht,"
Union Seminary %gﬁrterly Review XXVI:4 (Summer, 1971):
%00; idem, The . Ei%ﬂ of Jewish Histogz, p. 76. The only
specific references to an "age" whlc: can find in the
genuine enistles are I Corinthians 15:23-28 and Calatians
1:3-4,

5°Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, pp. 169-170,

5l3andmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 36, 83, 96-97; idem,
A Jewish Understanding, p. 573 3choeps, Paul, pp. 58-59;
Zeitlin, Who C;ECIEleﬁ Jesus? , p. 1. 2Zeitlin's calling
the crucifixion "'an everlasting covenant'" is an overly
Judaized statement.

52350e Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 526, 541-545,

533andme1, The Genius of Paul, p. 19,
54

Leo Baeck, "The Faith of Paul," in Judaism and Christianity,
pp. 147-148,

55Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 525; Montefiore, '"First
Impressions of Paul," pp. 4-53-456; R2ubenstein, My Brother
Paul, p. 154; Schoeps, Paul, p. 127,

56K1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 525; Schoeps, Paul, p. 136.
Schonfield sees a parallel to the Teacher of Rifhteousness
in the "Fragment of a Zadokite Work" (Schonfield was unaware
of the Qumran Scrolls). He says that the Teacher of
Righteousness was the "Just One'" referred to by Ananias in
Acts 9. Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 52,

57The "suffering servant" is probably implied in "...that
Christ di.d for our sins in accordance with Scriptures."
1 Corinthians 15:3.

Saﬁontefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," p. 449; Sandmel,
The Genius of Paul, p. 71; 3choeps, Paul, pp. 94, 151.

59Perhaps not genuine. From Colossians 1:15,

6°Phili?piana 2:6-8. Sandmel sees in this passage a possible
allusion to a primordial rebellion by the angels. Sandmel,
The Genius of Paul, p. 67. ?~ubenstein believes that it is
a contrast betwcen Adam and Christ., <(ubenstein, My Brother
Paul, pp. 153-159,

6lpriedlander says at his resurrection. This is ostensibly



based on a speech in Acts 13:33, Aside from the fact that
tois is based on Acts, I do not believe that tois is
indicated in the verse at all. Gerald Friedlander,
Hellenism and Christianity, p. 93. Schonfield has the
incarnation occuring at Jesus's baptism. This is in
agreement with the Gospel According to Mark but not with
any of the Epistles, in which Jesus's baptism is never
mentioned. Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 204,

6230e Romans 1:3 and Galatians 4:4-5. The Romans verse seems
to substantiate the view that Jesus became the Son of God
at the resurrection, the Galatians verse, at birth. The
confusion indicates that the precise moment of incarnation
was, for Paul, insignificant compared to the fact of
incarnation.

63k1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 479, Klausner points out

that Paui never called Jesus the Son of Man,

64g5andmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 67.

65mis view is held, essentially as I have described it, by
Emil Hirsch, "Paul the Apostle,'" p., 13; Friedlander,
Hellenism and Christiani&x. p. 104 (Friedlander believes
that Paul took the 1dea directly from Philo. He points out
the functional similarities which do exist, but he does not,
indeed, he cannot, demonstrate direct contact); Klausner,
From Jesus to Paul, pp. 204, 478-479 (Klausner cites the
Wisdom of Solomon as the Jewish source for the term "Son
of God." He further believes that Paul absorbed this concept
from Apollos, who, according to Acts 18:24, was an
Alexandrian Jew whom Paul met in Ephesus « p. 133); Kohler,
""Saul of Tarsus," p. 8la; and Sandmel, The First Christian
Century, pp. 131-132; idem, The Genius of Paul, pp. 07-75;
idem, A Jewish Understanding, p. 51. HMHontefiore falls short
of either full understanding or full explanation, to wit:
"He was God's own Son in a special and peculiar sense.,"
Montefiore, Judaism and St. Paul « 61; sez also idem,
"First Imoressions of Paul, " p. 449. Schoeps believes that
Christ anproximates a gnostic heavenly being (Paul, p. 154)
and that ultimately, Paul's concept of the ""Son of God"
goes back to Jesus himself (Paul, p. 158) - if there is an
earlier origin, it is unknown,

663chonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, pp. 192-193, He also
believes that the title "Son of God'" was a regal one in
the orient (p. 102 note #1).

67@ivkin, "The Meaning of Messiah in Jewish Thought," p, 401;
idem, The Shaving of Jewish History, p. 76.
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68Rivkin, The Shaping of Jewish History, p.77.

69K1ausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 474, 480-481.

70sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 73.

7lzomans 5:17-19. Se= also I Corinthians 15:20-22, 47;
II Corinthians 5:17.

7211 Corinthians 5:17.

735uch is the concept as it is understood by Hirsch, "Paul
the Avostle," p. 13; Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 493-
495, 517-518; Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul,"”
p. 449; and Schoeps, Paul, p. 190. Schoeps and Schonfield
both say that this refers to archetypal man -  yiz3Ipn DIK.
Schoeps, Paul, p. 94; Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus,
pp. 203, 208, Rubenstein bzlieves that tae function of the
Messiah is to return man to the Garden of Zden and the
eternal life promised to Adam. Hence the Messiah is the

Last Adam. Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 144. 1 believe,

however, that all of this 1s much ado about nothing. That
Paul believed that man inherited his sinfulness from Adam
is unquestionable, But as for a "doctrine" of the Second
Adam, it did not exist, It was merely a homiletical
device used by Paul to prove a noint - that point being
the salvation of Christ., He used it in the Corinthian
corresnondence, thought it was clever, and so used it
again in “omans.

7450hoeps, Paul, p. 147, To say that Paul heard the Akedah
story in The Rosh llashanah 1liturgy involves two major
assunptions: that tnis had already become the traditional
scriptural reading for the holiday and that Paul went to
the synagozue on Rosh Hashanah to hear it,

7550hoep3, Paul, pp. 141-149; idem, "The Sacrifice of Isaac

in Paul's Theology," Journal of Biblical Literature 65

(1946): 385-392.

753piege1, The Last Trial, pp. 82-85.

77Sec Romans 7:7-25 for Paul's porsonal struggle with the
unfulfillability of the Law.

78Galatians 2:16, 3:10-14,19-20.

797rhat Paul did not recognize the Jewish (or Phacisaic)
concept that perfect obedience to the Law was indeed
impossible and therefore not expected is pointed out by
Montefiore, Judaism and St. Paul; idem, '"Rabbinic Judaism




and the Epistles of St. Paul," pp. 167, 174-175;
Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pn, 499-500; Pubenstein,
My Brother Paul, p. 535; Sandmel, The Genius of Paul,

P. 58; Schoeps, Paul, pp. 185, 213 (3Schoeps recognizes
Paul's concept of man as sinner but says that it means
that man is unable to refrain from sinning. This, as we
have shown, is not a sufficient explanation).

808choeps says that Paul found this concept in the Septuagint
translation of Deuteronomy 33. And although he has not
published such a statement, Sandmel too has indicated to me
that he believes that this is where this concept com:s
from, Schoeps, however, also finds it in Midrash Tehillim
68:18 and Josephus, Antiquities, 15:533, These last two
sources, however, are both later than Paul. Schoeps, Paul,
p. 182 note #2, Sandmel and Rubenstein both believe that
by "angels," Paul might here mean demons. Sandmel,
"Reflections on the Problem of Theology for Jews,'" p. 1063
Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 156,

81lThis is in direct contradiction to Sclioeps's statement
that "Paul in fact contrasts the Law with the promise which
at a prior stage of revelation had becn Fiven to Abraham
(Galatians 3:15-18), and therefore, as an carlier disclosure,
stands nearer to the inmost will of God," Schoeps, Paul,
p. 180, The '"fact" is correct, the conclusion dravm from
it is not, Rather, what it shows is that the Law is not
the sine gqua non of righteousness, Paul's entire apostle-
ship 1s based on the premise that the later revelation
is the more vzlid one.

Bszmans 4:3-5,
83nromans 4:11-12,
845ce note #81 above.

857Those who hold similar views on Paul's abrogation of the Law
are lontefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," pp. 446-447;
and Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 55-57; idem, "The
Confrontation of Greek and Jewish %“thics: Philo, De Decalogo,"
CCAR Journal (January, 1968): 61-62, Schoeps's view on
the facts of the abrogation alone is relatively similar,
althiough Schoeps believes that Paul thought that by applying
the thirteenth principle of 2abbi Ishmael, the Law cancels
itseTE, Schoeps, Faul, p. 177.
Sclionfield's view that Paul did not abrogate the Law for
Jews is indefensible on the basis of the evidence., Romans
3:20, for example, states that "... no human being will be
justified in his sight by works or the Law, since through
the Law comes knowledge of sin.” '"No human being'" includes
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Jews. Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus, p. 230; idem,

The History of Jew1sn cnristianity from the bl*st to the
Twentieth Century, p. 42. Koaler's statements that being

a member of the Church meant beiny above the Law and serving
a hirher Law and that 'the oripinal attitude of Paul to

the Law was accordingly not that of opposition as represented
in Romans and especially in Galatians, but that of a claimed
transcendency,'" are, to the best of my understanding,
incorrect. The statements are unsupported by Kohler,
Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 84a-b, Rubenstein, like
Schonfield, believes that Paul did not mind the observance
of the Law by Jewish Christians, merely by GCentiles,

He cites I Corinthians 9:20 to shiow that Paul himsel £

lived by the Law when in the company of Jews. 1 believe
that this is true, but it is totally non-demonstrable,
Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p.121, =

8615 should note that when Paul says that he is abrogating
the Law, he is doing only that; he is not abrogating the
Bible. See Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 29.

37Schoeps, Paul, pp. 184-190. The quote is from p. 190,

Baﬁontafio:e, "Rabbinic Judaism and the Upistles of St. Paul,"
p. 168,

89rhis idea is also mentioned by Hirsch, '"Paul the aApostle,”
P. 11, in addition to those sources previously listed.

9°Sandme1 The First Christian Century, pp. 120-121; idem,
The Genlus of Paul, pp. 33, 49-53,

91pomans 1:20, 2:14.
923ubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 122,

93K1&usner, From Jesus to Faul, pp. 520-521,

94Kohler "Saul of Tarsus," p. 81b,

95ghabbath 30a, 151b, Nidda 61b, Pesikta Rabbati 51b, Jer.
Kilaim IX, 3. Scnoeps alse says that the quote on Shabbath
151b is from Simon ben Gamaliel, '"Who =-- unless a later
Tannaite was meant -- was Certalnly known to Paul as the
son of his personal teacher'; a conjecture based on the
unrelizble Camaliel account in Acts. Schoeps, Paul, pp. 171-
172,

966raetz, History of the Jews, Vol. 2, pp. 224-226; Baeck,
"The Fa2ith of E&u!," PD. 160-163; idem, "“Judaism in the
Church," pp. 72-73; Montefiore, Judaism and St. Paul,
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p. 104; Pubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 40; Schoeps,
Paul, pp. 171-172; Schonfield, The Jew of Tarsus,
Pp. 66,146,

97This is contrary to Baeck's statement that '"Paul fought
not against the 'law' but against the 'present' validity
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 ‘omans 3:20, 4:15, 5:20,
I Corinthians 15:56, I1I Corinthians 3:7-9, Galatians
3:10-13,19 all of which deny the efficacy of the Law while
it was "in force."

98sandmel, The Genius of Paul, p. 41.

993choeps, Paul, p. 184,

loolivkin, "The Meaning of Messiah in Jewish Thought," »n. 400;
idem, The Sh?EiEE of Jewish History, p. 75; Sandmel,
The Genius of Paul, pp. 41-49; idem, "Paul Reconsidered"
in Two Liviny Traditions: iissays on Zelizion and tlhe Bible,
PP. 204-205.

1015.¢ especially Graetz, History of the Jews, Vol., 2,
PP. 224-226; Ernest Jacob, "Paul,” p. 4106; Klausner,
From Jesus to Paul, p. 549; Schoeps, Paul, pp. 168-171;
Solomon Zeitlin, The Rise and Fall of the Judean State,
Vol. II, p. 334,

1028choepa secs early reference to baptism in Jeremiah 14:8
"iy*wi2 YRw* a1p2" with a pun being made on the word
"aipp''; there Israel's Messiah equals the baptismal spring.
Schoeps, Paul, p. 112, He similarly seces reference to
the Zucharist in the eating of manna in the desert and the
drinking of water from the Rock of Moses (p. 115).

103K1 ausner sees scriptural reference to baptism in Ezekiel
363:25=26 " +se D'NIAD D2 D37y npami” . Similarly,
he sees Talmudic references, references in Josephus, and
in the synoptics'! stories about John the Baptist. Klausner
also says that baptism was an imzortant component in the
Judaism of both the Pharisees and the Essenes and that the
analoyy given by Paul in I Corinthians 10:2 between
baptism in Christ and baptism in the Red Sea indicates
that Jews were baptized in the name of Moses. The Jewish
origins of the iucharist are, according to Klausner, the
holiday and common meals common in Israel in ancient times.,
He also believes that the Last Supper in particular was
a seder (thereby ignoring the scholarship which shows that
the gospel writers themselves were not sure as to whether

the Last Supper was on the fourteonth or fifteenth of Nisan).
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He finds another parallel to the Hucharist in the blood
of the sacrifice (Exodus 24:5-8), in that the blood of
the sacrifice was the blood of the old covenant and the
blood of the Christ, the blood of the new, Klausner,
From Jesus to Paul, pp. 508-515,

1O“Kohle.r, "Saul of Tarsus," p. 83a. Kohler believes that
the use to which Paul put bantism is thoroughly Greek,
but also says that the practice did exist in Judaism
prior to Paul's time.

105501omon Zeitlin, "A Review of Klausner's CARALY] 1E 1w "
Jewish Quarterly Review 31 (1940-1941): 309. Zeltlin
disaprees with Klausner's assertion that proselytes were
not bantized until after the destruction of the Temple.

1oﬁnaeck, "The Faith of Paul," pp. 160-161. This is found
only in this later essay. l!lere he says that the concept
of the '"kingdom of God" is insignificant for Paul, for
he has no eschatology, rather, that the =xaa o%1y has come
and that man has already been resurrected through bantism.
For the statement that the x3an o%'y has come, Baeck relies
on Sanhedrin 97a, as I have exnlained in the last section,
Baeck does not here recognize the difference between man
in the flesh and man in the spirit.

1073akob J. Petuchowski, "'Do This in Remembrance of Me ...'
(I Corintnians 11:24)," Jowrnal of Biblical Literature
76 (1957): 295. Petuchowski says that a =957 , a remembrance
for people, is the essential function of the Zucharist and
as such, has parallels in Jewish literature, most notably
in the statement in the Passover sedar %%73 wIpn? 727,
The weakness of this article is its heavy reliance on
Mishnaic ordinances - all, of course, post-Pauline,

1085 nest Jacob, "Paul," p. 416. Jacob's assertion that these
were sacraments (underlining mine) prior to Paul is without
sound basis. It may be, howevzr, a mere misuse of the
word ''sacrament' by Jacob,

1ogschoeps, Paul, p. 112, Schoeps says that it is the mystery

element of dcath and rebicth of a deity which must have

come from non-Jewish sources,

110K) ansner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 511, 514, Klausner too
says that the mystical elements in the sacraments are
pagan in orizin,

111Koh1ar, "Saul of Tarsus,'" p. 83a.



1123imon Dubnow, 0%y By *»* %3a3, Vol., 2, p. 289, It is
only on this noint of tue origin of the sacraments being
in the Greek mysteries tnat Dubnow significantly differs
with Graetz,

11332eck, "Romantic leligion,” p. 221. "... and there is
nothing wiiich connects his religion more obviously with
the ancient mystecy cults than his doctrine of the
sacraments,"” This is a much earlier essay than '"The Faith
of Paul.,"

1145andmel, A Jewish Understanding, p. 86. Sandmel is here
referring to I Corintaians 11:23-25; the question here also
being, '"Does 'For I have received from the Lord ...' mean
a revelation or is it a genuine tradition of Jesus?"

llsaaeck, "The Faith of Paul," pp. 157-159,

115Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 920,

1171 Gorinthians 10:16.

118, noteworthy excention is the view of Rubenstein, especially
on the RBucharist. Rubenstein borrows from Freud (Sizmund
Freud, Moses and Monotheism) the notions that 1.) it is
the supreme form of identification with the object of
desire to eat it and 2,) that the “ucharist is the
re-enactment, repressed in Judaism, of the primal crime
(not necessarily a historical fact) in which the brothers
in a family group, in order to obtain the power of the
father and the possession of the mother, murdered the
father and, suffering from intense feelings of guilt,
souzZht both to destroy the evidence and identify with the
murderzd father, and so ate him, Rubenstein, Hﬁ Brother
Paul, pp. 78-86. Since tlis primal crime and the desire
to 1dentify with the father is basic in tae sub-conscious
of all men, Rubenstein is convinced that "the transformation
of the Lord's Meal from one eaten with Christ to one in
which Christ is eaten would have tzken place with or
witiiout pPaul (p. 94) or else the object of desire would
have to be —=placed (that is, I suppose, that the "relizion"
would have died), However, says Rubenstein, Paul did
originate the sacrificial Fucharist - although he does not
have sufficient evidence to prove it (p. 95). The
superiority of this form of "worsnip™ is that wiile other
primitive sacrifices were eaten either before or during
slaughter, "Christ alone was ... the sacrificial victim
to whom no harm can come' (p. 99) and therefore, there is
no guilt or fear of reprisal - merely the fundamental goal
of unity,




119z0mans 1:17, 4:13, Galatians 3:26, Philippians 3:9.

120;,it1in, The Rise and Fall of the Judean State, p. 333.
Compare this to tie aforementiona=d view of Rivkin that
Paul substituted Christ for the Law.

121x) ausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 517.

122¢he only exception is ",.. if you confess with your lips
that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God
raised him from the dead, you will bc saved'" (Romans 10:9).
C.H, Dodd has pointed out that this is the only time that
Paul places salvation on the belief in a specific
proposition., C.H. Dodd, Th= #pistle of Paul to the Romans,
P. 177.

12533eck, "Romantic Religion," pp. 202-203, 203-204, This
is an early essay. In his later essay, "The Faith of
Paul," he is not as harsh,

1241(0111::1', "Saul of Tarsus,"™ pp. 85b, B7a.

125 ontefiore, Judaism and St. Paul, pp. 217-219.

1263choeps, Paul, p. 20S5.
1271bid., p. 204.

128Montefior:.=., Judaism and St. Paul, pp. 147-148. 1In this
essay, Montefiore does say that "faith' is no intellectual
belief, but he does not se:m to appreciate the full import
of his own statement. In his three essays on Paul, he
uses the terms "faith" and '"belief' interchangeably,

129Montefiore, Claude G., "Jewish Concentions of Christianity,"
The Hibbert Journal 28 (1929-1930): 253-254,

lsoBaeck, "The Faith of Paul," pp., 164-168; Klausner, Fronm
Jesus to Paul, p. 591; Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 1143
Sandmel, The Genius of Paul, pp. 21, 36; Schoeps, Paul,
p. 237.

13150e sandm:z1, The First Christian Century, p. 187.

1321he statements of Flusser, Klausner, and Baeck to the
contrary are wrong. Flusser, David, '"Paul of Tarsus,"
Encyclopaedia Judaica, Vol.13 , pp. 191-192; Klausner,
From Jesus to Paul, p. 534; Baeck, "Judaism in the Church,"”
pP. 74. Baeck says that Paul announces 'dis independence
from Judaism. 1fy own rcading of Paul and that of more learned
critics shiows that Paul does nothing of the sort.




133Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, p. 453, I find this state-
ment at odds with the view mentioned zbove (see note #132)
that Paul abrogated the a2lection of Israel,

134klausner and 3choeps both believe that the Spistle to the
lomans was addressed to a mixed community of Jews and
Gentiles, and that omans 9-11 was addressed to the sxv?

o'ow, the Teiidsec WU Gecik , that is, half proselytes

wio accepted most of the precepts of the Law of Moses but
who, lacking circumcision, were not full Jews. Klausner
adds that these "God-fearers'" were unsatisfied with nazanism
and were looking for a middle path between paganism and
Judaism and found it in Christianity, Klausner, From
Jesus to Paul, p. 136, 2eitlin, on the other hand,
believes that no such group existed until later in the
Rabbinic period. Solomon Zeitlin, "Beginnings of Christianity
and Judaism," Jewish Quarterly Review 27 (1937): 389.
Schoeps's hypothesis that §su¥ was a missionary prior to
his conversion and therefore already involved in attemnting
to convert the Gentiles cannot be suvported on the basis
of the texts. S3choeps, Paul, pp. 219-229,

135gec Scaoeps, Paul, pp. 262, 235-245; Rubenstein, My Brother
Paul, pp. 127, 129, 133, 139; BErnest Jacob, '"Paul," p.

156mis is I Thessalonians 2:15. Sandmel says that 'many
scholars'" believe that this is an interpolation, but he
does not say whethier or not he is one of them (see "Notes
to Chapter III," note #18). Sandmel, A Jewish Understanding,
p. 83. Acts, on the other hand, is replete with anti-
Jewish sentiment., Flusser, '"Paul of Tarsus,'" p. 191.
Kohler says that many of Paul's enistles, especizlly Romans,
show fierce Jew-hatred and that most of the antagonistic
passages are second century Christian interpolations.
However, the antafonistic passages simply do not exist.
Kohler, '"3avl of Tarsus," p. B85b,

157Schoeps, Paul, pp. 220-222,

138Kohler, ""Saul of Tarsus," p. 85b.

1391n addition to Schoeps and Kohler, esc Klausner, From Jesus
to Paul, pp. 211-212, 444-449, 528-535, R S

1‘t‘o.S'»é?.‘t'tdrrlt-'.l' The First Christian Century, pp. 80-82; idem,
The Genius of Paul, pp. 19-20.

141Hence we zet a confusing statement like '"... no trace of
ethical antinomianism can be elicited from the Epnistles
of Paul," Worded in this fashion, tliie statement is
absurd, for PFaul was antinomian almost to the extreme,
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His ethical sense was maintained by no force of Law and
expourded in no ethical system, DBut the statement is
correct insofar that Paul nevzr lost his sense of the
ethical, Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," p. 473
cf., Jowett (Jowett also points out the paradox (although
Paul did not see it as such) that Paul's ethies is in
complete conformity to the Law). The citation from Jowett
is unclear,

142K1ausner, From Jesus to Faul, pp. 549, 551-552; Sandmel,
The Genius of Paul, p. 117.

lqsﬂaeck, "Judaism in the Church," p. 80; Schoeps, Paul, p. 198,

laaBaeck, "Judaism in the Church," np. 79-80; se= idem,
"omantic “eligion,"™ p. 192; f@rnest Jacob, "Paul," p. 416.

145Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 548-549; Sandmel, The
Genius of Taul, p. 9%4. 7Thc same idea is expressed,
although the words "interim ethics" are not used, in
i‘ontefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," p. 457.

146Montefiore, "First Impressions of Paul," p. 458,



Notes to Chapter V

1samuel Sandmel, "Paul Reconsidered" in Two Living Traditions:
V.ssays on Relicion and the Bible, p. 198. Sandmel says that
the question of Paulls background was Montefiore's primary
inquiry. That may be, but it was the underlying goal of
defending Judaism which was foremost in Montefiore's thought.

21bid., p. 200.

3walter Jacob has said that Montefiore "felt no need to
defend Judaism, to emphasize the defects of Christianity,
or to write apologetically.'" Walter Jacob, "Claude G.
llontefiore's Reappraisal of Christianity," Judaism 19:3
(Summer, 1970): 328. 1 think that he is wrong on every point,
I £find both defensiveness and apologia in the sources which
Jacob aimself has read. The emphasis on the defects of
Christianity can be seen in those articles intended for
Christian audiences. These do not appear in Jacob's
footnotes.

4Kaufman Kohler, "Saul of Tarsus," Jewish “ncyclopedia, p. 83b.

°Ibid.,p. 82b.
61bid., p. 86a.

Tkrister Stendahl, "Introduction'" in Leo Baeck, ''The Pharisees"
and Other Issays, p. vii.

81bid., p. xv.

91e0 Baeck, "The Faith of Paul" in Judaism and Christianity,
p. 164,

10501lomon Zeitlin, "Studies in the Beginnings of Clwistianity,™
Jewish (uarterly Review 14:1 (1923): 22.29,

1zor the sake of analogy,please excuse the bad botany.
Peaches, pcars, and cherries are all in the same family
(Rosaceae, that is, Rose).

12k enneth W. Clark, "Review of Hugh Schonfield, The Jew of
Tarsus,'" The Crozer Quarterly 26 (1949): 83-84,

133akob J. Petuchowski, "Paul and Jewish Theology: A New View
of the Christian Apostle,' Commentary 28 (1959): 234,



14Fbr exanple, Schoeps uses Rashi to show how '"most rabbinic
exegetes" (in this case, not Paul) treated Deuteronomy 21:23,
Rashi, who lived a thousand years later, should be almost
irrelevant to Pauline studies.

15Petuchowaki, "Paul and Jewish Theology," p. 233,
165amuel Sandmel, The Cenius of Paul, p. 85,

17Richard Rubenstein, My Brother Paul, p. 2.
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