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Preface






Comprehensive studies of Paul have become rare indeed. The interest which, from the time of the first world war, the “History of Religion” school took in this fateful figure has been in the meantime transferred to other questions and problems, so that even in my student days I felt that despite Deissmann and Schweitzer there was here a disquieting gap. In consequence I began to plan the writing of this book on Paul, considered against the background of the history of the Jewish religion. The first draft of it was prepared twenty years ago. Then came my derivative investigations on the Ebionites, which prevented me from finally drafting my study on Paul, and my manuscript about him was perforce set aside. When I returned to the figure of this great opponent of the Judaists, I realized the necessity of rewriting the entire work, although I went back to my first draft and took over the arrangement of it almost without modification.


I find it an advantage to approach the study of Pauline theology as an impartial historian of religion, and as one who also wishes to do justice to the Judaism whence Paul sprang. Many matters are more clearly seen (especially in regard to the genesis of ideas) if one is not hindered by confessional allegiances from thinking through, to the end, dangerous trains of thought. Critics are not for the most part aware of the inner censorship under which their thoughts really stand. It must also be remembered, however, that the “History of Religion” approach with its emphasis on externals has its disadvantages as well, because it cannot enter fully into the inner faith of the apostle, since that rests on personal assent to the Christian religion. In this respect the Christian theologian is “engaged” in quite a different way, and is able to interpret the apostle’s articulation of his faith on the basis of that Christian profession which he holds in common with him. The unbeliever, and the scholar who holds a different belief, remain dependent on sheer critical understanding. And to understand so great a man as the apostle Paul and the movements of his mind is a very considerable undertaking.


How far the present author has succeeded in doing so is a matter for the reader of this book to decide, and he on his part is asked, in the interests of truth, to overlook much that might be offensive and shocking to him. He is also asked to bear in mind that the historian of religion who tries to understand the apostle in the light of the special concerns of Jewish religious history will inevitably see misunderstandings where the Christian theologian sees evidence of divine guidance, even that by which Saul became Paul, and, according to the Christian faith, was really transformed into a new creation – a new man in Christ. These two views can never be adjusted to each other.


I would like to express here my thanks to my colleague W.G. Kümmel of Marburg, who undertook the labour of reading through my manuscript before it went to press, and who advised me on a number of special points, although he of course sees many things in a different light and assesses them differently from myself. I am also grateful to Dr. E.L. Ehrlich (Basle) for certain references. Dr. H. Polcher once again has given me his kind assistance in the reading of proofs.


Hans Joachim Schoeps


Erlangen, January 1, 1959
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Present Position and Problems Involved in Pauline Research









Introduction


The apostle Paul is a truly great figure. His greatness is shown in the very fact that he has found no congenial interpreter and probably never will. From Marcion to Karl Barth, from Augustine to Luther, Schweitzer or Bultmann, he has ever been misunderstood or partially understood, one aspect of his work being thrown into relief while others have been misunderstood and neglected. But if Paul offers so many possibilities of misunder standing, is so capable of varied interpretations and modes of approach, the suspicion of ambiguity and confusion at once arises. This suspicion is not without foundation. For Paul, who sprang from the heart of Pharisaic Judaism and became the pioneer in propagating the Christian gospel among the heathen, had a self contradictory nature, and by his background and course of mental and spiritual development was a product of diverse cultural milieux. Thrown by the pressures of his fate into a many-sided situation in life, in many respects aggressive, in others the victim of aggression, he finally became the first and the greatest Christian theologian. But his theology was that of a completely unique situation which will never recur. Compelled to be a theologian only by the exigencies of this historical situation, he has fallen into the, hands of the professional theologians of all times, who have thought to see and honour in him their ancestor and colleague. Nevertheless, the missionary apostle of Jesus Christ was no professor of theology – neither systematic nor exegetical – and there awaited him in the eventide of his life the very suitable and distinguished fate of martyrdom, just as the modern professor is rewarded with the distinction of the title “emeritus”.


The generic difference between the existence of an apostle of Jesus Christ and that of a university professor has been acutely realized by


the public consciousness since the time of Soren Kierkegaard’s “insights” and implicitly delimits the scope of a professor’s systems of thought. Within such limits, however, it is entirely his duty to make statements as to how Paul and his teaching may be most suitably understood. For not only the specialist exegete but every attentive reader of the Bible is constantly being provoked by the personality of Paul and the theology of his letters, and will always face them with a mind full of questionings. In the last hundred years erudite criticism and research into the origins of Christianity has con tributed greatly to the task of enabling us to see Paul in truer perspective than was possible to earlier times. For, with a view to recognizing the “true shape of things”, it has set out to reconstruct the historical situation of primitive Christianity, which is at least as multi-coloured, complex, self-contradictory, and confusing as is the political, cultural, and intellectual situation of our own times. Learned research is able to determine, and sees its appointed task in determining with approximate correctness, the position of the apostle Paul within the currents of cultural development characteristic of his age, within those situations of struggle into which he was cast by fate, in sketching an historically accurate picture of his doctrines and religious convictions, even though it has ever to bear in mind the dictum of Franz Overbeck:1 “Nowadays no one has under stood Paul if he still thinks he can agree with him. The opponents of this assertion involuntarily confirm it by the way in which they distort his words in order to wrest from them a satisfactory meaning.”


Since Ferdinand Christian Baur’s book on Paul (1866), which is still worth reading and which founded the “positive” criticism of the Tübingenschool, a Hellenistic, a Judaic-Hellenistic, and a Rabbinical method of interpretation have appeared in turn. In consequence Paul has been understood and described as a chiliast, a mystic, a gnostic, an adept of the mystery religions, a Hellenist, and a Rabbi, and in the light of the numerous combinations which these make possible. Many of the differences between the critics, who have struggled fiercely with each other, have, however, been apparent differences only, since these conflicts have often arisenfrom thevarying use of significant terms (Hellenism, gnosis, mysticism, eschatology, and so on). Much harm has been done in particular by unjust com parisons, by the fact that where genealogy failed or was difficult to establish, critics have shown a mania for collecting analogies, from which nothing can seriously be demonstrated. If, on the other hand, we take the point of view of life-history, and hence look to the apostle’s background and course of life, then the three principal methods of approach just indicated are seen to have their inner justification because they refer to the main intellectual forces in the climate of his age, and come into question as possible sources or influential factors. Hence, with a view to elucidating the series of historical problems which beset this attempt to interpret the great apostle on the basis of the history of religion and civilization, let us sketch the bases and the main motives of the various ramifications of research, although for this purpose Albert Schweitzer’s Geschichte der paulinischen Forschung, Tübingen, 1911 (E.T. Paul and His Interpreters) has not been referenced no – what would be very desirable – continued,2 neither do we at this stage propose to enter into the discussion of detailed problems and the controversies of investigators.







1. The Hellenistic Approach to the Interpretation of Paul




(a) Being in the Mystery Religions


The Hellenistic approach to the interpretation of Paul is a product of the so-called “History of Religion” school (Usener, Dieterich, Anrich, Bousset, Cumont, Reitzenstein, etc.) which could appeal to the fact that Paul, apart from the few years of his stay in Jerusalem, lived constantly in a purely heathen environment and must have been accessible to its influences In particular, Richard Reitzenstein3 wished to show systematically that in the work of Paul we are confronted by a consistent amalgamation of pagan Hellenistic mystery conceptions with a Judaic stock of ideas It was suggested that with him the faith of the Hellenistic mystery religions was interwoven with the prophetic faith of ancient Israel to form quite a new product. Reitzenstein rightly saw the non-Jewish character of many a Pauline antithesis, such as πνεῦμα-ψυχή, πνεῦμα-σάρξ, ἔργα-πίστις etc., which, on the other hand, we do find in the sphere of gnosticism. He went on to point out further that Paul “imitates the technical use of the term γνῶσις, which is characteristic of Hellenism” (43) and accordingly he wished to “place him in this line of development, not as the first, but as the greatest of the gnostics” (56). He adduced conceptions of deification and rebirth proper to the Hellenistic mystery religions as providing analogies to Pauline soteriology, and as capable of illuminating even if not of explaining the latter. For Paul never speaks of rebirth or deification, but of resurrection and “life in Christ”, by which he implies a Spirit-filled type of existence flowing from faith.


Further, Reitzenstein, rightly proceeding from the fact that there are to be found in the vocabulary of the apostle terms and concepts which demonstrably play a part in the language of mystery theology as well, has made impressive reference to the Hermetic writings in particular, which in many places bring together γνῶσις and φῶς just as Paul likewise speaks of the φωτισμὸς τῆς γνώσεως (2 Cor. 4:6). Hellenistic mystery religion understands stages of gnosis and illumination as implying transformation of being; the adept as a result of his initiation becomes a renatus in aeternum. The vision of the divine glory changes the beholder into the bearer of this glory. A mystery prayer of the Corpus Hermeticum (XIII, 19) runs: τὸ πᾶν ἀπὸ σοῦ καὶ ἐπὶ σὲ τό πᾶν τὸν νοῦν τὸν ἐν ἡμῖν σῶζε, ζωήζ φώτιζε, φῶς τὴν ψυχὴν … σῶζε ζωή πνεῦμα θεέ (Scott 252). Reitzenstein comments: “God, who is πνεῦμα, gives to the initiate pneumatic character by imparting ἀθανασίαand γνῶσις” (120). But the hermetic mystery of rebirth is not the same thing as the Pauline mystery of resurrection; so much is clear, yet the latter stands close to the former.


For Reitzenstein, apocalyptic and rabbinical writings do not enter into the question. He feels that Oriental spirituality the mystery religions, the hermetic literature, and Mandaeism offer closer points of contact. For him analogies from Greek and Oriental syncretism over a broad field furnish a means of explaining Pauline theology on the basis of the “History of Religion” school. He starts from the presupposition that Paul the “syncretist” had concerned himself with the literary documents of all these religions and cults when equipping himself for the task of preaching among the Hellenists Schweitzer (Mystik, 29) is right when he scoffs at Reitzenstein’s picture of Paul in the following terms: “This Paul who prepared himself by suitable reading for his vocation as a missionary has been so distorted into a professorial figure that he no longer bears any resemblance to the character who meets us in the letters.” This witticism would have been still more appropriate if directed against Karl v. Hase, since the latter in his Kirchengeschichte (Leipzig, 1885) did in fact say of Paul: “He is a scholar like one of us, only more highly gifted” (152).








(b) City and Public Mystery Cults



The question of the influence of the mystery religions on the apostle, which Reitzenstein supported simply as a fact, gains in plausibility when, looking at the life of the apostle, we ask the question what kind of mystery cult could have been known to him with homely familiarity in his youth. It is well known that Paul was born in the Cilician port of Tarsus in the south of modern Turkey, the “Athens of Asia Minor”, which was not only a large emporium for trade and commerce but also a focal point for cultural influences, for religious and mystery cults of all kinds. According to Acts 7:57 he first left Tarsus for Jerusalem as a νεανίας, probably when sixteen or seventeen years old. We have evidence that Tarsus was the centre of the cult of the vegetation deity Sandan, which resembled the mystery cults proper. Dio Chrysostom indicates that this city god was also venerated under the Greek name of Heracles. In honour of Sandan-Heracles there was celebrated every year in Tarsus a funeral pyre festival, at the climax of which the image of the god was burned. The dying of nature under the withering heat of the summer sun and its resurrection to new life was the content of this mystery, which at once suggests its kinship with the cults of the Syrian Adonis, the Phrygian Attis, the Egyptian Osiris, and the Babylonian Tammuz. For the dying and the rising again of vegetation gods was the essence of them all.


H. Böhlig,4 to whom we owe an exhaustive monograph on Tarsus, thought it possible to prove the soteriological character of the feast, since numerous inscriptions refer to the θεοὶ σωτῆρες. That the young Saul had seen processions in honour of this deity in the market-place or the streets of Tarsus is something which, of course, cannot be demonstrated, but appears highly probable. He would have known them as today every citizen of Britain knows his Bank Holidays It is certainly not possible to postulate that this milieu influenced with an “inner rigid necessity” the development of Paul’s later Christo-centric soteriology,5 but none the less many traits of his world of ideas are more easily understandable if we may assume the associative influence of the apostle’s youthful memories, which will have gained a new colouring from similar travel impressions received later.


Further, we may mention here the ancient imperial cult with its solemn apotheoses which was strictly observed in the whole Imperium Romanum, and therefore also in Tarsus.6 It is in consequence of the traditional devotional material of the Orient that the Divus Augustus was also described as κύριος and σωτήρ. In Phil. 3:20 Paul seems to have used the imperial titles of this official religion when he here describes Christ as the “emperor” of Christians awaited from above According to Josephus at least (Ant. 12, 3, 1 f.) the Jews were officially exempted from compulsory participation in this cult. As a public institution it was, of course, known everywhere; but the veneration of the emperor did not exercise any greater influence either on Christian thought in general or on the formation of Paul’s world of ideas in particular, and this consideration reduced many a bold hypothesis to its true proportions.7







(c) The “Kyrios” Cult


Wilhelm Bousset8 proceeded more cautiously. In consequence of his uncommon knowledge of the history of religions, he approached the problem from a much more comprehensive point of view. He, too, was of the opinion that syncretistic influences were very strong in the formation of early Christianity and were responsible for the fact that, from the original and simple gospel of Jesus, there developed a religion of redemption centred in the mystery cult of the Christ. He saw the axis of this development in the Kyrios cult, which the early Christians coming from Hellenistic circles already brought with them. On the analogy of the many divine “lords” in the Orient, in Hellas and in Rome, the first Hellenistic Christian communities had in fact given their cult hero the title which was in tended to describe the sovereign position of Jesus in the practice of divine worship. It was supposed that “the name above every name” of Phil. 2:9, the holy cult-name of the Old Testament Yahweh, the almighty God, had been transferred to His chosen and anointed one.


Paul had been confronted by this fundamental conviction of the primitive Christian Hellenistic communities with regard to Jesus, the “cult hero, present to His church and revered by it as Kyrios” (90). This conviction had emerged “in the region of the unconscious, in the uncontrollable depths of the collective psyche of a community” (99). No doubt those central ideas of Pauline Christology, κύριος and υἱὸς θεοῦ, have points of contact with Judaism as well as with heathen religions, but it is simpler to understand Paulinism in the light of Hellenistic cult piety with its ideas of the θεῖος ἄνθρωπος (117 ff.).


The “Hellenization” of Christianity was prepared for by the sacramental cult of Jesus as Kyrios, a cult of which Paul was the leader. He then completed the process of Hellenization by his spread of the gospel from Palestinian to Hellenistic territory. Thus it was suggested that Paul introduced a cult of the Risen Christ, stemming from the mystery religions. Even if Paul himself avoided the use of a divine predicate for the Kyrios Christos, the massive faith of the community must, in short, have gone further (154).


Schweitzer (Mystik 31) has characterized Bousset’s standpoint as follows:




Paul is not so much the Hellenizer of Christianity as a purifying influence through which pass the waters of the Christian faith, muddied by Hellenization. Bousset’s theory however is ruined by the fact that it is not really possible to prove the existence, in Hellenistic communities (e.g. that of Antioch) of a sacramental Kyrios cult, supposedly disclosing the roots of Pauline mysticism, alongside the faith in Christ the Messiah.





That there is no objective basis in Pauline thought for the problem of Hellenization or syncretization, was therefore the judgment of another interpreter of Paul9 who, however, too lightly eluded the whole complex of problems facing us here.


In any event, what the investigations of the “History of Religion” school have made perfectly clear is the intellectual and religious climate in which Paul and his communities lived. And this climate was undeniably heavy with conceptions proper to the ancient mystery religions.10 Thus the idea of a sacramental participation in the death of a deity, which seems to us today so difficult to conceive, was thoroughly familiar to ancient ways of thought, and Paul had before him many analogies to his doctrines which, as we shall see, stem from other sources. As we have been told, Attis, Osiris, and Dionysos were also gods which died and rose again. Union with them, mediated by ritual acts, likewise secured σωτηρία against cruel fate or death, and often led to the deification of the initiate. But we know too little about the character of these mysteries11 to be in a position to make a material comparison between them and the Christian ones. We realize, of course – and it is remarkable that Reitzenstein had no perception of this distinction – that the pagan mysteries were timeless, individualistic ways of salvation, whereas Paul, following the Jerusalem kerygma, understood the sharing in the death of Christ on the cross to be an historical event, and to imply a communal incorporation of believers in a saving body. Furthermore, the Jesus who came in the flesh (ἐν ὁμοιώματι σαρκός) was no mythical figure, no “projection of religious experience”, while His resurrection was for faith much rather a fact of the quite recent past. The terms used by both parties in this connexion – for instance γνῶσις, σωτηρία, σοφία, μυστήριον, τέλειος – have on account of this difference quite another content for the mind of Paul than that which they possess in the mystery religions.







(d) Gnosis


Nevertheless, the terms just mentioned remain suspect, for they show plainly that here transitions become possible into the spiritual sphere of gnosis, whose doctrines of redemption had their place in the syncretism of declining antiquity. Rudolf Bultmann and his pupils have laid great stress on these points of contact and continuity. And in point of fact, gnostics penetrated into the Pauline communities; thus it was in Corinth, where they spiritualized the resurrection (1 Cor. 15) and preached a different Jesus from that of Paul (2 Cor. 11:4), as also in Colossae, where misguided teachers held the veneration of the primal elements of the universe (στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου) to be an integral part of the Christian faith.


Even as regards the apostle’s own terminology gnostic mythological symbols have insidiously crept in, as when he speaks of the daemonic world-rulers (ἄρχοντες τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου) which brought the Kyrios to the cross (1 Cor. 2:8), or of enslavement under the rule of στοιχεῖα (Gal. 4:3, 9), or again in his discourse on the fall of creation (Rom. 8:20 ff.), where there emerges the dualism between the ψυχικός and the πνευματικός (1 Cor. 2:14 f.; 15:44), and much else. He himself feels that he is a πνευματικός who has pierced the mysteries of divine wisdom, the βάθη τοῦ θεοῦ12 (1 Cor. 2:10). The God who created light has also made light to shine within his own life: the γνῶσις of the δόξα τοῦ θεοῦ in the face of Jesus Christ (2 Cor. 4:6). It is undeniable that this gnosis, considered as irrational awareness, is very close to the cultic mystic consciousness of the mystery religions. “Vision effects a transformation of the soul.”13 It is certain that there are cross currents between the thought of Paul and the world of gnosis, for the specific soteriology of the apostle which clad the figure of Jesus of Nazareth in the garment of a cosmological redeemer myth must have gad – as Bousset14 rightly pointed out – a magnetic influence on gnostic circles. Nevertheless, Bousset (and in this matter he was more reserved than Bultmann) justly emphasized that the gnostic trends of thought in the mind of the apostle (or, as it would be better to say, those approximating to gnosis) remained in the background of his total outlook, and did not play a primary part.15


This state of affairs is not changed until we reach the Deutero-Pauline writings, and Käsemann and Schlier were able to show that the letters of this group – whoever their author might be – speak the language of specific gnostic circles. In particular, the use of the concept σῶμα Χριστοῦ which identifies the church with Christ – this, Schlier thinks, occurs only in the Deutero-Pauline, Käsemann in the great letters also – would seem to be of a highly gnostic character.16 Motives in the Letter to the Ephesians, such as the Redeemer’s journey through earth and heaven (4:7–11), the heavenly wall (φραγμός) which divides souls imprisoned in the underworld from the world of light (2:14–18) the syzygy in heaven (5:22–32) take us into the world of gnostic language and ideas, which also controls Mandaean literature. In fact, as Käsemann puts it (op. cit., p. 155) Ephesians and Colossians are intelligible “only from a mode of interpretation which takes gnosticism fully into account”.







(e) Assessment


The “History of Religion”17 school, as exemplified by Reitzenstein and Bousset, was occupied with a truly legitimate concern, and therefore found a considerable following in Germany, France, and the Anglo-Saxon world, for it rightly perceived and demonstrated in the thought-world of Paul much that was non-Jewish. Accordingly, Alfred Loisy and Kirsopp Lake considered that under the influence of “Pauline mysticism” Christianity was transmuted into a mystery religion. Yet the researches of other scholars (cf. section 4) have arrived at quite other and perhaps more accurate explanations of the so-called Christ-mysticism of Paul. And it is difficult to explain away the point that Paul had no demonstrable contacts with Hellenistic paganism.18


The situation appears different if we take account of the fact that rabbinic Judaism, at least that of the Diaspora, had itself received the impress of Hellenistic mystery cults or at least made use of them for missionary purposes: “that Paul undoubtedly would therefore be open to their influence, and that many of the terms he used would have an undertone of meaning which would strengthen the appeal of the gospel to the Hellenistic world”.19 And Bousset himself has shown in his great and unsurpassed work Die Religion des Judentums im hellenistischen Zeitalter (3rd ed., H. Gressmann, Tübingen, 1926) that the Judaism of the New Testament period was not identical with that of the rabbinic schools of Palestine which were engaged in the codification of the Mishna, but that in this period there were many other unorthodox groups and circles, and especially in relation to the Hellenistic koine. This state of affairs, which was, of course, known before the time of Bousset, has led to various attempts to interpret Paul in the light of the Jewish Diaspora.


Essentially one must rather say – and this consideration qualifies all pagan-Hellenistic interpretations of Paul – that a considered assessment of the spiritual forces of his environment as possible sources or influential factors in his theology must exclude pure Hellenism, however certain it may be that he was directly acquainted with it as a reality of his age. The “Hellenistic” trait in his thought which undeniably exists is not to be explained by direct influence, was obviously not an independent formative factor stemming from his youth in Tarsus, but rather the result of a process of assimilation, since Hellenism had long before been penetrated by the spirit of the Jewish Diaspora20 For according to all the data which can be collected from Jewish history up to the modern period of emancipation, environmental influences have always been effective only in the form of a process of infiltration, whether it be a question of Parsee or Hellenistic, neoplatonist or gnostic, Aristotelian or mutazilitic influences. The heterogeneous elements of thought and teaching were every time assimilated, i.e., integrated to Judaism, and the evidences of this process were plainly perceptible in the face of the Judaism of the place and time in question.


Hence it is of the highest importance for the genealogy of Pauline thought to take into account information about the Hellenized Judaism of the Diaspora of his time, even though primary sources are lacking for the Jewish community of Tarsus in this critical epoch. Those monographs which bear on Pauline investigation must be considered We must give broader scope to this debate on account of its fundamental importance. For if we succeeded in reconstructing the picture of the Judaism in which the young Saul of Damascus lived, then we should have in our hands an important clue to the understanding of Pauline theology. For after all, Paul by his origins was a Jew of Tarsus and not a Syrian, Persian, or Egyptian; a native of that great town, situated in the modern Gulf of Alexandretta, where the Syrian and Turkish coasts touch almost at right angles.











2. The Hellenistic-Judaistic Interpretation of Paul





(a) The Problem of the Pharisaism of the Diaspora


Paul, according to his own statement reproduced in Acts 23:6, came of a family of Pharisees (ἐγὼ Φαρισαῖός εἰμι, υἱὸς Φαρισαίων). The family was doubtless of purely Jewish origin and derived from the tribe of Benjamin, for which reason Saul was named after the most famous Benjaminite. He repeatedly avows himself to be a “Jew of Tarsus” (Acts 21:39; 22:3) and declares that he belonged to Jewish orthodoxy, to the Pharisaic sect which expressed the most austere tendencies of his religious communion (Acts 26:5). In Phil. 3:5 he says with regard to his origins: “Circumcised on the eighth day, of the people of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew born of Hebrews; as to the law a Pharisee, as to zeal a persecutor of the church, as to righteousness under the law blameless.” This self-characterization throws a flood of light on the conservative religious tendencies of his parents. We are faced here by strict observers of the law. The statement implies that Paul’s father, like so many eminent and well-to-do people, belonged to the Diaspora of the Pharisaic party, as did perhaps his grandfather and great-grandfather.21 The Pharisaic heritage and the connexion with Jerusalem are confirmed by the fact that a sister of Paul was married in Jerusalem and that the father considered it a matter of course to send his son to the rabbinic high school there.


The parents of Paul were members of the Jewish community of Tarsus, the capital of Cilicia. In this home therefore the Hebrew of the Bible, the colloquial Aramaic of the Jews, and the current Greek of the town must have been, if not spoken alternately, yet equally well understood. The families of the Pharisaic Diaspora were essentially polyglot, and especially the family of Paul, which enjoyed citizenship both of Tarsus and Rome – a privilege which protected from dishonouring punishments, and at any time conferred the right of appeal to Caesar.22 Roman citizenship, which meant much at that time, and the chance of which had existed since the period of Augustus, greatly distinguished the young man as belonging to a middle-class home of substance from those poor Galileans who stood at the head of the first church. This combination: civis Romanus and Φαρισαῖός ἐκ Φαρισαίων, was no doubt a rare one in Palestine and confronts us with an extraordinary phenomenon of the Diaspora. It had its effects not only juridically but also, and above all, culturally. Nevertheless, such a home was able to bind Paul so indissolubly to his people that later on he was able to write of the great grief and pain in his heart at the thought of being separated from the Jews – those to whom belong the sonship and the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship, and the promises, etc. (Rom. 9:2–5).


The obvious situation, that Paul was a Pharisee of the Diaspora, has led some investigators – at. their head Claude G. Montefiore,23 who was followed by James W. Parkes24 and others (in part Puukko and Windisch) to explain as features of the Pharisaic Diaspora those Pauline views which markedly deviate from the teaching of the Palestinian schools and cannot be shown to belong to these. It was Montefiore’s opinion that before his conversion Paul must have known Judaism in a different form from that which it assumed in Palestinian rabbinics, for a whole series of difficult phenomena are otherwise not explainable. Montefiore supposed further that in Judaic Hellenism Paul knew an emotionally poorer, more austere, and also more pessimistic religion than that which Palestinian Judaism represented. Just as the loving and merciful Father-God of the rabbis disclosed in the Hellenistic Diaspora much paler features, the same was true also of the Messiah, who in this milieu assumed cosmic rather than human traits. Fundamentally this hypothesis has much to be said for it, and should not be hastily discarded.


Montefiore distinguished eight doctrines which Paul could not possibly have come by under the discipline of the Talmudic teachers: the deified Messiah; pessimism about sin and despair over the evil which reigns in the heart of man; his teaching about the law; his neglect of the certainty of the repentance and forgiveness of the Jews; his mystical doctrine of the Saviour; 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; and the anthropological dualism implied in the contrast between πνεῦμα and σάρξ. This enumeration is untenable for two reasons: firstly, because it wrongly understands the so-called “Rabbinism” as a unified whole, which it was not – some of the positions here mentioned also found exponents in Palestinian schools and secondly, because the whole apocalyptic movement, which flourished in Palestine also in the New Testament period, has been excluded from “Rabbinism”. What is still more serious is that the procedure of Montefiore amounts to this: to replace one unknown quantity the theology of Saul by another unknown quantity, the theology of the Pharisaic Diaspora.25 We know far too little about the Hellenistic Halakha and Haggada, the so-called “Deuterosis”, since they were never codified in writing; but what we do know of them does not justify us in concluding that there was an irreconcilable opposition between Hellenistic and rabbinic Judaism.


Nevertheless, I think we should go forward in the direction outlined by Montefiore, provided the work proceeds by a correct method: namely, first to investigate those actually extant testimonies to Hellenistic Judaism which are relevant for the reconstruction of the type of Judaism in which Saul, the Diaspora Pharisee, grew up. Secondly, to make a careful study of all the Palestinian sources of both apocalyptic and pseudepigraphic literature, so that what remains unsolved may then be cautiously claimed for Judaistic Hellenism. Our own researches will show that what remains over is something quite different from the factors which Montefiore indicated: namely, decisive shifts of emphasis and curtailments in the structure of the Jewish faith which must be laid at the door of the Jewish Diaspora (including, obviously, the Pharisaic party). Something of this may already be indicated in this introductory survey of the position and problems of Pauline research, if we go on to ask: What do we know positively about the doctrinal deviations of Hellenistic from Palestinian Judaism?


The chief sources which are in question are clearly the piety of the Septuagint and the philosophy of Philo. But great caution is advisable, for here we stand on extremely insecure ground. Is Philo’s philosophy typical beyond the circle of a certain group of Alexandrian Jews? May we legitimately consider the piety of the Septuagint to be representative of the Jewish Diaspora as a whole? And may we with Adolf Deissmann26 describe Paul as a “Septuagint Jew”? Because of the lack of sources for the religious life of the Jewish community in his native city we do not even know whether the Septuagint was known in Tarsus and read in the services of the synagogue there. The fluctuating character of the scriptural quotations in the letters of Paul does not enable us to decide with certainty whether he had in his hands the Alexandrian translation of the Bible.27 But let us look more closely at these two witnesses to Hellenistic Judaism, viz., the piety of the Septuagint and the individual case of the professional philosopher Philo, in so far as they are at all relevant to the concerns of Pauline research.







(b) The Piety of the Septuagint


It is instructive to cast a glance at the piety of the Septuagint considered as a “Greek Targum of Hellenistic Judaism”, because it was at least one work emanating from the orthodox Diaspora, however many-sided the latter may have been. And to be sure, its influence in the ancient world went far beyond that of the translation of the Bible by Mendelssohn, Zunz or Buber-Rosenzweig, in the world of German Judaism, whose piety a later researcher could hardly deduce solely from the knowledge of this “German Targum”.


In his significant monograph on Paul, Adolf Deissmann has justly called the LXX an “East-West” book. By this he meant “an adjustment of the eastern faith to the western world” (69) as a result of which an effective missionary propaganda of Jewish monotheism became possible in the Greek-speaking world. But the investigation of the problem as to how far this translation also involved a material Hellenization of Judaism still remains in its infancy,28 despite the efforts of Deissmann, Bertram, Dodd, Marcus, Prijs, Seeligmann, and others. And in fact the question of its unity, whether the traces of the seventy different translators can be recognized, whether considerable doctrinal deviations between the twenty-four books can be established, is not answerable at all. Yet it seems to me that this is a comparatively lesser concern. Far more important is the problem of a special mode of thought in the LXX and of a characteristic piety. And this aspect of the matter is the one which has been least of all investigated by Pauline researchers, although on account of its consequences it might prove to be one of the most important.29 In my opinion, with regard to the change of consciousness in the piety of Hellenistic Judaism as contrasted with that of the Palestinian schools we can now make certain general observations, based on adequate sources, as follows:


First to be mentioned is the missionary purpose of the LXX (cf. for example LXX Jer. 3:19 as compared with the Massoretic Text: “I appoint you for the heathen”, and many other texts30) and its universalistic position, which enables Paul (Rom. 10:20) in the style of the LXX to apply Is. 65:1 to the Gentile world. This missionary tendency of the LXX is in the very blood of Paul, who even pictures God as a missionary, as one who changes his methods of working in order to make the greater impression on men (1 Cor. 1:21). Propaganda and the mission to the Gentiles appear in the LXX as a specific task incumbent on Jewish piety. For this end, texts such as Is. 18:7; 55:5; 65:1; Jer. 3:19, etc., which rather give expression to Jewish national pride, are transformed by the LXX so as to convey a missionary idea, to some extent against the clear meaning of the text. Even prophetic declarations which properly afford no opening for this tendency, are at times made to yield such a meaning.31 This universalistic “pathos” of the world mission which was the very soul of Septuagint Jewish circles – and we must remember the many expressions of the LXX referring to the whole, to “all”32 – was alive also in the young Saul of Tarsus, who chose as his vocation the mission to the Gentiles.


Another important tendency of the LXX, which is reflected in a distorted form in Paul, is the following: the tendency to ethicize Judaism, to understand it as a moral law, disconnected and isolated from the controlling reality of the covenant. It is well known that the Old Testament idea of the “Torah” is best explained as instruction embracing both law and doctrine. In the LXX there takes place with the translation תורה – νόμος – a shift of emphasis towards legalism. And the Torah comes to imply a moral way of life prescribed by God. Hence Dodd33 speaks of “a hard legalistic way”. Thus, for instance, in the LXX translation of Prov. 14:27, προστάγματα takes the place of יראת יי which twists the meaning of the whole sentence. Apart from the passages where he has allegorized in the manner of Philo, Paul implies such an understanding which is in harmony with the LXX rather than the original. Only so can he tirelessly insist on substituting for the Jewish law a new law, νόμος τοῦ πνεύματος (Rom. 8:2). We shall see later (ch. 5) that the source of many Pauline misunderstandings with regard to the evaluation of the law and covenant is to be sought in the legalistic distortion of the perspective for which Hellenistic Judaism was responsible.


Similar to the relation of תורה and νόμος is the relation of צדקה and δικαιοσύνη which the LXX often similarly formalizes in a juristic sense. Even משפט in Is. 61:8 and Mal 2:17 can be translated by δικαιοσύνη. Likewise with Paul δικαιοῦν means not only “to make someone righteous”, it is also a verbum causativum: “to secure vindication for someone”, e.g., Rom. 4:5:δικαιοῦν τὸν ἀρεβῆ. In the Hebraic basic outlook righteousness, grace, and mercy were included in צדקה, for which reason the LXX also translates Is. 56:1 and Dan. 4:27 by ἐλεημοσύνη. But ἐλεημοσύνη (mostly for חסד) and πίστις for אמת also undergo in the Septuagint usage a shift of meaning in the direction of the intellectual and abstract, which has repercussions on the Pauline world of ideas.


Further, in the LXX the far richer Hebrew vocabulary for sin and evil is narrowed down to ἀδικία and in particular to ἀνομία, whence Dodd (op. cit., 80) comments: “This is one more symptom of the growing legalism which we have noticed in other connections.” Paul, who mostly uses αμαρτία and its derivatives, passes once more far beyond the legalistic conception of sin. On the other hand, his anthropocentric emphasis in the idea of sin springs from the LXX which is important for the assessment of Rom. 7. The LXX formulated the idea of sinfulness by contrast with concrete individual sins, and suggested the fundamental sin of man to be separation from God. For the LXX the act of sin is not so important as the rebellious and arrogant disposition.34 The converse of this is that in the LXX the pious life often appears in such a light that it gives man a basis for asserting a claim towards God constituted by the righteousness of his works.35 This would bring us into a milieu which is very familiar to us from the Pauline polemic against the self-glorying of the Jews. The point of view of the LXX is that of the pious man and his anti type, the overbearing and arrogant man. The popular ethic of the two ways as possibilities of human existence, which was so important for Hellenistic missionary propaganda, is linked with this whole outlook (most plainly in LXX Prov. 4:27).


The researches of Dodd yield a further important result for Pauline theology, namely that in the LXX the cultic and central idea of atonement, כפר with its derivatives, is transferred by means of the word-group ἱλάσκεοθαι from the cultic to the ethical sphere, and so in many contexts the meaning has been shifted from expiation to forgiveness. The LXX Is. 27:9 seems to be a very important text for the penetration of a deritualized doctrine of grace. Dodd (op. cit., 93) comes to the important conclusion: “Thus Hellenistic Judaism, as represented by the LXX, does not regard the cultus as a means of pacifying the displeasure of the Deity, but as a means of delivering man from sin.”


Finally, we must bear in mind the strikingly psychological-pedagogic outlook of the LXX, which regards law and prophecy from the standpoint of παιδεία – a tendency which has been investigated by G. Bertram.36 It is obvious that this is of particular importance for the presentation of νόμος as παιδαγωγὸς εἰς Χριστόν (Gal. 3:24). Or again we should think of Rom. 15:4: “For whatever was written in former days was written for our instruction.” In Hellenistic Judaism the law was in fact the tutor of the pious Jew and of the Jewish community; it is the intention of God to educate His people by means of the law (LXX Hos. 5:2); μισθός χαρίτων ή παιδεία τοΐς χρωμενοις (Prov. 17:8 as distinct from the Mass. T.). We often meet in the LXX the idea of παιδεία as the content of God’s self-revelation, as also its verbal form παιδεύειν. Often it is a translation of לקח and יצר where the double meaning, teaching as discipline and chastisement, plays a part. Alongside the special pedagogic term מוסר (moral-pedagogic books are called Musar literature in Judaism) the word סוד (secret) is also frequently translated by παιδεία In Judaism the law became the basis of its culture, both in a spiritual and worldly sense. Hence the cultural pretension of Hellenistic Judaism had a universalist implication The law, the Torah, as a comprehensive symbol for discipline and moral and spiritual education is to be the educative book for humanity as a whole. Ecclus 24:27 is translated in the LXX: “the law makes good culture to shine forth as the light”. Paul also in Rom. 2:20 puts forward the idea that the law is the embodiment of truth and knowledge.


This pedagogic concern is closely interwoven with the anthropocentric humanistic piety of Hellenistic Judaism. The focal point is the pious life of man, the human religious disposition. In the LXX Proverbs there even appear, together with a more friendly attitude towards Greek culture and thought, traces of influences stemming from the stoic conception of life.37 Here lurk all the dangers of establishing a human claim over against God, and of replacing the Old Testament religion of grace by a human religion of virtuous works.38 Paul’s protest, already mentioned, against the Jewish righteousness of works and “self-glorying of the Jews” is thus – and this seems to me to be an important recognition – directed much less against the rabbinical than against the Hellenistic Judaism of his origins.


Finally, the peculiarity of the LXX must be characterized by say ing that it represents a Hellenized form of Palestinian religion and culture. Ralph Marcus39 has with justice pointed out that this process of Hellenization took place in the service of Jewish doctrine, of “Jewishness” as he says. Paul, who knew both the Massora and the Greek translation – whether in the form of the LXX or of a closely related version – mostly favours the Hellenistic interpretation wherever the sense of the text is disputable. And this, it seems to me, has fundamental importance for an assessment of his position.







(c) The Piety of Philo


As far as Philo is concerned, a comparison with Paul on specific questions, as has often been made (by Siegfried, Vollmer, Michel, etc.) yields but barren results, because his thought has quite a different orientation. But more recent criticism (Heinemann, Belkin, Wolfson, etc.) has been able to show even in the case of Philo how strong are the Jewish elements in him, and over what a wide field he still agrees with the Palestinian Halakha. Nevertheless, he has a noteworthy tendency which reveals itself in the course of his allegorizing exegesis, and which, in relation to Paul, makes us pause to think: as Pascher, Goodenough, Knox, and others have noticed, he has assimilated to Judaism for apologetic and missionary purposes certain elements proper to a mystery cult. These influences have caused him to describe the history of the patriarchs, and especially that of Moses, as a deification mystery in the style of the Hellenistic mysticism of the soul’s ascension. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, as also Moses, become for him figures symbolizing the way of the human soul and its ascension towards God. Probably it is going too far to deduce from this, as does Goodenough, that through Philo the mystery religions reached the Hellenistic synagogues. Philo himself is firmly convinced that the Jewish tradition contained these symbols originally. But it is undeniable that with him the patriarchs have become types of mystical perfection, while Moses, distinguished by his possession of the pre-existent logos, towers above them as a kind of mediator.


The transformations to which we refer are in any event fairly considerable. Thus Philo explains (De post. C. 28 ff. par.) that when God commands Moses on Sinai: “Come here to me”, it is an indication that God is imparting to him a share in His own divine nature. By this Philo means the possession of a share in the θεῖος λόγος. As an unchangeable quality this constituted Moses a σοφός. Like the patriarchs, the other σοφοί, he was from the beginning distinct from the rest of humanity, and together they formed a τρὶτον γένος as the Pythagoreans would say. But did Philo think Moses to be truly divine? Goodenough40 answers: yes and no. No, because Philo was and remained a monotheist, hence was bound to conceive all human being as forming a contrast and contradiction to the pure being of God. Yes, in so far as Moses became an ἀνθρωπος θεοῦ, and this fact for him denoted, in the sense of the mysteries, a metamorphosis of his whole nature. That is the reason why Philo can directly identify Moses respectively with the ὀφὸς λόγος and νόμος ἔμψυχος. That Philo has described both the ascent of Moses to Sinai as also his dying as a transmutation of his nature into a supernatural substance (εἰς νοῦν ἡλιοειδίστατον) – hence as a process of deification (Vita Mos. II, 2 ff. Mangey 135; II, 288 ff. – Mangey 179) is surely relevant for the Pauline Christ-soteriology, even though it is impossible to prove the influence on Paul which Goodenough claims. H. Windisch41 has quite rightly perceived that “in this presentation of the deified and divine Moses there is a subtle penetration of the whole complex Greek doctrine of the θεῖος ἀνήρ”.







(d) Greek Philosophy


Although it is hardly possible to establish securely any influence on Paul of the neoplatonist philosophy, as Philo expounded or rather distorted it, we may here touch upon the question of the situation in regard to other tendencies in Greek philosophy. Only stoicism should come into the question, for at the academy of the philosophically very lively city of Tarsus, Paul’s native place,42 the stoic Athenodorus of Canana (74 B.C. to A.D. 7) taught after his return from Rome in 15 B.C.; a lengthy extract from his work on the rest of the soul is given by Seneca (Dial. IX 34 ad Serenum). The idea of the ἀγαθὴ συνείδησις in the sense of an inner court of judgment, lacking in Hebrew and Aramaic, which Paul is very fond of (it occurs twenty times) is met with here. Rom. 1:19 ff. is often understood as a stoic proof of the existence of God from φύσις, implying the capacity to recognize essential attributes of the Deity from the works of creation. Likewise the opinion expressed in Rom. 2 to the effect that the heathen bear an unwritten law in their hearts may reflect such influence, although it would seem more obvious to understand their “reasonable service” of God in the light of typical trends of thought in Hellenistic Judaism, remote as it was from the Jerusalem cultus. Yet quite a few other expressions and terms, such as τὰ μὴ καθήκοντα (Rom. 1:28), αὐτάρκης (Phil. 4:11), etc., may appear suspect of stoicism. Many expressions and images, especially in the Corinthian letters (1 Cor. 9:24 ff. – the comparison of moral striving with the runners in a race at the stadium; 11:14 – nature itself teaches us that the two sexes should wear their hair differently, and other such instances) seem to be an echo of stoic modes of expression, which Paul may have absorbed in his youth as a part of his Hellenistic culture.43 But the most important terms in stoic ethics, such as ἀπάθεια, ἀταραξία, εὐδαιμονία, etc., are completely lacking. Thus the greatest expert in these matters, M. Pohlenz,44 is probably right in saying with regard to this problem which at times has been so much discussed: “Paul received certain stimulations from stoic philosophy, but he completely transforms such material by his own spirit and outlook and his inner life remains scarcely touched.”


Finally, in regard to other literature of Hellenistic Judaism which was influenced by stoic ideas (the Wisdom of Solomon, IV Maccabees, the Sibylline Oracles) there is only question of Paul having known the first mentioned, whose philosophy of history in the opinion of some – and among them modern critics – (e.g., Nock, Klausner) is supposed to have left traces on Rom. 9. It is more probable, however, that Wisdom and Paul – occasionally also Philo – depend on common older sources.45








(e) Assessment



It is our conviction that Judaistic Hellenism represents an essential factor which is to be taken note of for the reconstruction of the doctrine and faith of Saul the Diaspora Pharisee. We must proceed on the assumption that it was just as complex as was Palestinian Judaism in this critical epoch. But this Diaspora Judaism, in which there were orthodox and latitudinarian, assimilatory and Zionistic tendencies, was a phenomenon sui generis. We do not know what form in particular it assumed in Tarsus or under what guise it entered into the cultural development of the young Saul, just as we do not know any details about his home and parents.46 For the Septuagint and Philo afford information about Alexandrian Judaism only, with any certainty. We do not know whether Paul was acquainted with them or whether quite a different state of affairs obtained in Tarsus. The conclusions of historical research make the latter appear improbable; for every stream of culture normally has a unity springing from common basic convictions, by which it is sustained. For this reason it may be assumed that the Jewish community of Tarsus offered a similar form of Judaistic Hellenism, from the point of view of faith and doctrine, and the same kind of Diaspora situation as that of Alexandria. Probability speaks for this in the same degree as the spiritual structure of the Jewish communities of London, Amsterdam, Frankfurt, Leghorn, in the second half of the 17th century was similar through the combination of mysticism and orthodoxy – for the apostles of the Sabbatian movement confronted them with a Messianic situation, even a post-Messianic situation.47


Considered culturally and sociologically, the Judaism of Tarsus should be characterized by the same situation of tension and wealth in a politically, culturally, and religiously dualistic milieu as we find in the case of Alexandria and as is typical of any Diaspora community, which can never escape the process of assimilation unless it is artificially confined to a ghetto. Hence we may comfortably assume that Hellenistic elements of culture were also assimilated by the Judaism of Tarsus, which was likewise Hellenized. Certainly in this respect there will have been considerable differences, and it is probable that Paul was much less of a Hellenized Jew than the Jewish Philo, the highly learned citizen of Alexandria. In the orthodox family of Paul, which held fast to traditional customs, it is certain that Hebrew was understood and it is probable that Aramaic was also spoken, if we are to believe the statement of Jerome (see p. 24, n. 1), who reports that the family originated from Galilee; on the other hand, the Jewish philosopher of religion, Philo, hardly understood a word of either language.48


In Acts 21:40 Paul himself tells us that he addressed his opponents in Jerusalem τῇ Ἑβραίδι διαλέκτῳ, hence in Aramaic. And it is so plain that Hebrew-Aramaic has coloured the Greek of his letters that, on account of its Semitic idiom, his language has often been described as Jewish-Greek. Typically Semitic constructions such as the accumulation of genitives, which often take the place even of the attribute, the plural translation of the Hebrew dual, etc., have always struck critics.49 Paul could hardly have lapsed into such an idiom had Greek been his mother tongue.


The net result of these considerations is therefore that the Judaic-Hellenistic approach, indicated by the biography of the apostle, has its inner justification and must be taken into account in any attempt to understand his Christian theology. For it is the same human being who both before and after Damascus pondered the problems of God, the law, the Messiah, and salvation – an elementary truth which has been forgotten in many quarters. The exponents of this approach need not deny that in the long course of his travels Paul came directly into contact with pagan Hellenism and its many mystery cults. For it is clear that this was the alien, while Judaized Hellenism was the native and familiar, milieu of the apostle’s youth. A type so extraverted as Paul must have been roused to a passionate reaction towards every situation and state of affairs which he encountered. How else could he have become a Greek to the Greeks? Eduard Schwartz50 thinks that he had learned to do this in his youth. To that extent he will have had knowledge of all the spiritual and religious tendencies of the koine – at least in the proportion in which every moderately informed newspaper reader of today is au fait with the state of affairs in his continent.


Since we have undertaken to survey the condition and problems of Pauline research from the point of view of Paul’s life-history, we must now go further and inquire what influences emanating from the rabbinical and apocalyptic theology of the Jerusalem schools produced a demonstrable effect on the mind of Saul, the youthful Diaspora Pharisee, as a result of his migration thither.










3. The Palestinian-Judaic Approach


In Jerusalem, where his sister was already married (Acts 23:16), Paul – if we may believe the Acts of the Apostles – became a pupil of (or “sat at the feet of”) the Rabbi Gamaliel I, the elder Gamaliel who – likewise a Benjaminite – was the acknowledged leader of Pharisaic circles (22:3).51 We know that in his school the mild tolerance and friendliness towards proselytes typical of Hillel was considered the ideal, and that he himself in his expositions and “Halakha” decisions was no fanatical zealot, but a man of conciliatory disposition.52 In some passages of the Pauline writings critics have seen allusions to the doctrines of his teacher,53 and even parallels to the ideas of the son, Simon ben Gamaliel, are found.54 Particular influences seem not to have been great, but so much the greater was the general influence of the climate of the school, the mode of rabbinical argument and exegetic method. Those critics like Delitzsch, Vollmer, Klein, Puukko, Michel, Bonsirven, Klausner, Davies, etc., who have investigated these influences, have been able to collect sufficient material to form a picture of the situation. The fact that Paul was a “rabbinist”, that his religion is to be approached as a “radicalized Pharisaism” or “Pharisaism on a new basis” (Lohmeyer) may be accepted without further discussion. The only difficult question is to what extent the rabbinic interpretation is valid, and at what point we must revert to Judaic Hellenism, where the possible influence of the latter ends and the underivably “new” of Christian existence – a θαυμαστόν τι from the standpoint of Judaism – begins. We propose to discuss therefore the present position of the problems which arise from that stage in the apostle’s life when he passed within the spiritual sphere of Palestinian Judaism.




(a) Rabbinical Exegesis


For Saul, throughout his life, scripture remained the supreme norm of all thought and action. Thus even Paul the Christian adduces no argument to which he does not try to give a Biblical basis, and this applies also to the Messianic character and the soteriological role of Jesus. Even the abolition of the law must be proved from the law, and this is done by means of a principle of the rabbinic law of inheritance. Hence Paul has rightly been called an “Old Testament Biblicist”.55 Without a detailed knowledge of the Old Testament and its exegesis whole passages of the major Pauline letters remain almost unintelligible. For this reason I agree with the summing-up of Vilhelm Gronbech:56 “The attempt to understand the logic and argumentation of Paul must give a Greek a headache. For a Jew he is a theologian who is a master of the correct technical method of scriptural exegesis but in consequence of some perversity applies it so falsely that he arrives at nonsensical results.”


To consider more closely the peculiarity of his rabbinical exegesis: following rabbinical custom and judgment of value – we may think of the proems of many homilies – in Paul also quotations from the Torah precede in demonstrative power those from the Nebüm and Kethubim, though in this matter we may observe an unmistakable tendency of the apostle to combine quotations from the three different classes of scripture.57 Paul is just as far removed as the rabbis from historical critical exegesis in the modern sense, and his comments are in no way motivated by the attempt to explain the text in question in the light of its intrinsic meaning and context. Rather he tries with the resources of traditional rabbinic logic to gain from the text new meanings by a process of inference and combination with other texts. The methods of proof characteristic of his writings make it clear that he had learnt in the schools the seven hermeneutical rules of Hillel for the Halakha.58 Since, however, he considers the law to be superseded, he is no longer like the rabbis interested in applying it by means of a process of logical inference to the countless cases occurring in everyday life, although there may be echoes of the “Halakha” casuistry in his doctrine of justification (considered as objective satisfaction). His background of Diaspora Pharisaism and the peculiarities of Judaic Hellenism may be connected with the fact that instead he uses so much the more extravagantly the midrashic exegesis and the allegoric Haggada, which embroider the historical and narrative parts of the Bible, and often also distort them. Of course the midrash and the Haggada never attained authoritative status in rigorous Judaism, but as an allegorizing midrashist Paul became great among his contemporary rabbis.


Haggada traditions are frequently met with among the Pauline letters. I will confine myself to a few well-known examples: the unusual midrash about the wandering in the wilderness (1 Cor. 10) with the rock which followed and which was Christ (v. 4): the old (cf. LXX to Deut. 33:2) Haggada addition of the presence of angels at the giving of the law on Sinai which in Gal. 3:19 Paul applies in a hostile sense against the saving role of the law; or the remark (with sexual implication) in 2 Cor. 11:3 that Eve was deceived by the serpent, covered by the midrash on Gen. Par. 18. Further, the daemonological basis for the covering of a woman’s head in prayer, suggesting that this “power on the head” is meant to ward off and banish the attacks of evil spirits (1 Cor. 11:2–16); for which Gerhard Kittel59 has adduced parallels from rabbinic literature and the history of religion. Again and again in his scriptural exegesis Paul bears in mind the traditions and speculations of the Haggada tradition, which are somewhat difficult for us to fathom today. Certain doctrinal tenets expounded in the Palestinian schools of the time, such as the זכות אבת (merits of the fathers), the pessimistic judgment of the יצד הדﬠ (evil impulse), the increase of wickedness in the outbreak of the Messianic age, the typology of Adam and Messiah, the praise of אמנה, and certain Messianic speculations occupy a large place in Paul’s thought, and we shall meet them later. That not only in the cast of his thought but also in the material content of doctrinal convictions we are moving fully in the rabbinic sphere, is made plain by any precise study of his arguments (quite apart from certain specific exegetic points), especially when we consider that the letters are addressed to communities which count among their members many native Jews.


Rabbinic connexions and parallels60 may be discovered for most of Paul’s doctrines and expressions of faith, without its being necessary to exploit in a prejudiced way the criterion of “Hellenistic Judaism”. It goes without saying that we are not thus giving preference to simplicity as if everything were to be explained from one point of view, and now for a change from the point of view of rabbinism It must be shown by the very means of the precise delimitation of the various possibilities of Judaic derivation, including apocalyptic and Judaic Hellenism, at what point Pauline theology transcends those possibilities, of whatever complexion, existing within the framework of Judaism. But every explanation proceeding from rabbinism deserves a limine preference over all other explanations, in so far as it can be demonstrated sufficiently clearly and with an adequate basis of proof. Nevertheless, all these are only materials whiche Paul has used – thoughts from the stock of ideas belonging to the tenets and faith of his past – and by means of which he now wishes to give expression to something quite new. This new element has dawned for him through his encounter with the risen Messiah, convincing him that the new aeon has already supervened. For this reason apocalyptic thought gains a special significance for the Palestinian Judaic interpretation of the apostle, for he has drawn certain consequences from it, without which his basic conviction is unintelligible.







(b) Apocalyptic


Without anticipating what we have to say in our special chapter on the question of eschatology in Paul, we have here merely to determine the place of apocalyptic in Palestinian Judaism, and to suggest its value as a means of assessing Pauline theology. The opinion of A. Schweitzer61 in 1911 that apocalyptic represents a “special and isolated phenomenon in Judaism” or of G.F. Moore62 that apocalyptic interests lie quite outside the sphere of rabbinism, and thus are not normative for Judaism, is recognized by modern critics to be a judgment influenced by the later course of development – which declared the apocalyptic writings to be uncanonical – and hence a perverse view of the Palestinian situation. Apocalyptic is rather, as Goguel63 has well expressed it, a special form of the eschatological hope, and one which existed since the 2nd century B.C. It may have developed from cultural contacts with Persia.64 Thus Bonsirven found,65 in examining the contents of faith and doctrine, that there was no great contrast between apocalyptic and Palestinian-rabbinic writings of the time – not even as regards the status of the law Apocalyptic is to be found even in the Talmud,66 while in apocalyptic “Halakha” is also to be found,67 even though shifts of emphasis are obvious


Nevertheless, this type of literature can no longer be said seriously to be sectarian in tendency, although it might have been read in certain conventicles in particular. But the entire Tannaitic epoch was penetrated with eschatological expectations; one might even say that from the time of the apocalypse of Daniel, written under the impact made by Antiochus Epiphanes’ desecration of the temple (168–164 B.C.), up to the collapse of the Messianic movement under Bar Kokhba (A.D. 135), there was a period of uninterrupted eschatological tension. In these 300 years the most varied forms and expressions of chiliasm were confusedly interwoven. Because this is so, there is only limited truth in the many learned attempts at classification of this material, at noting oppositions between the varied forms of the expectation. Of course it may be shown from the very specific eschatological ideas of Paul – as also of Jesus – on what particular elements in the expectation they were based. Albert Schweitzer has above all the special merit of having selected and applied those literary documents of Jewish eschatology which were of special significance for Paul In this connexion the twofold eschatology of the apocalypses of Baruch and Ezra is important, with their separation of the advent of the Messiah from the general resurrection of the dead by an intervening Messianic period, such as corresponded to the character of the Christian situation in which Paul believed himself to be living. Paul then found himself forced to change the time programme of the end-events which he had taken over from Baruch, IV Ezra, and the ten-week apocalypse of the Book of Enoch (91:12–17; 93:1–10), for as a result of the unexpected dying and rising again of the Messiah it had become necessary to assume a second parousia, while, for the interim generation of the Messianic kingdom, participation in the resurrection had to be explained by a non-Jewish sacramental mysticism. Hence Schweitzer presented the apostle’s work in the guise of what I might call a “theology of the post-messianic situation” (Cf. for details the next section.)


Obviously apocalyptic writings, as W.D. Davies has also shown, have contributed many other ideas to Pauline theology. Thus he derives from that source his theory of aeons, which lies behind his typological exegesis.68 Its limits as marked out by the rabbis69 were often overstepped by Paul. Thus for him Adam became the type of Christ (Rom. 5:12–21; 1 Cor. 15:45–49) as also Isaac (cf. ch. 5, section 4); the beginning of time became the type of the end (2 Cor. 4:6; 5:17) and the period of Moses the type of his own day (2 Cor. 3:7–18). All this is possible because the aeon of the Torah is dissolved by that of the Christ, and the Torah was transferred to Christ.70 Apart from this theology of the aeons, stemming from apocalyptic, Paul came under the influence of the conception, specially elaborated in IV Ezra, that the law was a divine gift to Israel (3:19 ff.; 9:31 ff.) but could not justify sinners (9:36): also of a strongly marked pessimism with regard to sin (e.g., 7:116–131) and of suggestions concerning a dual doctrine of predestination – which Montefiore had reserved for his idea of Judaistic Hellenism. Since, however, similar isolated opinions had been voiced in the school debates preserved by the Talmud, while never becoming generally acceptable, parallels can be referred to, but no sure genealogies of such Pauline doctrines can be established. In so far as eschatological expectations were the sustaining basis of his Christian attitude, the contacts of his theology with apocalyptic material were especially close, and some knowledge of its literature or at least of its traditional stock of ideas must be assumed.71 For Paul produced a final clarification of its realistic consequences by applying it to a situation which he considered Messianic in the apocalyptic sense, and so himself – sit venia verbo – reared the structure of a post-apocalyptic theology.










4. The Eschatological Approach to Paul


That the doctrine of the last things forms the “greatest block of Jewish material in the thought-world of Paul”72 is clear beyond a doubt. Eschatological expectation: the personal Messiah, the coming Day of Judgment, and the doctrine of the two aeons remained unknown and unappreciated in the Hellenistic Mediterranean world of the time, as is plain from the lasting misunderstanding of the apostle among the Greek Christians in Salonica (1 Thess. 4:13 ff.; 2 Thess. 3:6 ff.) and Corinth (1 Cor. 15). Consequently, the eschatological approach to Paul is fully legitimate in the light of exegetical data. It began as a reaction to the excessive emphasis on his Hellenism in that Kabisch, Bruckner, and most insistently W. Wrede pointed out that the event of his call on the Damascus road could not have been without presuppositions, for Paul clearly believed in the Christ before receiving the vision of the risen Jesus. The situation was rather that he applied to the latter all those ideas which he entertained concerning the apocalyptic heavenly being. This heavenly being, or the Son of Man of apocalyptic, and the expectation of redemption understood as a material change in the objective world on the advent of the Messiah, were, in the opinion of these critics, a faith-certitude cherished by Saul, the Pharisaic theologian.


Albert Schweitzer took over this insight and elaborated it in the spirit of the positive criticism of F.C. Baur,73 to whom he refers as the “master” just when he is endeavouring to demonstrate the superiority of his own thesis and therewith to eliminate all other explanations. In fact, Schweitzer’s “consistent eschatology” has high significance for modern Pauline research, because in spite of some excesses and some violence74 he built his thesis on the right foundations. In the programme sketched as early as 1911 he avowed his purpose “of attempting the one-sidedness of wishing to understand the doctrine of the apostle to the Gentiles solely from the standpoint of the primitive Jewish Christian community” (187). On the basis of eschatology he then fulfilled this intention in his great work, The Mysticism of Paul the Apostle (1930).75 Schweitzer gave an impressive explanation of this procedure:




While they [the other critics] pulled at the first best thread, they entangled the skein to start off with, and condemned themselves to have to give an unintelligible chaos of thoughts as Pauline doctrine. The only objective procedure consists in this, viz. to begin with the simple factor which Paul has completely in common with the first church, and to see how his doctrine grows from this root. Until he is explained in this way he is not explained at all. This simple factor is the messianic expectation. This he put forward when in his missionary work he went from place to place. He harks back to it in his letters. Hence with this any account of Pauline teaching must logically begin (41, German edition).





Schweitzer thinks that from this standpoint redemption-mysticism, the teaching about the law and sacraments cohere in the common forms of expression of an “inner logic”. Paul’s theology, Schweitzer thinks, is to be understood solely in the light of the primitive situation, of the new position of the world which arose as a cosmic event between the death and resurrection of Jesus and which looked for ward to His parousia. Two aeons clash; the supernatural status of the world has begun with the resurrection of Jesus from the dead, and through the eschatological sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper, which confer Messianic blessedness, a dying and rising with Christ, a “being in Christ” as a new form of existence has become possible to believers, for the powers of the last times are already efficacious through the Spirit and the response of faith. The present time is post-messianic; already there reigns an “objective mysticism of facts” (100).


Schweitzer considered that Paul represented the speculations of Baruch, IV Ezra and certain Tannaites with regard to the aeons, the thought that the end of the age had really begun with the death of the Messiah, and that the interim Messianic kingdom considered as the final year-week of world time would shortly close with the general resurrection of the dead distinctive of the coming aeon. The surviving elect of this last generation would participate in this event, and even for those who had died beforehand, participation would be possible through their baptism into the death of Christ. In distinction to this twofold order of the last events עולם הבא – ימות המשיח the Jewish-Christian first church held fast to the simple conception of the last things, according to which the course of eschatological events was expected to begin only after the advent of the imminent parousia, and thus it did not co-operate in this post-messianic theology. This difference in eschatological outlook between Paul and the first church was supposed to be the reason for the controversy about the continued validity of the law, which, Schweitzer thought, was utterly dependent on the views of the early Christians with regard to the last things.


Pupils and compatriots of Schweitzer, such as M. Werner, F. Buri, H. Babel, U. Neuenschwander, etc., have been keenly sensitive to the historical force of this view of Paul. Werner76 exploited it for a quite new presentation of the history of the early church and its dogmas, suggesting the revolutionary consequences which flowed from the undeniable fact of the indefinite delay in the appearance of the parousia; a thesis which has also met with much opposition.


Objections to the Schweitzer-Werner thesis are that the old Tübingen emphasis on the differences in the primitive church has misled them into overlooking the common element which exists, despite the peculiarities of Pauline thought, in all forms of the primitive Christian kerygma (Goguel); that the whole of primitive Christianity was marked by the co-existence of hope for the future and certitude in the present, with the result that redemption was awaited not merely from the future (Kümmel, Manson, Cullmann), and that the doctrine of a twofold resurrection was unknown among the Jews and can be proved from the Pauline writings only by doing violence to the text (Hering). That “consistent eschatology” has drawn a distorted sketch ofJesus seems to me to have been proved by criticism which has seldom been so unanimous in speaking from different points of view. But as far as Paul is concerned, this school seems to be right to a large extent. For it is undeniable that Paul, with the whole of primitive Christianity, erred about the imminently expected parousia. And that considerable parts of his doctrine so quickly became unintelligible is a fact which favours Schweitzer’s thesis of a unified composition most closely bound up with a certain situation.


Although Schweitzer has introduced much confusion into this subject by his idea of mysticism77 and by the consequences of his doctrine of resurrection, and although his complete rejection of Hellenistic thought-forms for soteriology and the doctrine of the sacraments is in my opinion untenable, he has none the less shown the fruitfulness of the eschatological approach. For the latter is able to clarify the Jewish faith-presuppositions from which the apostle of Jesus Christ, placed in a new and unforeseeable situation, namely, the post-messianic, developed something original and really new: that is, Christian theology. Thus it is in the light of this approach that the originality of Paul’s genius is first fully realized, for it is then appreciated that he was not merely the inevitable end-product of specific premisses. Although I am not able to see Paul – as Schweitzer does – as a logical systematic thinker in one cast of ideas, and prefer to see and think of him as dynamic, ecstatic, and exalted, in the whole mode of his personality, the truth will probably lie somewhere between these extremes – between Adolf Deissmann, who almost absurdly exaggerates these latter elements, and Albert Schweitzer, who over-emphasizes the logical consistency of the apostle.








5. Net Results for a Just and Objective Approach to Paul



In this attempt to sketch a map of the present position and problems of Pauline research we have explained the various chief types of approach, as represented and variously combined in the last fifty years. In this we have proceeded with reference to Paul’s biography, and have surveyed the spiritual forces of his environment up to the time of his Damascus experience, and we have asked how far they might be considered as possible sources or influential factors. Our retrospect of the history of Pauline research has already taught us that this basic problem is uncommonly difficult to solve; that the picture given of Paul is determined by the point of view which each critic adopts. Whoever wishes to understand the spiritual stature of Paul, his life’s destiny, his theology, and lastly his influence must reckon with an integrated but composite cultural milieu such as his origins suggest – hence with the three spiritual and cultural forces of his youth, whose effective influence on his thought is so difficult to determine. My opinion is that all the attempts at interpretation which we have studied are relatively right. The problem is only to decide correctly on their limits, to decide where and how they overlap. I have already suggested the most important demarcations.


In fact, Paul must be interpreted on the basis of his Hellenistic Diaspora background, although here it is only a question of Judaic Hellenism, to which pagan Hellenism with its mystery cults had percolated. Of course, he may have had a direct encounter with the latter. Especially in the central soteriology of the apostle and his “sacramental mysticism” the influence of these cults is unmistakable, at least in so far as they supplied a model, as we shall plainly see in our treatment of this theme in ch. 4; particularly when the theme is dealt with on the basis of Judaic premisses. In the first place, however, Paul must be assessed as a rabbinical exegete; for his doctrine of sin and the law, and much else, would be incomprehensible apart from the debates of the Palestinian schools (details in ch. 5). Presumably the latter guided his eschatological thought into the field of apocalyptic and its special literature which was obviously known to Paul, and after Damascus this led Paul to interpret his present as a post-messianic situation (details ch. 3), just as it furthered his whole new and pregnant conception of saving history (ch. 6). The eschatological relevance of the situation stands throughout behind all his statements; a fact which Jewish scholars have for the most part failed to recognize, preferring like J. Klausner to expound an extreme and long-out-of-date liberal attitude. But this whole delimination of spheres of influence is never meant to suggest sharp lines of separation, but rather main tendencies, beneath which there may have been constantly at work currents of a different kind. In particular, schemes of thought stemming from the Hellenistic mystery cults may often be latent behind his expositions, especially when he is addressing communities containing Greek Christians. The talk of Paul’s acute Hellenization of Christianity which has sprung up in consequence of the Tübingen school must, however, be rejected, for this phenomenon is post-Pauline only, and its first signs are to be found in the Deutero-Pauline writings.


What seems to me most doubtful in this attempt at analysis is the possibility that it might give rise to a sort of arithmetical misunderstanding, as though the critic might, at least approximately, reckon up the theology of the apostle as the sum of its various component parts. But it is just this which is not possible or – to retain the metaphor – only when one first finds the new denominator: the personality of Paul himself. This, however, can be found only if we recognize the utter newness and uniqueness of his existence, which is not derivable from some hypothetical special tradition of early Hellenistic communities, but solely from the event of Damascus. And the latter was necessary neither as thought nor as event; even Wrede, who was most inclined to such an idea, never asserted so much.78 The new and effective element in his theology is what is most properly Pauline.79 It has entered so deeply into the essence of Christianity, and entwined itself so closely with Christian existence, that a deliverance of Christianity from its Pauline elements has become for ever impossible. This was decided by the defeat and elimination of the Ebionites. It is not they but Paul, and his followers, who paradoxically have become the representatives of the Judaic element in Christianity.


As we have just been speaking of the new and special features in Paul, a word in conclusion may be necessary about the peculiarities of his mode of thought. Hans Leisegang80 once said that Paul does not think with progressive continuity but in circular fashion. For this reason his ideas are so often intertwined (e.g., Rom. 5:18; 1 Cor. 15:20 ff.). From the idea of life springs that of death, from death he passes again to life. This is because Paul’s style of thinking is dialectic. In thinking of “a” he thinks at once of “non-a”. If he says “life”, he thinks immediately “not death”. With this remarkable form of thought by contrasts, he proceeds from flesh to spirit, from the natural man to the spiritual man, etc. Such a peculiar associative and contrasting type of thought may strike anyone as strange who comes to Paul from the writings of the ancient philosophers. But in Hellenistic Judaism, as in Orphic circles, this type of thought, as Leisegang thinks, may be rooted. Another integral feature of it is that series of logical implications may cancel each other out. Also there corresponds to this discontinuous mode of thought a striking emotional excitement, a swift change of mood and feeling, and with Paul feelings are expressed not in succession but in conjunction. In reading his letters we often come across this,81 and he appears at times as one possessed, always in pursuit, always pursued. His destiny of suffering as an apostle of Jesus Christ he has most vividly depicted in 2 Cor. 11:23–30.


Paul was a dynamic personality, on whom thoughts rained so that he was driven ceaselessly from the one to the other. Moreover, his thought was penetrating, leading us to well-nigh unfathomable depths. Often he merely suggests and instead of a whole chain of thought will give us flashes of ideas. Further, he does not always discipline linguistically these thoughts which tumble over each other. The mentality of Paul was that of an intellectual living in the environment of a large city, of one who draws his imagery from the life of the state and is adapted to the world of affairs. It is not without significance that we constantly meet, in the apostle’s work, images derived from trade and craft, building, seafaring, courts of justice, the theatre, etc., but hardly ever from the world of nature, the land, or agriculture. Apart from his self-contradictions, a further difficulty lies in the fact that he is rooted in traditions which we cannot completely grasp. All this makes it sometimes most difficult to follow the sequences of his thought and to seize the connecting links, yet there speaks in his letters “an individual stamped by a peculiar subjectivity, and by an originality which shatters all traditional forms”.82


We wish now to attempt, on the basis of these recognitions, to present the “true” picture of Paul and of Pauline theology, as it is made possible after many decades of scholarly effort and exact methods of research. We agree with the demand of F.C. Baur – despite his most recent critic (Joh. Munck) – that after a truly “positive criticism” of the situation and its general features, we should attain a view of the whole picture and see the true significance of Paul within primitive Christianity and within the realities of the first generation of Christians. For this reason our second chapter will maintain the biographical point of view, and will discuss the position of the apostle within the first church, as it may be reconstructed from his hard struggles with his Christian opponents, before we pass to the more systematic presentation of his main doctrines.


The great touchstone for this presentation will be the question how far it is objectively adequate and exegetically tenable, how far, in cases where it shifts the emphasis, it does so convincingly, whether it attains a view which is nearer to reality, or whether it succumbs to the dangers of an eclecticism stemming from the “History of Religion” method. The author feels it to be an advantage that as an independent historian of religion he is not limited in his views by confessional prejudice, as are many professional theologians who approach Paul from the standpoint of their confessional faith, which they involuntarily read into him. But he realizes too his own limitations, that he too does not have an equally open mind on all points, that he is lacking in the knowledge and experience of the professional exegete, that he has not sufficiently mastered the enormous literature on the subject, and perhaps not all the relevant questions. The author has tried to give of his best, and finally is comforted by the reflection that in our day the ideal interpreters of Paul, who were so much at home in three worlds at once that they were really competent to grapple with their hero’s thought, are no longer living. That they all fail to do justice to the towering stature of Paul must not, however, be considered any discredit to them.
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	28.   The later rabbis regard the translation as so inauspicious that they look on the traditional day on which it was done, the 8th Tebeth, as an unfortunate day. In Tr. Soferim 1, 8 we read: “It was as unlucky a day for Israel as the day of the fabrication of the golden calf, because the Torah cannot be adequately translated.” Cf. H. Bardtke, “Der Traktat der Schreiber”, Wiss geitschr. der Karl Marx-Universität, Leipzig, 1953/54, 15.



	29.   Most important apart from English studies are those of Georg Bertram, among which I cite, aside from his numerous contributions to Kittel’s Wörterbuch, the following: “Umschrifttext und religionsgeschichtliche Erforschung der LXX”, BZAW, 66 (1936); “Die religiöse Umdeutung altorientalischer Lebensweisheit in der griechischen Übersetzung des AT” ZAW 1939; “Der Sprachschatz der LXX und das hebraische AT”, ZAW, 1939; “Das Wesen der Septuagintafrommigkeit”, Die Welt des Orients, 1956; “Praeparatio evangelica in der Septuaginta”, VT, 1957, 3.
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