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Introduction


When we read fiction, we assess plausibility using special rules. We are not to throw our ordinary perceptions out the window, but to employ them in certain distinctive ways. The perceptions we employ include our understanding of natural or physical laws; of the literal and figurative uses of language; of aesthetic form, consistency, and balance; of ranges of human character; of ethical imperatives, and so on. Our entire understanding of how the world works is involved. The fact that an imaginative construct may require an adjustment of ordinary assumptions in a category of understanding that is also used outside the realm of fiction-reading – such as in the understanding of natural laws – does not mean that such a category does not apply to fiction, even to non-realistic fiction.


The types of plausibility to be assessed are affected by the adjustments we have agreed to make to accommodate the particular work; e.g., when we are adjusted for fantasy, we make a different type of plausibility assessment with respect to natural and physical laws than we do when reading a realistic novel. When reading heroic literature, we make an adjustment in the assessment of plausible character that differs from the assessment of realistic literature, and so on. Accordingly, there is always a correlation between our sense of the type of fiction we are reading – its mode and genre – and our understanding of the work’s meaning. We are always making decisions and choices about the text we are reading, and these decisions and choices ultimately determine what we take away from the text, the quality and level of the impact on us.


In the case of New Testament narrative which I am reading in this book, consisting of the gospels and the Acts of the Apostles, I have made decisions which affect this impact greatly, namely, the decision to read the narratives as fiction, and the decision to read them as texts largely discrete from the rest of the Bible, both Old and New Testaments. This discreteness does not mean that I ignore the Biblical context, and in fact I accept arguments which others have made that these texts are largely based on Old Testament analogues, but rather I mean that I am reading non-doctrinally: both by assuming the stories are not historical, and by not reading them as fulfillments of prophecy, and not as somehow mutually consistent when they are not. In reading non-doctrinally, of course I am reading them out of the context of their intended purpose. Therefore, some justification is in order.


Reasons to Read the Gospels as Fiction


There are good reasons to read the gospels as fiction. Indicia of fiction are obviously present in these works. In the absence of doctrinal belief, which requires the reader to construct and to impose on the Greco-Roman world a separate empirical reality from that which one normally inhabits or posits, the most obvious indicator is the use of fantasy. Even committed Christians have argued that the fantastic details of the gospels should be read as fiction, or at least not as literal fact. They argue, for example, that the virgin birth of Matthew and Luke derives from the effort to “fulfill” a prophecy from Isaiah 7:14 which was based on the Septuagint’s mistranslation of the Hebrew word for a young woman.[1] Bishop Spong believes that if Biblical texts are not treated as being readable by intelligent, modern adults, Christianity will die out.[2] The purpose we have for not relinquishing the gospels to fundamentalist Christians is similar, but not the same: we hope to preserve the book. The gospels are too rich and suggestive to be abandoned to simplistic and doctrinaire readings, which is the same as marking them as off-limits to intellectuals. I see no good reason to do this.


The second indicator of fictionality is the evidence, seen in comparisons among the gospels, of the reworking of themes and episodes without regard to reliability or stability in the fact pattern, but with great emphasis placed on putting across one’s lessons. We see this in the episode involving the woman who anoints Jesus, the protest against it, and the Simon or Lazarus character, which is the episode I refer to in this book as the “stopover in Bethany,” appearing in the three synoptic gospels. The constantly shifting details, the shifts in characters, the alteration of a parable to an incident, and the wide variation in both meaning and event from the first version of this episode to the last, reveal beyond a doubt that the foremost urgency in the minds of the writers was not giving an accurate account of events, but rather shaping a tale for its best didactic purpose. These purposes are discussed with more detail in my final chapter, but primarily by reference to midrashic theories which are summarized without great detail, as my purpose does not require great detail. Readers who wish to study this topic may do so by referring to the cited texts. Related to this idea, in Chapters 1 and 8, is the idea of the connection between cultural survival and messianism, which in its own way provides further evidence for the allegorical nature of the gospels: the gospels thus contain a deep cultural truth, but the details of the story are invented.


A similar example of purposeful manipulation by the authors is seen in their use of characters (the disciples) who inhabit a world of free-flowing magic, and yet who at times exhibit difficulty in understanding or believing in the magical powers of the very leader they profess to follow, against the evidence of their senses. This problem can arise only from construction and invention of a fictional nature. The critic Tzvetan Todorov has described this technique of invention, which is done for the purposes of creating identification between the “hesitating” character and the reader, as the defining characteristic of fantastic literature.[3]


A third indicator of fictionality is the figurative, usually allegorical, use of language. A character whose name means “Anointed Savior” and whose role in the story exactly matches that name is likely to have been invented by authors writing with an allegorical or quasi-allegorical purpose. The above-mentioned techniques all belong to fiction writers with didactic purposes, not to historians, biographers, or memoirists.


We conclude, then, that the gospels are actually a form of fiction, or are at least enough like fiction to be analyzed as fiction. The recognized genre to which the gospels belong is that of “apocalyptic literature.” Therefore, that genre will receive some discussion in a later chapter.


Independent of any claim that the gospels are a form of fiction is the idea that it may be valuable to read them as fiction because doing so reveals the nature of the process of reading fiction, all the more so because the gospels are composed in an extinct genre. The difference between what was done then and what is done now throws the nature of what is done into relief: what is done when we read, what must have been expected or assumed when the writers wrote, what was possible, what is no longer possible, what is still possible.


Moreover, in contrasting these processes with those we use to assess quasi-historical narrative (the Acts), we conclude that the assessment of fiction involves evaluating the plausibility of characters and events within a framework of premises which must themselves first be accepted, whereas the quasi-historical narrative involves assessment of plausibility only or primarily in terms of whether or not the events are likely to have occurred; except, however, that fantastic history dispenses with that assessment and is akin to the adventure story or legend, something read mainly for the pleasure of its event, rather than its plausibility.


Fictional versus Historical Plausibility


Fictional plausibility assessment is similar to historical plausibility assessment, but is at an additional remove from the sense of empirical reality. The sense of empirical reality is involved in both assessments, but in fiction it is used (to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the taste of the reader) to test the premises, not the content. The content is assessed against the premises. (This is why it is “unrealistic” when the disciples don’t believe in the miracles of Jesus – when they are “obstinate” about the loaves and fish: after repeated demonstration, why would they be? Their behavior, the content of the story, does not make sense in terms of the premises of the story.) However, in history, the premises consist of the sense of empirical reality, which is external to the story; except that this is not the case with ancient history, which routinely employs legend (“fantastic” history). To paraphrase one historian of religion, storytelling was once the stuff of history.[4] Today, historians still seek a good story, and there will always be problems with accuracy, but it is considered bad form to embellish and prevaricate. For today’s historians, the concept of a “good story” no longer routinely includes the tall tale.


It is only by comparing these works one to another and by reading them in the context of our understanding of how the narrative genres operate that such rules of thumb about the nature of plausibility assessment are made possible. That, finally, is some justification for having undertaken this enterprise.


Jesus, Christ, and the Logos


One of the benefits made available to us by the work of the “historical Jesus” scholars (whom I discuss mostly in Chapter 1) is the awareness they give us that Jesus is one character or concept and the Christ is another. In the order of Christian composition, Jesus precedes the Christ, and, in turn, the Christ precedes its identification with the Logos, which is at least partly a Platonic concept. It is only doctrine that prevents us from seeing this for ourselves, for once we are aware of it we can see by reading the gospels in their probable order of composition how the idea develops.


To be sure, the concept of the Jewish messiah generally, and the “Son of Man” from the Book of Daniel (KJV 7:13; but see also NEB), precede the gospels and are incorporated into their soteriology or concepts of salvation, but Christology appears to be a Greek idea associated with the Logos. In the Christian gospels the connection to the Logos does not appear until the Gospel of John.


Greek Christology is distinct from the concept of a Jewish messiah in that it does not refer to a militaristic national or tribal savior in the political sense, but rather to a more personal savior not limited by tribal identification, and focused on spiritual, not political salvation. As has often been pointed out, these ideas were suited to the insecure and cosmopolitan nature of the Hellenized Roman Empire and were characteristic of the mystery religions then popular.[5]


The Gospel of John’s identification of Jesus with the Logos transformed the story of Jesus from one about a prophet who may have been himself the prophesied savior of the Jewish people into a myth about a Greek (i.e., universal) god who was himself a divine emanation and emissary to the earth sent to save it from, and/or to condemn it for, its sin.


For literary critics, particularly those interested in so-called “theory,” the concept of the Logos must be highly significant in any attempt conceptually to come to terms with the Gospel of John and/or the problem of doctrinal containment of open-minded reading of the New Testament. “Infinitist theologies are always logocentrisms,” writes Derrida[6] and logocentrism means (unless I misunderstand Derrida) Logos Centrism. Western metaphysics, for those who are (or were) involved in that almost Catholic mystery known as the deconstructive enterprise, begins with the mysterious enunciation of the Divine Word and Wisdom, or Logos. This enunciation is, for deconstruc-tionists, a conceptual error. For the record, I have done my best, in this book, not to write in TheorySpeak.


Anyway, the first section of this book has not attempted to deal at length with this complex philosophical issue. Whether the concept of the Logos is an error, or whether it is a Greek form of theology incompatible with the tendency of modern science to objectify and dominate, as Gadamer seems to have argued (I am simplifying his ideas considerably), I cannot say. Of all the formulations and references to or explanations of the Logos that I have read, those of Gadamer come the closest to making sense to me, but the truth is that I cannot be made to understand the idea.[7] The problem is that in every such formulation, the language of the formulation clearly implies a metaphor, but the terms of the metaphor remain always abstract and often circular. Thus, for example, Gadamer writes:




In considering the being of beings, Greek metaphysics regarded it as a being that fulfilled itself in thought. The thought is the thought of nous, which is conceived as the highest and most perfect being, gathering within itself the being of all beings. The articulation of the logos brings the structure of being into language, and this coming into language is, for Greek thought, nothing other than the presencing of the being itself, its alethia. Human thought regards the infinity of this presence as its fulfilled potential, its divinity.[8]





Gadamer considered this concept “self-forgetful,” and took exception to the idea that language can have an infinite presence. On the contrary, language, and therefore also historical experience is, for Gadamer, finite. I mention this so as not to suggest that Gadamer was endorsing this definition or description of the Logos. Rather, the point is that even this relatively straightforward description is, indeed, “self-forgetful.” Try to follow it: a being fulfills itself in the thought of the highest being, which contains the being of all beings, whose structure is brought into the realm of language, which becomes an infinite presence, which is divinity because it is a fulfilled potential – !


It doesn’t help that the concept of generation is introduced into these circularities by speaking of a “son” or a “father,” in the manner of both John’s gospel and the gnostics. The Son then is a word, which is a thought, which is a presence (it is “presence” that really bedevils the deconstructionists), which is existent from the beginning of time, yet generated by the Father, and so on.


To track down such mysteries to their originary lairs would perhaps be a futile, and certainly an endless endeavor. No matter how significant, I have had to decline that endeavor. I would note, however, that those who object to the readings in this book on doctrinal grounds ought at least to acknowledge the nature of their own theology before attacking these readings on bases that they pretend are normative.


Finally, I must advise the reader that the composition of most of this book was complete in about 2003, and that it is an essay. The wise reader will know what to make of those two facts.










Chapter 1
Literary Criticism & The Historical Jesus


The purpose of this first chapter is to point out three methodological errors which occur in the work of certain writer/scholars in or on the fringes of the field of “historical Jesus” research, all of which derive from an insufficient appreciation of the historicity of literary criticism. I will also outline in this chapter a view of the origins of Christian narrative myth as revealed by an analysis of apocalyptic genre and historical context. My thesis is that Christian narrative myth (the gospels) incorporates and to some extent symbolizes a Jewish sect’s survival response to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans in 70 C.E. I do not advance this idea with the purpose of antagonizing the devout, but out of a genuine and long-standing interest in the nature of the Bible as a literary artifact.


Background


For centuries, Christian intellectuals have been trying to come to terms with, and to appropriate for their own purposes, post-Enlightenment methods of “historical criticism.” The idea has always been to contain the threat that rose to prominence in the Age of Reason to religious hegemony over ideas. Thus, “historical criticism” to these intellectuals is a branch of theology tactically aimed at containing flight from the church based on a weakening of belief in Christian miracles and orthodoxy. It is not really a historical method, because history, as treated in this method, is checked by the primacy of doctrine. As Edgar Krentz has written, “History is studied to remove it in favor of nonhistorical truth. …Theology must either justify the use of historical criticism and define its nature or be willing to reformulate the Christian faith in terms of a positivist truth that historicism alone will validate.”[1]


According to Krentz, historical criticism became generally accepted over time, and was made a duty for Christian intellectuals by a papal encyclical in 1943. In a large sense, the method was defined by a pontifical commission in 1964 as including “source analysis, textual criticism, literary criticism, linguistic studies, and the method of form history.” Today it includes these categories and also philological study (“forms, significance, and meaning of language and literature”) and redaction criticism.[2]


“Literary criticism” for Christian intellectuals means mainly ancient or classical forms. Krentz defines it as treating “the rhetorical, poetic, and compositional devices used by an author to structure his thought and embellish it with suitable language.”[3] This limited definition can mislead a modern, general reader of the spate of “historical Jesus” books which appeared in the last decades of the twentieth century, because the writers of these books refer to “literary criticism” without clarifying that what they refer to is a practice that took place between the times of Aristotle and Augustine. They deny all historicity to “literary criticism” in painting a picture of it that a literary critic of today would not recognize.


If we actually apply current basic literary critical principles to Biblical texts, we can and do get historical results. Moreover, all literary criticism contains certain historicist principles, and some literary criticism is overtly historicist. That said, we will proceed to:


Error No. 1: Literary Criticism is Ahistorical


In volume 1 of his book, A Marginal Jew, John P. Meier states flatly that “literary criticism” is “an ahistorical approach” to documents with truth claims for which people were willing to die.[4] As valuable as literary criticism is for certain purposes, it doesn’t deal with truth claims – doesn’t validate or invalidate them. The idea appears to be that literary criticism never intersects with either the “real” world or the “historical” detail. The “real” and the “historical” are seen as distinct from each other, but both are equally inaccessible to the literary critic. Meier thus concludes that literary criticism “cannot be the main method in a quest for the historical Jesus.”[5]


“Quest” is an interesting word. It was the word Albert Schweitzer used.[6] Schweitzer ended his book by abandoning history in favor of ineffable mystery, along the lines of the “removal” in favor of nonhistorical truth described by Krentz above.[7] Notwithstanding such abandonments, to go on a quest for something means that we seek it; we hope to find it; it is our most cherished goal, like the quest for the Holy Grail. Such an undertaking is entirely different from one in which we seek to ascertain whether or not materials exist which would support a finding that Jesus had an historical existence, and which we would then use to determine the extent and nature of this historical existence. It is true that a post-Enlightenment literary criticism should not assume historicity without evidence; but then, what intellectual discipline should assume it? With respect to the Jesus stories, it is only the theology of orthodox Christianity which asks us to assume the historicity of Jesus, whereas both history and literary criticism should require that we first examine the materials before we determine the nature of the quest. Our history may turn out to be a history of theology; our literary study may turn out to be the formal (or historical) study of a myth, a legend, or a midrashic liturgical composition. So if “quest” has a tendentious burden, then indeed, literary criticism cannot be the “main method” in the quest, since it does not assume the result. But neither can “historical criticism” be the main method, unless it is defined (and Krentz essentially defines it this way) as subserving the needs of theology.


Not surprisingly, Meier defines his form of “historical criticism” in exactly this subservient way. His confession of theological purpose is stated as follows:[8]


[T]he proper object of Christian faith is not and cannot be an idea or scholarly reconstruction, however reliable. What, then is the usefulness of the historical Jesus to people of faith? My reply is: none [for religious purposes]. Yet, I maintain that the quest can be very useful if one is asking about theology, in a contemporary context. [O]nce a culture becomes permeated with a historical-critical approach, as has Western culture from the Enlightenment onward, theology can operate in and speak to that culture with credibility only if it absorbs into its methodology a historical approach.


Thus, the purpose of the “quest for the historical Jesus” is to increase credibility for theology in a post-Enlightenment culture. Such a purpose is patently ahistorical. And yet literary criticism is dismissed as incapable of being the “main method” in the “quest” because it is supposedly ahistorical.


As it turns out, the confession of theological purpose occurs in more than one work to be discussed in this book, and is a more or less conscious apology offered usually deep into the text. Where it is not openly confessed, it appears as a sudden, inexplicable inconsistency in the logic of one’s method. We shall see further examples later on. Here, it is worth paraphrasing Meier’s remarks distinguishing the “real” from the “historical.” The historian has, essentially, two difficulties: determining what is “real,” and determining what is “historical.” The historian has the same problem in knowing anything about the “real” Jesus as he has about knowing the “real” Nixon or Reagan, and the same problem in knowing anything about the “historical” Jesus that he has in knowing anything about the “historical” Thales, or the “historical” Apollonius of Tyana.[9] On the one hand, knowledge of history is not the same as knowledge of the real, since history is a theoretical construct based on available materials. We can get closer to the “real” Nixon than to the “real” Thales, because we have a great deal of available material on Nixon, consisting of his own writings, contemporary accounts, news stories, memoirs, film and videotape, presidential archives, and so on, whereas all we know of Thales comes from references to him and to his ideas in a few ancient works by other writers, such as Aristotle and Diogenes Laertius.[10] (Copleston, Chapter 3.1). But the “real” Nixon still eludes us, and what we have are various “historical” Nixons, being the interpretations of various historians. This homage to postmodern relativism is fair enough, as far as it goes. But, writes Meier, “the difficulty of knowing anything about Jesus must be placed in the larger context of the difficulty of knowing anything about Thales, Apollonius of Tyana, or anyone else in the ancient world” (24). We are much less able to construct a “historical” Thales or a “historical” Jesus, because the materials on each, as on most ancient figures, are so limited.


Notice how the argument operates. Step 1: The “real” is more difficult than the “historical” and is essentially unknowable: as with Jesus, so with Nixon. Step 2: The “historical” becomes more difficult to assess insofar as the subject is more remote in time: as with Jesus, so with Thales. An implication exists in the double comparison, which is that Jesus is as real as Nixon and as historical as Thales, but the explicit point is that there is less “reality” data on Jesus than on Nixon, and as meager “historical” data on Jesus as on Thales. We note that what we might consider the “first question” of any book purporting to deal with the issue of a “historical Jesus” – the question of whether or not Jesus existed – is being set up to go begging. “Reality” is impossible, and “history” is impossibly difficult, so we are to assume both, as we do with Nixon and Thales.


Let’s focus more specifically on the implication that Jesus is as “historical” as Thales, and that the historical data on each is equally meager. Generally stated, the idea is that all ancient figures are difficult to document, and they all occupy an equally difficult “historical” status. This equation of the historical Thales with the historical Jesus is both imprecise and misleading, and it overlooks a principle of literary criticism which would require a distinction between the two figures. The equation is imprecise because the type of literature we have about Jesus is qualitatively different from the type of literature we have about Thales. It is misleading because it places Jesus at the same level of historicity as Thales – whereas an impartial examination of the evidence, which accounts for the differences in the quality of the literature on each figure, may not place them at the same level of verifiable historicity at all. The principle of literary criticism which we would apply is one that was most famously applied over half a century ago by Northrop Frye in Anatomy of Criticism, which is that we compare literary works with one another.[11] We then distinguish between them and account for their differences. If we apply that principle to the works that turn out to be – consistent with Meier’s discussions and implications – the primary sources of information about our two figures, i.e., the New Testament canon and, say, the life of Thales by Diogenes Laertius,[12] we understand that these works are not even remotely similar in nature or known purpose.


Obviously, the gospels are full of miracles, which are offered to the reader in the spirit of willingness to believe. Thus, water-into-wine, loaves-and-fishes, calming the storm, walking on water, transfiguration, faith healings, resurrections from the dead, ascensions to heaven, etc. These stories are known to all of us with a Christian background, whereas fewer people will have read Diogenes Laertius. Without making any claims for the accuracy of the fact recital in Diogenes, its facts are obviously of a different nature than the gospel “facts,” and are offered in a different spirit and manner. There are no miracles in Diogenes. Instead, we learn such things as the names of Thales’ parents, the probable places of his origin, the names of his treatises on astronomy, his basic philosophical doctrines, his discoveries and experiments (e.g., he measures the height of the pyramids by measuring their shadow at the hour when our shadow is the same length as ourselves), and so on; and the consistent method of Diogenes is to reveal sources of his information: Plato, Aristotle, Hippias, Pamphila, Hieronymus, Eleusis, Alexo, Hermippus – there are dozens of them (Diogenes I:23-35 & passim). While most of the sources cannot today be checked because they have been lost, the technique of attribution is routinely followed in a manner similar to the manner of scholarship up to the present day. The scholar does not assume or require belief on his own say-so, and he provides his materials for the reader who wishes to verify or conduct his or her own research. Only Luke among the evangelists uses language even remotely resembling the language of attribution, and then only in the opening chapter:




The author to Theophilus: Many writers have undertaken to draw up an account of the events that have happened among us, following the traditions handed down to us by the original eyewitnesses and servants of the Gospel. (Lk. 1:1-2, NEB).





Even in Luke the language of narration is much more like the language typically associated with storytelling: “In the days of Herod, king of Judea, there was a priest named Zechariah …” (Lk. 1:5 NEB). And even Luke’s “eyewitnesses” appear to be eyewitnesses to something that may or may not refer to events: thus “eyewitnesses and servants of the Gospel,” in the NEB, and “eyewitnesses and ministers of the word” in the ASV (Lk. 1:2, italics added). Today’s literary critic would immediately recognize and consider significant the fact that the gospels on the one hand, and Diogenes’ life of Thales on the other, are two entirely different types of works, the nature of which leads us to different conclusions about the reliability of the “facts” each gives us. It is ironic that Meier gives lip service to a version of this principle without applying it to the texts in question, when he writes:




[C]ontemporary literary criticism provides a salutary caveat by reminding us to ask what is the literary function of a verse or pericope in the larger work before we glibly declare it a reliable source of historical information (12).





Meier thus wants to limit the role of the literary critic to perceiving parts within wholes, while not commenting on differences between wholes, but he does concede here that the perception of function has a relationship to an analysis of what constitutes historical “fact.” Unfortunately, this scrap is thrown out as a professional courtesy only, for there is to be no recognition that literary function has anything at all to say in determining what is or is not historical fact. And this is fine, insofar as Meier is not claiming to practice literary criticism. But what is less acceptable is that this dismissal, like the mistaken equations of Nixon/Thales/Jesus, is merely part of a well-worn pattern in which a quasi-historical methodology serves the ends of theology.


This pattern typically begins by pointing out the paucity of historical materials – the limitations of Tacitus, of the bowdlerized, “Slavonic” Josephus, of the agrapha or unwritten sayings and deeds, of the apocryphal gospels (above all, those) – and then concludes, inevitably:




The four canonical gospels turn out to be the only large documents containing significant blocks of material relevant to a quest for the historical Jesus (Meier 139).





This will always be the conclusion of those who pretend an interest in historicity, but whose interest is in fact doctrinal. Thus, we can go back to a rather dated handbook by John H. Hayes, called Introduction to the Bible and find much the same thing:




This survey of the non-Biblical and non-Gospel material mentioning Jesus shows that, in the last analysis, an attempted portrayal of the Jesus of history must be dependent upon the New Testament Gospels (323).





And what has been the logical process by which Hayes has rejected his “non-Gospel” sources? As to the apocryphal gospels, it includes quoting from passages in which the infant Jesus creates twelve sparrows out of clay, then claps his hands causing them to fly away chirping; or in which father Joseph is building a bed for a rich man and finds that he has two beams of uneven size, whereupon infant Jesus magically stretches them to an equal size. “This material,” writes our analyst, “is obviously the product of a pious and devout Christian imagination, but it contains no semblance of historical actuality and can thus be dismissed as a valid source of information on the historical Jesus” (Hayes 322, italics added.) It hardly need be pointed out that the canonical gospels contain material no less miraculous, and that the description given above fits them equally well – and yet they are not to be wholeheartedly “dismissed as a valid source of information.” In this case, it is not a matter of failing to distinguish between different types of works, but rather of creating a false distinction between types of works (the apocryphal and canonical gospels) that are in the most obvious and significant way similar. One could no doubt find distinctions between them, but the distinction cannot be found in focusing on the nature of a miraculous event. If such events invalidate a source of information, they must invalidate both sources.



OEBPS/OEBPS/images/tp.jpg
Son of
Yahweh

The Gospels as Novels

Clarke W. Owens

CHRISTIAN
ATRNATIVE

Winchester, UK
Washington, USA






OEBPS/OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
¥ SON OF #
" YAHWEH

~ The Gospels as Novels

CLARKE W. OWENS









OEBPS/OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





