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. Vilifying the Other and Defining the Self:
Matthew’s and John’s Anti-Jewish Polemic in Focus

Sean Freyne
Trinity College, Dublin

‘The first and fourth gospels’ Jewish character and concerns have

'been contrasted with their strident anti-Jewish sentiments,
mpting somewhat embarrassed Christian interpreters, at least in
-holocaust times, to find ways of softening the impact of their
perative rhetoric. One favoured tactic has

-Jewish
ks to an earlier stage of the tradition and thus to exonerate the
redactor. But this merely puts the problem back one stage,
over, the redactor cannot be entirely free of blame since he has,
ter all, included the offending material in his work ! Third, in the
‘ the Fourth Gospel, the Jewish hostility to Jesus has been
lified with that of the world, which is then interpreted existen-
¥, following Bultmann®, But such a solution to the problem does

s reflected at different level of the work, cf. C. J. Hickling,
0 Judaism in the Fourth Gospel” in L'Evangile de Jean: Sources, rédaction,
{Louvain: 1977), ed. M. de Jonge, 347-354; also I. von Wahlde, “The
nine Jews,” NTS 28(1982)33-60. For a discussion of Matthew's views on Judaism,
egasse, “L'Anti-judaisme dans I'évangile selon Matthien,” in L'E vangile selon
& i Rédaction ot Theologie (Louvain: 1971), ed. M. Didier, 417-428; of. also W,
r.n.w.mioamn_ua Aussagen der Redaktion von Matthius 23,
it Theologic der Synoptiker, FEestschrift fir Josef Schmidt (Herder: 1973), ed.
nan, 286-200; E. A. Russell, “The Image of the Jew in Matthew’s Gospel” in
tbangelica V11, ed. E, A. Livingstone, T.U.126, (Berlin: 1982), 42742,
er, “Die Antijidische Polemik in Johannesevangelium,” NTS 10 (1865}

in Orientierung an
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not consider that in John, the world is characterised precisely as
comprised of unbelieving Jews. The text itself drives us back to zwmm
question of what caused this anti-Jewish polemic within the gospels,
and to what social matrix it belonged. Therefore, it would be a false
hermeneutic to try to escape the force of the Matthaean and Johannin

invective either by attempting to exonerate the masses of Jesus ally, thei ) ' ©

Jewish contemporaries from responsibility for this rejection, or by soi Shich to mﬁm:m.amcf_mv b:ro.sx. Their necessity to define ‘a place on

de-historicising the actual confrontation that it ignores the clear B oLl mms <§M un H:mm:mw: and to lay sole and privileged claim to

import of our texts. e r%\.@mm.::omomao_. an interesting vantage point for evaluating

Our conference’s overall theme has prompted the question which® Choosi e calle mevm.é s and John’s anti-Jewish rhetoric.

may serve as a new key for exploring the polemics of these two wo rse Hﬂm two Mm:._% Christian writers for our exploration does not

and their intentions. It is a sad fact of everyday human experien B ggest that we are necessarily dealing with a common front

both at the personal and social levels, that our most sharply S.cammap hdicatio oqumon u:mmrﬁs. in these two works. There are at least some

slanted and in the end downright insulting statements are ofte Hat b d srm in each, .mmwmoum:v\ in the treatment of the figure of Peter
‘had they come into actual contact, the authors and their oosmmﬁ..

directed at those persons or groups who threaten us most and impinge B loics might h L
most directly on our own sense of identity by challenging out B o zmm ave been only slightly more sympathetic to each
self-esteem. Precisely, it would seem, because it touches the very core: e y were to their respective Jewish opponents. Rather, the

of who we think we are, the threat which is posed by such “others’ 5 omowb.ﬁ.mmmdm in the light of this paper’s working hypothesis
are, 1y Christian communities which deal with similar Rﬂ@ t .%Ew.»ﬁ%
, if not identical,

provokes a primitive, even violent response. This violence expresses ocial situation
i . . « »» R s tha P e X
itself in attempting to destroy the “other,” at least at those points: wWhich a common :o:&.u them moow_v\w lies in illustrating the ways in
where the perceived threat is most real.® This universal human’ rent bmambooma\o%mzmmw oo m:_.“_ work R.mm_m out giving rise to quite
experience had been thematised in the Greco-Roman world of our ‘Community Building, in Mroammowwgwwa. and on Eow.n opponents.
authors in a conscious set of rules for vituperatio which were learned dentity within a larger tradition. h © ot glving a group its distinctive
in the schools of rhetoric and aimed at destroying the social and inevitably touch various levels o‘m Mmozwmbw\_@_m;mwma aspects. It must
political persona of one’s adversary.* The Palestinian Ben Sirach, e cultural level, in the broad ﬁmSWm owwm_ Emmlﬁ.rm economic level,
writing in the second century B.C.E., was equally conscious of the ons, and ultimately, the wm:mu.o,:m ~,o<¢~ HM_ MM& attitudes and assump-
social implications of vituperative speech, as he repeatedly reminds ew Testament studies that these _m<m_.m 9., .ooEE.OEE.mom of recent
his readers.’ It does not, therefore, appear too presposterous {0 influence each other, even if none of %MMUMMQJAM wzﬂoaﬂuﬂ .
to any or all of the of] ould be collapsed
; e others. For our pr .
: present purposes it will be
e ..n.mhw_:%o concentrate on the following three aspects of this complex
___.,..;.,_m 2 Mumu what role mo. the communities of Matthew and John
i sxrmsomuwmm?mm as umémw\ within the larger Jewish tradition?
1) group, how does this visi fi )
dati ) ! ) ion of its task shape the
...“u%%c“mgﬁr :M Mm*_,Em of its Jesus figure? Three, what W\Eoﬁ
s expected from the loyal adherents :
. ; > of each gro i
= Broup s assumptions about itself and its origins? group, given

e NMM” MWMJW.MVE M/.\_Mm_rmw\m Ewm John’s vilification of Jews comes
2 3 mediately trom their concerns to defi he i iti
0f the communities for wh ,  conton i itios
. . whom they wrote. Thi i

b . s contention could
.m_d.maw _omr m.Oa mcuwoﬁ from recent studies of both works, stressing
‘they do the respective evangelists’ strong community concerns and

3 For a usefal discussion of the literary expression of such ideas from an historicd
perspective, cf. R. C. Elliot, The Power of Satire, Magic, Ritual, Art, Princeton 1960
4 Gf. M. A. Grant, The Ancient Rhetorical Theories of the Laughable, Madison, 1924}
D. L. Clark, Rhetoric in Greco-Roman Education, (New York: 1957). Aristotle, in hii
Rhetorica (3.19,1 and 1.9.4,41), set the trend for subsequent treatment by giving th
following list of virtues that one should mention in a laudatio: justice, cou

self-control, magnificence, magnanimity, liberality, gentleness, practical and spec
tive wisdom. An evil character is proved by the opposites. These criteria had beg
developed at Rome by Cicero (De Orat. 2,43,182 and-2.11.45f) Cf. also the
Ciceronian treatise on rhetoric, Ad Herrenium, especially, 1.5.12f.

5Ben Sirach 5:11-6:17; 8:5-7; 28:14; 39:4.6.10. These admonitions to moderation
one’s speech and recognition of the social implications of the language of praise

blame may be due to the court provenance of the wisdom tradition, but they coul
equally well reflect Greco-Roman rhetorical conventions, given the deep penetration
hellenistic culture into Judaism as reflected in this work according to Martin Hengel§§
masterful analysis in Judentum und Hellenismus.

._.MM MMHMM that Zm&.ﬂm.sw thought of his community as having primar-
bitec ﬁrwm. Homvomm%:_q seems like stressing the obvious when we
e Ran%ﬂéwrm final moEBSEo: “go make disciples of all the
aw..ima . 1g them ... .Q&menu@v. Yet we need to specify this
& more precisely. The disciples are to teach all that Jesus “has
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commanded” (eneteilamén). This points to the considerable body of}
teaching that Jesus imparts throughout the gospel, focused particu-
larly in the five great discourses that punctuate the story. While these:
collections of sayings embody many different types from a form-crit-
ical point of view, at the work’s close they are all categorised in ot
particular way, namely, as commandments. They are not proverbs;
beatitudes, apocalyptic utterances or prophetic speeches; they aré:
entolai, commands. L

That this characterisation of Jesus’ teaching grows at once fro
the Matthaean community’s own self-understanding and its percep-
tion of its various Jewish counterparts, emerges from a number o..ﬂn_
considerations of the work as a whole. The community has its ow
explicit rites of admission and rules for expulsion (28:19 and
18:15-19). These show considerable similarity to the Qumran and:
other sectarian halakha.® For instance, those who are fully discipled
the kingdom (mathéteutheis), and so capable of carrying out the final
commission (cf.28:19), are twice designated as scribes nmﬂnimagw@...
13:51 and 23:34) This designation is not found elsewhere for any:
Christian minister, but it is a characteristic description of a teacher
2nd-temple Judaism. “Binding and loosing™ (16:19 and 18:18), tern
which have plenty of parallels in later rabbinic writing to describe
authoritative teaching role (but cf. already Mt.23.4), are used
describe the Matthaean church’s understanding of its own authoris
tion to teach.” The community’s piety has a distinctively Jewish spirit
to it in its prayer, fasting and alms giving, yet it too is presented in
terms of a set of commands defining Christian piety’s specific charac:
ter in terms of not doing what is done in the synagogues (6:2 and 5},
The gospel’s central notion, the kingdom of God (heavens), is itself
the object of teaching and instruction (13:11 and 19). Knowledge!
the kingdom defines the Christian scribe, “who can bring forth fro
his treasure the new and the old” (13:52). Matthew treats many of
disputes between Jesus and his Pharisaic and/or scribal opponents in
such a way that, unlike Mark, his source, he vindicates not Jes
authority but the Matthaean community rule. Indeed in one instan¢
(Mt.19:9) he appears to opt quite deliberately for one of the currer

# In these disputes, Jesus appears as the Jewish authorities’
When they call his ruling into question, they are Hmﬁaommsﬁm,&
,w".m:wo._chsmmwmnmd&zm the Scriptures (9:13; 12:3.5.7.; 21:16.49;
e .m v.. >sm on o.dm ooomm#.u? they are represented as transgressing
hose .oE.HuZ:mm through their own tradition (15:3; ct. Mk.7:8).

This .rmﬁ by no means exhaustive, should suffice to illustrate that
V: tthew’s concern with teaching and his manner of categorising both
esus w:m his disciples as teachers, arises directly from and is
etermined by other Jewish teachers’ experience, the claims, piet

the mode of instruction, based on the common heritage uom ?M
U”E.mm. But Matthew does not conceive of this teaching commu-
/88 just one among many possible rivals; he wishes to make
.:wmo.ﬁﬁw o_w::m for his Jesus figure and the community that is linked
A ..._d:- :.w its teaching mission. Jesus alone merits the designations
“teacher (didaskalos) or “master” (katergétes). Others are not to
,.b”tm to any such title within the community, even if they can be
nown officially as prophets, wise men and scribes {Mt.23:8-10 and

W
|

g ..,:,.5 reason for this apparent discrepancy (within the same chap-
th _.wmm:m to suitable nomenclature for those <E.E:m,_< msmm_m%w
@ .ﬁmme?sm ministry is best explained in the light of the mmc.:mm
..tmm_:mﬁ.._c: at 11:25-30 and 16:16-20. The former passage is mad
part of a Q passage (vv.25-27 cf. Lk.10:21-22) and in part by mbMo_m%
m:_.“mmm: H”:mwmluu (vv.28-30) which by implication contrasts Jesus’
€ JF:W (his light yoke) with that of the wise and :ummnﬁm:m.
E,nmmcE.me the seribes and phari sees), who elsewhere are casti »MMM
placing heavy and unsupportable burdens on men’s mracﬂmﬁ
.._..mu. mos:.w«.mﬁ Jesus’ disciples receive a special revelation from
i _.Mn_g:nmn::um the IFather.? Likewise, Peter’s confession of Jesus as
t g.m__ on of the Living God” is based not on flesh and blood but m: a
c,m. m—.c.c: from the Father (16:17). With these claims, expressed in
,..,....:.m&cE and apocalyptic language, the gmnrmmms community
ys claim to an intimate knowledge of the Father’s will through its
nl teacher, ‘the Christ’. Thus it seeks to invest its own ”mmnrm:mmfimw

8]. Gnilka, “Die Kirche des Matthiius und die Gemeinde von Qumran,” BZ 7(196]} b 3
Clal authority since its definitive instructor and guide is the

43-63; C.-H. Hunzinger, “Spiiren pharisaischer Institutionen in der frithen Rabbi
ishcen Uberlieferung,” in Tradition und Glaube, Festschrift fir K. G. Kuln
(Gottingen: 1971), 147-156 i
7G. Bornkamm, “Die Binde und Lésgewalt in der Kirche des Matthius™ in Die Z
Jesus. Festschrift fiir H. Schlier (Freiburg: 1970), 93-107; P. Hoffmann, “Der Pe
Primat in Matthdusevangelium,” in Neues Testament und Kirche. Festschrift fii
Schnackenburg, ed. J. Gnilka, 94-114; cf. especially, 101f. n. 29.

i:i:z& Die A i

- H ] useinandersetzung zwischen Ki i
EEJEp,_m:n__..b.:i. (Munich: 1963), 36-56. el und Judentum im
FM“ %H:omm_v m:..:-vrnzmao and anti-scribal tendencies of the Matthaean redaction
i :M his wwmmnw...w have been well demonstrated recently by G. Kiinzel
el zum Gemeindverstindnis des Matthdus-Evangeliums (Stuttgart: 1978) .N@..@A,
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mythical eschatological teacher.'® Within such a perspective there
no place for teachers who might claim an authority based on learning:
or tradition. Matthaean teachers may indeed be called scribes, wis

esch; i i
¢ az:MM %ﬁ.ﬂm%&.ﬁmmnrm_. myth in which its life and beliefs are
at the Matthaean community can make absolutist claims

: scrib : onits own b i
meo_.gccrwauUcﬁg\.ﬁrmsmg_.m of their community’s found Israel. As QMWWHH_MM q”wcmm_m._.m _woﬂ._ e st areof
, Fmo:oEmngoHﬁm«ﬂﬁmmﬁ:‘
w_smum_,m&

myth, their task and function is inevitably seen as different from that the desi ’ :
of their counterparts in Judaism’s other branches. Matthew, it seems, hinistry of “_mMmm_ucM for Judaism in a global sense during the actnal
wants to make this point aggressively, and so the Christology of the: Bilits tiived F.Hmm.agcumm.“ Hm“mm.c. But this is only to point up its failure
work is developed to underpin its claims. Emmanuel, interpreted as; Lir gdom ﬁm - vawrm_ ure in fruit-bearing means the transference of nrw
“God with us”, is the name of the child Jesus (1:21); he is present & B mrmﬁaama& MH_ ethnos (21:43) and leads ultimately to the tragedy
guarantor of the community’s decisions (18:20), and in the end, the Israel finds ne _c:um that remains deserted (23:38f) as E.:.mﬁmﬁm:.*
teaching mission is based on his presence being continued to the Ebatriarchs mm.wwaﬁmmwnwﬁ the mmwwﬂﬁo_cmmn& banquet with its own
close of the age (28:20). 3 LAt S a son o raham does not cou . (1.
From this founding myth of Jesus as the eschatological teacher 1 mmwm w.w:ﬁw oM.Em _cdm&cn._. are recognised not by birth _uhﬂ_uﬂom_%mv
whose messianic claims are authenticated through an appeal to the ill mm. h o rm mmnrmno_em_.n& teacher that leads to doing the Fath B
Scriptures at every stage of his ministry, Matthew draws very cleg e_wm::mmﬂs ommwrnwmmzmm it Aom 17:26; 12:50, 21:31). For gmﬁrmﬂa«m
consequences for the teaching that is proposed in Jesus’ name Tand so —.m_m _”En*mnﬁ.mnm_sm of his community’s substitution wo.
Corresponding to the motif of Scripture’s fulfilment throughout hi ol’s ommomwm& me.m”:“ﬁwcw _MM%DMMmmnoz myth is seen in the fact ﬂrmﬂ
. -wis :25) has been confirmed in his own

career (which highlights its heilsgeschichtliche character), there ; :
also the theme of the laws’ and prophecies’ fulfilment as God! B ..%Ea: (23:34,36) by the king’s destruction of his rebelious city

revealed will (Mt.5:17), whose prophetic function is indicated by M&
11:15.11 1 John
S atthew seeks i is teaching on the inherited B
qw&%ﬂﬂ” v\?m\w_ﬁ#w_moﬁmo M;@BWM Mwawcmw&mwmuw“%m _mm HM@ ﬁmoivm of the! . “ae M..w”czum first mwmw M:Rr gospels are examined under the rubric of
kingdom can bring forth “the new and the old” (13:52; c£.9:17), th EW1sh concerns,  of the many possible . .
providing a righteousness that is greater than that of the scribes: nce of mmwm_.._mm treatment of Wmimmr _MMMJMMMMW wgﬁMmu ey s
Pharisees and which alone is suited for entry into the kingdom (5 ..M?oﬂ striking. Twice a sabbath healing is the . - At .icu.r
The Scribes’ and Pharisees’ authority is recognised at one le e _mbﬁwm between Jesus and his Jewish op os.mowommho: £ n.mmmm_.
because they sit on Moses seat (23:2), yet their teaching is declaré &y ac_nw_u.. passed over for the one nm:.qmw to ﬁﬂm. %Mﬂ ~::# ey
inadequate for the new situation which Matthew believes Jes i, .cm.wm..mmcm authority and theological claim to _uM em< " .w foape
career to have inaugurated (7:28). To be “perfect” (teleios), a Mk .m ﬁ. n:h cf.7:19f).2 It is all the more significant, wrm..mwh e Sag
thaean solipsism among the Synoptists (5:38; 19:21), is the attainab e i nw.mm edly mﬂ.ﬂmmmm that Jesus’ opponents are observant ucwmu n.c find
ideal only for those who call God, Father (that is, the disciples: Cod omznwm and judge him accordingly—they claim he can chM in the
Jesus, cf.6:10), and who are prepared to follow Jesus’ radical ideal nd 4 nnmmﬂooMmﬁom:m.m that he does not observe the mmwvm%nﬂ@%@%oﬂ:
matter how meticulous their observance of the old may have been: I _nr 6) .Hmmu.ﬁ .n:”_am, with the Jewish law (cf. Lev 24:16: M.Sot mm > i
It is because of these claims to a higher ethical standard based bl ..‘.ﬁ.rmﬂw MH% WM.%M mmowmmﬂw nm qu violation of the .mmwrﬁ.r _umw m”M
D : ; of.8:59; 11:8), and the people who are sympa-

¢ to him are to be i

N mmnoEE.:EnmEm from the syna 122

u_uﬂm._.zomv.mo? »r% opponents’ eyes there can _UM o%@mﬁmmhw%ﬂm“

..occammm:mwﬁw naiveté: “this people who do not know the Ja .
:49). On the other hand, since the opponents rmﬂ,w

ieard fr i
feic from the law that the Messiah lives for ever, how can Jesus say

10 Cf, H. Teeple, The Mosaic Eschatological Prophet, JBL Monographbs X, (Phili
phia: 1957), and more recently, T. Donaldson, “Moses Typology and the Sect
nature of carly Christian anti-Judaism: A Study of Acts 77 JSNT 12 (1981) 27-52,
highlighted the evidence for this understanding of Moses as the end-time teach
Sccond-Temple Jewish literature of various strands.

11T, Meier’s treatment of this passage from the point of view of Matthacan reda
scems the most satisfying to me. Cf. bis Law and History in Matthew's Gospel (R

P ,
1976), and more briefly, The Vision of Matthew, Paulist 1978, 222-229. ancato, The Law in the Fourth Gospel, NT Suppl XLII (Leiden: 1975)

, especially
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..,,.w._nmmhoum of the Johannine Christ myth that can
be identified as Jewish, we
‘which the community wishes

that the Son of man must be raised up (12:34)? They have a law and
according to that law Jesus should die (19:7), but they themselves
cannot enter the Praetorium lest they become defiled and cannot
celebrate Passover (18:28. cf.19:31). It is not that the disciples of Jesus
are made to espouse an antinomian position against these opponents
within the gospel. While the Johannine Jesus gives just one com-
mandment (entolé), namely to love the brother (13:34), elsewhere
(14:15.21; 15:10) this is designated by the plural (entolai), but these
are nowhere spelled out, least of all by the development of a
distinctive halakha as in Matthew.!® Whatever the range of concerns
covered by such commands, the author(s) of the Fourth Gospel show
no desire to derive them from Scripture as a way of countering their
opponents legal orientation. Yet such a holding back does not mean
that the fourth gospel is totally removed from the sphere of Jewish'
concerns. Quite the contrary, as we shall see. What it does suggest; |
however, is that the Johannine community has adopted a strategy
quite different to Matthew’s in order to establish its own claims. It has -
no desire to define itself as an alternative to those branches of Judaism
that were making or had made Pentateuchal law the corner store for
their edifice. The silence is deafening; it is as though there is a
conscious attempt to destroy the opponents’ world by refusing to take:
it seriously. p
The way the Johannine community has developed its own foun:
dation myth, which Wayne Meeks has so impressively developed in
relation to the group’s attitude to “the world” as represented by the
Jews, corresponds to this stance. However, it seems possible to take
Meek’s insight further by focussing on aspects of the Johannine Christ
myth other than the ascent/descent motif. Meek’s article touches
these but does not develop them.* Of course we are dealing with i
highly complex picture. Strands of varying hues from various backs
grounds—Jewish, Gnostic, hellenistic—are all interwoven to present
Christ myth that underpins a community that is turned in on it 1
that has a high consciousness of its own identity, and which has
separated itself from the world, from Judaism and, it seems, even fron

.y 15 - — i i >, P z widesprea;
O:-@- AU_ iristian mucgmum. Zm<®~ﬂr® €ss, Tv\ OCUS mubm on = iy C 1 ﬁ.w- Emﬂ.ﬁﬂm— DH.m 1976 99-1 19 espec :—. 1 _- .bq— | .um.q _wp id : M—
m S certain h [/ reh, polis, ) i i =v~ . Tl i i e
b D—uOr—w —“H._m :.-m:mﬂ:uﬂ f P io n.ua :ﬂw
= : o of the ex _..__MM fr
gue on _Grh—-.:uum.:u O—H:mﬂ-m—:m. even s‘rmﬁ_ some reservations are ﬁk—u—ﬂm:hmn_ N_u__.:.—w

i aspects of his argument. Cf ki ; i
od. (Nashville: 1979y, oters and Theology in the Fourth Gospel,

H.rwﬁr :Um..ﬂ Heil Kommt von den Juden,”
w .mu.:_nmn,b. fiir G, Barnkamm, 185-204
UElism in line with the whale positive Fﬂm,
sjnﬁo. Law 5359f argues for an antitheti
erse and elsewhere in John,

A ! either to be reassured in i i
- . : S5 in its own claim
.‘...EM.NMW .mrwmm of rival groupings. As Nils Dahl reminds us, it is mM
e Jor M Un Eﬂnﬁm .—M_ormm:E:m community characterises the unbeljev-
. 5 arly since it is excluded from th
an almost universal consen ool i
i L sus that the Johannine writi
05t ngs to g
$ EW@ within the context of a dispute with Jammia .?amhumd.;o# fnal
. Ncmmwmo_uor: contrasts so strikingly with Matthew in the place it
ves to the law in its community, it i 'ticul i i
i > It 1s particularly instructive to see
1 oses, (and indeed other f i
Eoh: . : gures of the an
,umhmh%aﬁmmu m...w:mﬂm:wv in relation to the Christ figure. Unlike Zm#ﬂ%«wﬁ
2Uil recognizes no law or prophets to be fulfilled. Rather, they E.m.
an now be called in evidence S.nr
. . T m
nosﬁwﬁ “mmcmé ministry initiates. Already 1:16f. strikes a nimnm_mhmm
. st between “law given to Moses” .
en : and “grace and trut}
m_m.mm% .WM& Christ,” even if the charin anti charitos of the Emi”:“
e ¢ Mn mm”.m:mw_w Wm taken to suggest a synthetic rather than Ew
\,.o.mvmm nwmmw ! W_m::d.. _mcvmwdzmdmw.. there is no independent value
ASCr osaic law, least of all as a revelation of the divi
: e divi
W_HM mmoﬁmugqmm mwﬂmuu:oﬂ a source of eternal life as the Jews m:.ﬁ.mnm
ut o Witness to Christ (1:45 and 5:39). H here i ive:
s o Ciat() viod). Hence, there is no desire
. ces based on those Scri "
mand is new, not a combinati i dldsi
. : nation of the new and the ol it i
ifically his (cf.15:12). Th ol i
: -15:12). The law, on the other hand. ; i i
e : er hand, is theirs. Since
ey ¥ misunderstood the Law (that is th i
vioses, as author of the Scriptures (* oo iy haedl
IS¢ ptures (“he wrote of me” 5:40), wi
I accuser (5:45). So their a i i Ll be
; ppeal to him against “this man”
.Mm W&E%M_Hmm”ﬁw M_%orm is ﬂm@.nm:% pointless and mistaken Aw.wwmc
; otally misunderstand Moses’ 1ol i ‘hrist
i : : s’ role as witness to Ch
| eir refusal to believe in Jesus implies they never really mrﬁu..“w

13 Pancaro (Law, 445-51), and others see here a conscious use of Deuteronomic le
terminology, especially the oscillation between entolé (singular) and entolai (plu
The absence of any specific legal enactments against such a background only hel
highlight the provacative nature of the assertions in Jewish ears.

W, Meeks, “The Man from Heaven in Johannine Sectarianism,” JBL 91 (1972) 44-1
15 G, McRae, “The Fourth Gospel and Religionsgeschichte,” CBQ 32 (1970) 13-24;/0
Moody Smith, “Johannine Christianity: Some Reflections on its character and deliné
ation” NTS 21(1975) 222-248. |

in D. Lithrmann and G, Strecker eds
especially 173f, argues for a mvﬁm:nn.n.,
of his article in regard to the Johannine
¢ understanding of law and gospel both
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: with some confidence
should manage to detect the points at
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~in him, but in the end seems to be on th
Mmﬂmamswm.mmm:m true ._.um:mﬁma from all those who can be designated
: n.romm.d:ﬁuw m:w. world”. Nicodemus has a representative role for all
@&.o ews” (in a Jm:qm_ sense), both leaders and ordinary people
a: i  are mﬁdﬁmﬁumwo to Jesus but who earn the following r_.mr:\.
m.swamwm negative judgment from the evangelist: “they preferred the
HWZ. mannu c.Tﬂmd to the glory (doxa) of God” (12:43; cf.5:44). But
N _Mc emus’ characterization that is particularly significant in our
present context. Initially, he is described b i
: . ) the ev ;
Pleonastically and with some forebodir 1 e e

i e oding as “a man of the Pharisees”
4 chén) of the Jews. This su g

, r i ggests that “ar
0 Israel?” the question Jesus e

] directs i e
as represented by Moses that one detects at once the most urgent, an |} _.wacs (cf:3:10). At 7:50-52 he is one MM ﬁ”hmma%ﬁwmrmm m“ :.o.En
therefore the most polemical thrust, Yet it is this very claim, based o iemselves on their knowledge of the law. Yet he nrmmm:% . bJ%m
a Christocentric view of history, that determines the community’s owr ¥ llows to act according to that law by giving Jesus a heari msmmﬂ o
stance. It alone is Israel, not the new or the replacement Israel, but have the derisive name ‘Galilean’ hurled at him .mrm: mmnawm.mwmou i
simply Israel (1:31.50; 3:10; 12:13; cf.1:48), the community of Jesus" \ecompanies Joseph of Aramathea (a ndﬁﬁoimmmmlm of Tes : VL»m Mw
disciples who have accepted him as the revelation of the Father’s: ensuring that Jesus is buried according to Jewi Mm Bt e
doxa (cf.2:11). Over against this community of believers are “the’ before the feast of the Jews (v.41). In short thm& o:ﬁou..:
Jews,” those who form a solid block of opposition to Jesus and to hi tive of a law—focused understanding of the .H.mé. _ucﬁ mMa.:.m N
community throughout the work and who, on one occasion, pointedly] Wit ndien,
call themselves disciples of Moses (9:28).1° Not that Jews are ex-
cluded from Israel; in the Johannine perspective, Jesus’ redemptive
death ensures that the whole nation will not perish (11:52). Moreover
there are others who wish to come to Jesus but for “fear of the Jews™
only secretly (7:13; 9:22; 11:7f; 19:38; 20:19). -

Foremost among these is surely Nicodemus, a teacher in Israel!
(3:10) who comes to Jesus by night (3:2;19:39), shows an initial faitli

in the Sinai revelation (5:37). On one occasion, it is conceded that =
Moses has given the Jews the law only to accuse these law-observant
people of never having kept it (7:19)! Thus the authority of Moses and:
Abraham, Isaiah, Jacob and the prophets as representative figures in
the Jewish tradition relates to their witnessing to Christ and authen-
ticating his claims as the sole revealer of the Father. Consequently,
any Jewish tradition that might seek to build itself on their foundation
is seriously misled and can make no claim to the truth.'®

In this exclusive and absolute role of the Johannine Christ figure
within the Jewish tradition many different strands of that
tradition—wisdom, cultic, mystical-are appropriated, sometimes posi-
tively, sometimes negatively. But it is in relation to the legal traditio:

€ wrong side of the sharp line

ﬁmhwc:. %mnm%m@mﬂo be a Johannine Christian,20 The suggestion is
1L consideration of Jesus from the perspecti ,
g . . perspective of the law, however
Well intentioned, will not lead to a proper appreciation of him; true

inderstandin t S
o) g must be preceded by a rebirth through water and the

Th i i
..__mmmm.ﬁmwwmma.:zm. OMES%EW\ has therefore firmly set its face against
: aition 1n Israel and found another “centre” ich i

. dit . €” to which it ca
Elve its undivided emotional and intellectual commitment 2 "
. ,uwmcm&mﬁ The community’ :
__._Q.m_ums‘mmr

18 A more detailed investigation of the treatment of these central figures from Israel
history (Abraham, Jacob, Moses and Isaiah e.g. in the Fourth Gospel) would show
the colouring comes from Jewish traditions other than the legal one, ranging fid
dissident (Samaritan) to fringe (Merkavah), as has been shown by such a wide rangeol
Jobannine scholars as Moody Smith, Dahl, Meeks, Brown, Schnackenburg, and Thyei .
However, this fact only highlights “the inherently conflictual situation” (Moody Sm
cf. note 15 above) that has been taken into a Christian context from Judaism &
underlines the polemical intentions of John in regard to the legal traditions and

exponents. ]
19 M. Lowe’s attempt in “Who were the IQUDAIOI?” (NT 18[1976] 101-130) to give th
term a purely geographical meaning of Judaeans is, in my view, unsuccessful in th
end. Nor is the term used in a purely negative sense, pace Grisser, “Antijudaismus :

76f; S. Pancaro, “The Church and Israel in St. John’s Gospel,” NTS 21(1975) 396-4 ¢ ._uMMM E.m“._w.m“.,w .
especially 401, is more nuanced in distinguishing positive, negative and neutral usesil ; ovia, e Love : . .

z;.M o &.»rm Tows in John g gp & L 5 258979, and Hatred of Jesus in Johannine Sectarianism,” CBQ 43

in Jesus
i § assurance about its own stance within
adition and the claims it seeks to make for it are based on

For th, i
umw _._M _uw.wﬂ.“mﬂ of ZwmuommEE in the Fourth Gospel of. M. de Jonge, “Nicodentus
b& u u.aunsnmm .mﬁém_u.c:m on Understanding and Misunderstanding .E the Fourth
e in Jesus: Stranger from Heaven and Son of God. (Missoula: 1977)

: 289:48; also Meeks, * 2
eeks, “"Man from Heaven,” 54f mm Brown, The Community of the
.=._~wmn_m=mwmmmi:rwrm ::nnvumﬁmo:oa

“eloved Disciple (New York: 1979), 72,
view, Brown is reading too much into his

codemus as a crypto-Christian, but in my
A \ s i iti
ippearance in the gospel, since it is only Joseph of Avimathea who publicly asks
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II: The Rhetoric of Vituperation and Community Building

the presence of the Paraclete who, as the Spirit of truth, has led them! ;
into this fulness of understanding about Jesus. Their sense of assut=
ance is articulated by the repeated declaration that they have bee
chosen by the Father or by Jesus (6:39; 10;29; 15:19; 17:6.8.9.12.
18:9). Indeed it is this heightened sense of election that gives th
community the courage to face a world whose hostility takes the form’
of persecution from fellow Jews of the synagogue (15:18; 16:2§
¢f.17:14). In the farewell discourses, the opposites of love and hatred
and joy and sorrow at once typify the community’s own inner affecti:
life and the opposition which it encounters from those outside. The:
oppositions help to focus on the psychological experiences that gi
such a powerful impetus towards developing a strong sense (
self-identity. Yet, as we have seen, these experiences only reinforced
the community’s resolve to locate that self-identity within, not outside
Judaism. Johannine Christianity is convinced that salvation “is of th
Jews” (4:22).2% p mer .
It is perhaps significant that we are forced to such generalizatiol al mMMMMMWHMoMHM Mmmmwmwmhw:mmdmw\—ﬁr%rrmdmw of wﬂ@._m.ﬁmﬁ Mmﬂ.ﬁrm
as “the Johannine community” and cannot point to any distincti aries are under attack. Their m:m.mz.b 2 os_r.ﬁ © mO. Emcmaw rission-
group within it (as for example the scribes in Matthew) as responsiblé fall of Jerusalem which is seen as G mm 1S €xp ME@ n Z&mﬁo.: to the
for developing this highly distinctive portrait of itself and the equ At (c£.10:23; 99.7. 23:34), Thou M s N:.Emvsmdﬁ for their ill-treat-
distinctive negative protrayal of its opponents. This undifferentiate e lips om.ﬁmmc,m WEmuUnm.m:Q.umE m_ nomm Erﬁ e form of prophecy on
sense of community corresponds to the community’s undifferentiated Writing in the post-70 mlom o w. ©s ﬂwa @ past of the author, who
sense of its apponents, but is ultimately grounded in the commu secutions and oo:mmosmsm .5 n wu o Fm oM the oﬁwﬁ. rms.m, the
structures and experience. The highly original forms which | ted to expulsions from the Wusm N mﬁ.@wmmm, e Jews,” are m:,oo.z%
articulation has adopted, especially the speeches of Jesus, and & attendent 1oss of social md&ﬁm mmmﬁmnﬁ 1228 H.m&mw 16:2) and with
claim that these are validated by the gift of the Spirit, points to @ orld. Thus, while Matthew F&Wm? § W us cﬁmrs .ﬁwo larger Roman
distinctive form of early Christian prophecy allied to a subtle literary ty has lived through, has h mm m.% rmM 2 m:.c ation that the com-
skill as this development’s germinal seed-bed.2* Perhaps we sho bsumed into a vision of .::?oamw_ HMmo © oﬂ.nw remory, E; r.mm
attribute the differences between Matthew and John—not merely. _m.ﬂm.mism (28:16; c£.10:18), John, i mm_ob_uw ich will also bring its
terms of their own self-definition within Judaism but also in theif by situation in érmo,r _mmm.sm m:m Qm.oGM.Um.m. . ﬁm 2 mmEmm. SO
distinctive vituperative attacks on their opponents to this backgroun lial kind can occur (9:209).28 It U.: ﬁ:m_o:m 0 ﬁr.o most intimate,
It is to this topic that we must now turn our attention with, I hope i s will be worthwhile to keep this
much better appreciation of the internal dynamics that generated a
articulated anti-Jewish rhetoric in the first and fourth gospels.

.~ As a first step toward evaluating how anti-Jewish rhetoric func-
ns within this perspective of community building, we must ask
ere the two communities stand in relation to ﬁrmr.. Jewish oppo-
. Today, there is almost universal agreement that both gospels

from the post-70 period, and the scholarly discussion has
wn_ on .»ro extent to which the decision of Jamnia affected their
Elations with an emerging, normative Judaism. However, as Peter
,.m.,*..mq.m careful evaluation of the evidence makes clear nhm note of
: n._ob is called for here that is not always observed, o<mr by critical
m.n_E‘m. Indeed it is much better to stay with the perspectives which
1€ texts offer, since a highly interesting contrast between the two
2 .rm. emerges from this angle of vision. In both works the Christian
munities being addressed would appear to be in a less advanta-
0us legal and social position than theijr Jewish opponents, since the

i

.wnrﬁw-.. :Unw sogenarmte Synode von Jabne,” Judaica 31 (1975) 54-64 and
s reprinted in the collection Studien zur Geschichte und Theologie des Rabbi-
g unm%”.x:%_ﬂu (Leiden: 1978), 45-65. _ L__
are, The Theme of Jewis rrsecuti i i
5 .M_.z__me. ..m.ZA.H.m. Eﬁ .““ oMH Mw _Mem.nmm_mﬂ_“ﬂ__. _M..M M...MMM%ME in the Gospel according to
_....._. Mﬂr 1m.~z_hm_n ﬁZw:.:mmmE.. 03_5513? and the Gentile Mission,” NT 22 (1980);
= m._“_ 25 that one of the mowum_.,,_ purposes is to convince the Jewish element in
3 s church of the need for a universal mission. The addition kai tois ethnesin at
: :wmm.mnm Emm a similar fate awaited the missionaries among the gentiles P,m had
m,m*ﬁm:m:nmm in the :.z.m.mmcn to Israel, but this would only have confirmed .a._nE ...:
eas about the suffering prophet as part of God's plan, which was current i
s and would have therefore consoled and confirmed the Smma.mcue.,mmm "

221t is onc of the challenging features of Thyen’s important article, “Das Heil kominf
von den Juden,” (cf. note 17) that he takes this verse (Jn. 4:22) to have a positive
existential meaning for the Johannine community, which thus becomes the key.
interpreting the treatment of the Jews in the work as a whole. For another perspecti
with the history of its interpretation in early Christianity, cf. I. de la Potterie, “

adorons ce que nous connaisons, car le salut vient des Juifs.” Histoire de T'exégese:
interpretation de Jn. 4:22,” Biblica 64(1983)74-115. 5
23 This idea has been well developed, especially by D. Moody Smith, ‘Johan
Christianity,” 232f,
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'
very real difference of social situation in view as we explore the
anti-Jewish rhetoric in both works.

One obvious starting point for our exploration is the contrasting -
literary strategies of the two writers as they handle their Jewish
opponents. As is well known, Matthew’s narrative is punctuated by
five lengthy discourses. Yet none of these, not even ch.23 with its:
bitter direct attack on the scribes and Pharisees, is addressed to Em,
Jewish opponents.*” True, the opponents do appear in the controversy
sections of ch.12 (Beelzebul controversy) and ch.15 (discussion abo
purity and impurity), and while their presence is essential to the.
narrative, on both occasions there is a change of audience to the
crowds (12:46), or to the disciples and crowd (15:10.12). In the
Jerusalem section various Jewish opponents are addressed directl
through three parables (21:28-22:14) and in the subsequent fo
controversy stories (22:15-46). Even here important instruction for the!
disciples is constantly interwoven. =

The narrative would seem to require some form of direct confro
tation between the protagonists in order to lead into the denouemen
of the plot in the trial and death of Jesus. By contrast in “the books o
the Signs” (chs.1-12), John has the Jews present as Jesus’ protagoni
from the start. Thus the narrative tension is heightened and th
central issue of Jesus’ identity is clearly and repeatedly enunciated
By bringing both parties to the trial on stage, the author shows at onc
in contrast with Matthew, how central the debate is for him and .
church. At the same time, he clearly indicates the impossibility of
‘fusion of horizons’ for the adversaries and, presumably, for thei
respective constituencies also.

Corresponding to these differing macro-strategies of the
compositions, differing approaches to vilification are adopted by bo
writers throughout their works. Matthew’s most favoured strategy
denigrating his Jewish opponents is that of synkrisis, or unfavourabl
comparison, a highly fashionable technique among the school thel
ricians.®® Matthew shows himself to be quite adept in this regard, bt
the effect is to distance himself and his community from appon
whose special position in regard to God’s blessings only serves Mo

-

or M%n“u\ smmrrwmrrmvw wrm:i. failures, especially when they are con-
fox i Smﬁ Emwmw p.::_#mq characters from within and outside
5 n ot Niniveh and .nrm Queen of the South responded
€ generously to the preaching of Jonah and the wisdom of
oes this generation to Jesus, even thou gh he embodies
th Emﬁ%mmn and Gmmnwca traditions to a far greater
ot these scriptural figures (12: g i
€] E:o% has greater faith than the sons m:a the MHNMMHMV&» H.WQMMMM
e nn:_: mu Emwu Mc@oﬁ. would rm.:m performed penance rmw ?mw the
R VO orozain, Bethsaida and Caphernaum (Mt.11:20-24);
/ e _ﬁmu collectors and harlots will precede the Jewish lead -,u
0 the kingdom because of their genuine repentance (21:31), %WM

18 IS a most suitable rhetorical tactic for his purposes. I
SINg greater to lesser to point up the failure of the *.Mﬁ_dwm .z .
st fits in with Matthew’s salvation-history scheme of ﬁrw H%
3 M:ﬁ anw ummmm_. At the same time, Matthew manages to underline
secessity for moral performance from those who now have

\ s.owmw s moSEm:H strategy in dealing with opponents is that of iron
i w@m over into caricature and parody.* Thus Jesus’ ocﬁoﬂmﬁm
i %“MWQ. (ch.3), mm_m.otm:modmﬁm& (ch.7-8) and finally, moc:mm
g smn__.m N mamm:mm deterioration in their character which
N _..?ra - M. wmmﬂ oM %_M”H .”.h .u«.%mﬂm their ermﬁ.m:_. is most threaten-
1 1y, the expulsion from the g i

) M«HMMH Uﬂﬂw&noﬂm@csmm to their rejection, ironically, %:MWOWMM“
] _v zmm o _._Ecmw dear, that is. Moses (6:30-31), Abraham
0 _..sw. : prophets (12:41) and m.:m:w.. God himself. They cry to
. € have no king but Caesar (19:15). For their part, despite

. m"mww Summr_ the Jews are made to respond in varying
_ ow_w.w _smﬁ founded in their Jerusalem-based legal perspective.
: : those who accept Jesus ignorant (7:49) or Galilean (7:52)
.megmwM_M a mmEmMﬁm: and bm_m.mmmmmm (8:48), or a threat to m:&._”
e mmno:m an legal Uom_d.o: (11:48). But from the superior
E e of the writer and his implied readers, these intended
8Isions have a genuine element of truth and are not all derogatory

*7P. Minear, “The Disciples and the Crowds in the Gospel of Matthew” (in G
Studies in Honor of S. E. Johnson, ed. M. Sheppard jr. and E. C. Hobbs, .b.___.
Supplement Series 111, 1974), has shown by his “audience criticism” approach thatt
addressees of these discourses are part of the Matthaean redaction.
8 Hermogenes in his Progymnasmata states that “sometimes we draw our Comparise
of equality ... sometimes we put the one ahead, praising also the other to which " lpepper, Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel. A Study in Lit
prefer it; sometimes we blame the one utterly and praise the other.” Rhettores G Iphia: 1983), especially 165-180, has a helpful treatm . ey Un.ah.m.q:
ment of the use of irony in
vol. 2, ed. L. Spengel (Frankfurt: 1966), 14f, .

m




132 Sean Freyne Vilifying the Other and Defining the Self 133

Herein lies the irony of the opponents’ failure and the limitatio
of their perspective, but also the strength of the author’s case agains
them as far as his own readership is concerned. As Wayne Booth pil
it, “the implied invitation to come and live on a higher and firmer

S et e s ofbidnss. The Phases G
24) and three times as :T::m.mﬂmww.ww EE mEmm\m (15:14; 23:16

rectly related t ; 5 oo wﬁn_. 26). The description
location”, an essential ingredient of irony also includes “a strong correctly m_.nnM M_”Hmmmam”wh__umﬂmmm n.u_”m._,g_q to nterpret the work of
sense of rejecting a whole structure of meanings, a kind of world th hing, oath-taking, the cleansi 22 _M Eﬁmﬂagﬂosm about hand-
the author himself rejects”.?® For John's ideal readership there ¢ itiae of the law o.m tithing .wm.mm.mm i E”.wum_f and ; msistence on
be no question of sharing a world-view with such blind and stupid as mercy, justice and mﬁm“ (15:6: MM.MMWmnE:N weightier matters
people, or indeed of attempting to emulate their religious conce they produce (ef.21:43) gw_..mr o 5 m_mv. From the lack of fruits
with a “better righteousness.” One senses that standing direc overtones to this _u::mnm.mm . ew inters that ﬁ_uwu.m are direct
behind such rhetoric is an author and a community who are de ghted through the mmm_N.m_u.i m seriousness of this condition is
troubled by the situation as represented by their opponents. If tothe possessed blind and d Voo=H.o<m«mM 8t 12:22-45. In con-
community is to come through the trauma it is experiencing, it mi i © umb man who is cured, the Pharisees
discredit them in the way chosen. .

Now we must turn to the specific charges in question and see ho ; e they have i :

they are directed at supplying the needs of the respective authors deémanded mwmﬁ.muwm.ﬂwﬂ”‘wmm“_ MHWFMM Uo.éma .cm_,rmmrsm to Beelzebul and
these have been defined in the first half of this paper. In general it ¢l rin the Spirit of God, or ¢ nmwamnﬁm the true source of Jesus’
be shown, I believe, that two complementary motifs occur which af L.m,&cwbbs:. the wise wm.mow © Mﬂ. :aﬁ_mﬁmﬂ._.za as one “greater
simply the reverse sides of the same concern, namely, that of com 0 alack of judgment with Wmn. E.Mmm nWm; E.Eﬁm:mmm is traced not
nity building. These are as follows: 1) discrediting the opponents tion that refuses to see Oam.m 0 the Scriptures, but to an evil

the points where particular and exclusive claims for one’s o 5 wisdom in Jesus’ teaching .Hrmu.mmm.ﬂomw in the ministry of Jesus
community need to be established, and 2) using the opponé . ’ radical condemnation is all the

ointed because i inag i
. . . . . N ; n mounting it i api s
failures and inadequacies as a means of warning one’s own com g it, by way of immediate introduc-

Matthew has reinterpret : :
nity. We shall examine each aspect in turn. er to clearly es SEM.W_U z.ﬁ_.w% nﬂ%ﬂhﬁaﬂmw meﬂ”w:”ﬂ“ﬁﬁ lied ﬁcwu esus
'y is a fulfilment

&MMMHMW%ﬂrﬁEUrmow (Mt.12:18-21).%2 In such circumstances

cril arisees’ failure is all the more reprehensi

ment goes. The implication is th vt e
. at Matthew himself is the tru
who understands the correct import of the Scriptural nmx,w. °

1) Discrediting the opponents {
While Matthew still retains certain distinctions between vari
known groupings within first-century Judaism, it does not sei
possible to make any clear differentiation with regard to spe gsely related
charges for different groups. The tendency seems to be to tar alll &) related to m.wm n_.ﬁc.mm of culpable blindness is the desig-
different groups with the same brush while nevertheless retain Sever times th , which i applied to the scribes and Hurm_b.m.mmm
some sense of their variety. It is difficult to decide whether U i roughout the work (15:7; 23:13, 15,23,25,27 29). The
feature is attributable to the intentions of the redactor or is alr ing of the epithet is that it mmbowm_m m. Fm# of
part of the received tradition.® Our main concern is with the ¢ . : ‘
as they are formulated by the final redactor. These can be reduced s uanisees, especially in view of 23:3’s warning ‘For they say and
the following three: 1) a failure to understand the Scriptures. . Jmm ..I.ceﬂmwmq this understanding does not fit the mﬂram% =
quately, especially in the area of attitudes towards the la e ..m.Co:m in the “woes” section of ch.23 (with the exc : %:m:n
hypocricy; 3) culpable blindness. 7—the concern about cleansing of externals with Mummwmmw%m
i |.%.Muw. Indeed, its close association with the charge of Emw%
,m.m ot so much imply conscious dissimilation as faulty conclu-

30 Wayne C. Baoth, A Rhetoric of Irony, The University of Chicago Press, (G

1974), 36. .
31 D, Garland, The Intention of Matthew 23, Suppl. NT LII, (Leiden: 1979), 434
Appendix B, 218-221, has a discussion of the topic with reference to the recent lite
and charts, which show clearly Matthew’s use of various designations for the

C;
e L,Mﬁnwmq.m.c. A Scribe Trained for the King,
.mﬁﬂ.rqu..mmv and J. Neyrey, “The Thematic

dom, CBQ Monographs 5, (Wash-
use of Is 42:1-4 in Mt 12,” Biblica
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sions drawn from wrong premises. This consideration has led to the.
search for a broader field of reference for the term as Matthew usesiit;
and to the suggestion that it may be related to the Qumran “‘seeke
after smooth things”. This possibility is intriguing, since in tl
Scrolls, this expression always occurs in contexts where the sectaris
are in dispute with their opponents on a particular interpretation
the law—even when the note of ethical corruption is also implied,.
it certainly is in Matthew.?® 4 F

The suggestion that the charge of hypocricy relates to a failure of
interpretation is linked to Matthew’s third charge against the Seri
and Pharisees as listed above, namely their failure to interpret
Scriptures correctly. As we previously noted, this occurs repeated] hew. As w .
contexts of dispute. Twice the opponents are told to go and learn th ablish a UWMM MM WMMM._MM”HM" maﬁ part of our paper, John sought
meaning of the Hosean statement “I desire mercy not sacrifice” ¢ law-based position of the ?M:.Mﬂmm an s g Dute Siperiay
contexts in which explicit Christological claims are made to suppol ," : arious grovps S«Eﬁ. cﬁ%wumsﬁ. His tendency is not
the position that is being adopted (Hos. 6:6; cf. Mt.9:13 and 12:7). The as the generalisin 3 ) X Ju T, roﬁm.&wﬂ loosely. But
ironic query “have you never read (in the law)?” is used to defend th d to, the Pharisaic m_m mav_mwmmhmu z.m. Jews” is not wholly
Matthaean attitudes on sabbath observance and divorce {12:5; 19:4) e real opposition,’ m.;m:_n 15 the one ‘m:.-mrwm out as constitut-
also serves to apply scriptural texts of condemnation to the opponei risees d . oy, nrmam is no debate about the

o <ai « : €eS understanding of the law or its implicati i ;
(21:16 and 42). The Sadducees too are said to err, “not knowing | mises are rejected and diserod ts implications. Simply, its
Scriptures,” when they object to the idea of resurrection from the BT o fi: 1 1scredited as incapable of understanding
dead (22:29-33). . thus th <M .Eouh_,b Jesus.

These comments’ clear polemical overtones, combined with ,.P:n an Wmmmmc E_zmnmmm.. ﬁr.mcr also occurs in the context of
theme of Scripture’s fulfilment in Jesus’ career which is o : E mm? a blind man ﬁo._u.mv. 1S given an ironic twist that puts the
achieved by appropriately adapting the actual biblical texts to . X $ proper J orms:_:m.bmaﬁmamé. “For an object of judg-
context, indicates that this is the heart of Matthew’s attack on €15 krima) I came into this world so that those who do not see
Pharisaic and Scribal traditions. As we have seen, the charges m.mb& those who see might become blind,” Jesus declares
hypocrisy and blindness can be shown to be intimately related to the oCCS _.mw.m:.nmnm “surely you are not calling us blind?” To »Em_.
Scribes’ and Pharisees’ failure in this regard. We are therefo \Countered “if you were blind you would not have sin; and now
justified in concluding that Matthew’s anti-Jewish polemic is diret We see and your sin remains” (9:39-4 ). This brief dialogue
towards establishing the claim that it is Christian scribes alone (w € 1ssue into the open. The Pharisaic opponents claim to be
authority derives from and is totally dependent on that of Jesus) %
can interpret the Scriptures properly in the new situation of fulfi I
brought by his coming. Since this is a matter of life and deat
establish such an audacious claim rival claimants must not merel
discredited, they must be destroyed. The rhetoric of vitupera
was practised in the schools, or in the everyday affairs of men wasng
wholly adequate to the task, even when denigrating comments

or mcv..r uman epithets applied, Only a rhetoric that is inspired
ow&wﬁ:n.rmqmm could achieve the desired effect, and Matthew
.:m% has his own highly developed repetoire to meet the panic-

m.Bma.mm of the situation,® The language of annihilation not
_.ma.macs is called for as the community seeks to establish its
. .m:.d claims on the Jewish inheritance that its opponents also
_ m_nu wo_..rmimanwo m_uﬁqovlm.ﬁm the law and the prophets (seen both as

ory of God’s history with hig people and the revelation of his

we turn to John’s detailed denigration of the opponents, we find
$no need to challenge their exegetical tradition as is the case in

oipe :dmu.._m:n sin, Hm.:m makes the declaration of the purpose for
coming (“for an object of judgment”) all the more ominous. In
1g Jesus, the Pharisaic group unwittingly rejects the one s._.ro
n :nmmmqnma to the ideal reader as he who takes away “the sin
..ﬁ..awE (1:29). So the group’s members will die in their sins

,gun qun_“_%.h cﬂ Amos Wilder, “The Rhetoric of Apocalyptic,” in Jesus Parables
i wths E..a.:moah 1982), 153-168, Appendix A. below p. 142 gives a list
yptic denunciations of opponents in M, > 2 g alis

i1; 7:32.45.48; 9,16.40: 11:4 ; 18:
B . i 11:47.57; 18:3. Cf. notes 1 and 19

e relation hetween perceived threat and apocalyptie rhetoric of. the highly

33 For a full discussion ¢f. Garland, The Intention, 91-123, especially 104-111, @
possible similarities with the Qumran dwryshy halqoth; cf. also M. Gertner, “The
Pharisaioi, Gazarénoi, Hyokritai: their semantic complexity and conceptual ¢

tion,” BSOAS 26 (1963), 245-268. 4 above on the
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il. do not want to come to the light (3:20); the Jews do no E
d abiding in them (5:38); they have :m<m_.urmﬁn the _M,wm%mﬁfm%wmw
19); they seek honour from one another and not the glory that is
. God (5:44; 12:43); they judge by externals (7:24; 8:15); they
m to be able to see, and so are guilty (9:40). By repeatedly drawing
tion to the failures of Christianity’s opponents, John avoids

(8:23f). Their condition, then, is irredeemable. It bears the ultimate
consequences from the Johannine perspective. :
The other expressions of the charge against the Jews are merely.
variants of this central theme in which the two protagonists are
contrasted as inhabitants of two different spheres and shown to have
an unbridgable chasm between them. Nicodemus and the Jews:
cannot understand because they are “from below” and “of the earth”,
whereas to understand the in-depth meaning of Jesus’ signs which the
Johannine community claims for itself (1:51; 2:11), one must be “bom
from above”, or “born of the Spirit” (3:3 and 5; 6:63). They judge!
constantly by externals, that is, in terms that relate to this world: they
know Jesus’ family (6:42f), his place of origin (1:27) and his destiny!
(8:221), but accurate as this knowledge may be in regard to this world,
it prohibits them from penetrating the inner mystery which the:
Johannine group feels itself privy to, namely, that God is Jesus’
Father, and that Jesus is from above and will retarn there (3:19; 6:62
8:42). The ultimate condemnation is arrived at in the declaration that’
they are neither the children of God nor of Abraham, but rather th
children of the devil (8:39-44).% To appreciate the force of th
utterance within the Johannine perspective, it should be recalled that
elsewhere the devil is described as the “prince of this world” who s
“cast out” through Jesus’ exaltation, an event which coincides wi
the judgment of this world (12:31% In an apparent allusion to
Genesis story, the devil is described as a destroyer of men from. ,W f vision to see or understand the reality of God i
beginning, a liar and the father of lies (8:44). By being characterised : e strategies of vituperation are co ﬂ.w n_n._ mnrb..- um.m:m. In
his children, the Jews are declared to be irretrievably under h ence of apocalyptic annihilation or %MWWMME»E 41 em:mg Em
influence within the world, caught up in falsehood rather than | 18sm. The result is two contrasting, yet manm_? mu.wmmm orcofmic
truth and, in the end, sharing the doom that the unbelieving world > of Matthew’s and John’s Hm%mcmvm opponents Eu.nﬂ o 8 Tl
merited. As it confronts the Johannine community in a hostile pective. Yet there is another aspect to z.:ﬁ.m mx%m 5;_ in a Jewish
E:.H&GJEMm ewmvr the group will no longer be cared for by Jesus o for attention also and which helps to mmum.;m _.EMHMQ NMWM:MM.M”%MW
Father (ch.17). concerns: it se } ke e
John rarely uses the language or imagery of apocalyptic annihi 10 sha : ply define Em”mwmﬂww:nm to wamn their own communities and
tion in passing final sentence on the Jews. Rather he draws on ...;ww have already noted in passing that Matth h.23. the hi
cosmic dualism to paint an unrelieved picture of confrontation t of Matthaean anti-Jewish _.=<mnn_.<”w . ﬁa%ﬁ&M ; .M e high
hostility between the Johannine Christians and their opponen and Pharisees but to disciples and the cro mm ﬁm.mmmm 2 e
There is such an aura of inevitability and finality about the situati tial members of the Sommuniby. Sine mﬂ Sy wmﬁ M, _.m.m_ m:.&
from the start that there would appear to be no place for any change of Glearly attributable to M atthaean Smmommb it arcu_%m__bzno ﬂcwﬁ: -
heart on the part of the opponents. Yet such a conclusion cau munication that the author is mnmmnm_.n_ ﬁ.,: with EM bl
obscure the fact that John sees the Jewish refusal to believe in ] ¥ Even though the Scribes and Pharisees are p.mﬁhMM: SRS
as culpable, arising from an evil disposition. Those whose deeds g ty at the outset because they occupy the seat nw.?mcmmm m;wMJM:
-ied as authoritative guides. A very different model o.m.ﬁmmawmsm
¥i1s proposed; one which is linked with Jesus’ servant ministry
doof two savings Matthew has used elsewhere to express the

Emnzoa as we have seen, vet its the opponents moral failures
However unspecified they remain in John’s account, do have a vmm:.:m,

»r.m.m#mmnga:ﬂ of proper insight. In the end, “being of the world”
- being of God” is as much a choice as it is a given. That fact makes
0se who have chosen the latter all the more intolerant of those who

_ .Qc_. mxmgmzmmcc of the ways in which Matthew and John have
hosen to discredit their opponents has shown that each has directed
ir attacks at those points where they themselves are seeking mc
ke exclusive claims for their own communities. In Matthew the
Ws are shown to have failed in understanding or expounding the law
id the m:.cﬁrmwm as God’s revealed will. In fact they have destroyed

Y their own tradition. In John, on the other hand, the Jews lack the

36 T. Dozemann, “Sperma Abraham in Jn 8 and related literature,” CBQ 42(.
342-358. .
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model for genuine discipleship (23:11-12; cf. 20:26; 18:4). Tt is only
after this general instruction that the woes against the Scribes an
Pharisees are uttered. Though the direct mode of address, “you,’ i
employed, the intention is not to change the audience but to adapt
judicial tone for passing judgment on the guilty (cf. 11:20-24). They,
therefore, serve as a clear warning for Christian teachers who may
have attempted to adopt not just the name but the style and faults
their Jewish counterparts, especially as they were possibly of Pharis " John states the macro-purposes of his work at 20:31. He infends
saic origin themselves.?” That there is this intimate connection in at you might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and
author’s mind between attacking Jewish opponents and instructing at believing, you may have life in his name.” The precise address-
his own community is evidenced elsewhere in the gospel when the es of this declaration are presumably, in the first instance, his own
author either introduces advice applicable to all (cf.12:33-3T; Community, represented throughout the work as the disciples, Yet in
22:11-14), or leaves the initial controversy behind by way of introdues € narrative portrayal of this group, at least its inner core had wresped
ing instruction for those m&s@mwromo to wmmc.m ﬁm“,wo-mow 16:5-12).. true meaning of Jesus’ presence from the start (1:51; 2:11) and
mwor of these instances, attitudes that are typical of one or other of ,Ebmbmm constant even when some disciples walked no more with
Jewish groups as Ewmmbﬁmm by Zmz.roé are castigated, and m (6:66-70). True, the farewell discourses (especially the prayer of
m#mﬂuca\o or oﬁwb.ﬁamcbm set Mm <m_:mmmr_mm %nﬁw@ommm. different. th :17) display anxieties about this group in a hostile world, especially
awever, closer examinaion ot ch.2s shows a ditlerent, mview of Jesus’ absence (17:12f). The danger of disunity seems to be
related pattern emerging. In all, eleven different unacceptable tra i inthe b : ' , :
; . . ) : & In the background (17:21). Indeed the cosmic dualism of light
of the scribes and Pharisees are listed. As appendix B (below, p. 1 arkness, truth and falsch beli q . g
shows, all of these can be found elsewhere in Matthew as issues aho m:.osmw....*rm work t € MM ’ mr~m<m.u.m and world that has been
which the disciples require instruction or as attitudes which they I aod eloction 9 m:mm is Jo m%.m_zm .N_.OEW a mﬁ.u.osm mmmumm of
warned to avoid (that includes the charge of hypocrisy). ' Ui e Aom:.mmwwummmu%mnmmocz ng nrnwmx in this, Hmm:.m final
Matthew’s concerns for his own community are couched in the ve Tts T *0.9.11.24).™ But the community has played its part
terms which he uses to castigate the scribes and Pharisees. He app i members have kept the word of God that Jesus has given
the same image, “fruit”, to the moral conduct of both groups (3: _and .ﬁr.m% .rmSm received his message and have believed
7:15-20; 12:33; 21:43); the same apocalyptic judgment is in store (6:9)—this in m:mo.w contrast to the Jews, whose failures have made
the failed disciple and the Jewish opponents alike, namely, exclus £ .MM.MQ .ﬂrm c.smumrmﬁﬁm world, This contrasting parallelism be-
from the kingdom and condemnation to outer darkness where th e Er.m—v:muﬂm of the two spheres is carefully orchestrated by
will be weeping and gnashing of teeth (8:12; 13:42 and 50; 22 to give his own Eroup a greater assurance in its stance outside the
24:51). It is precisely because Matthew has attempted to define. sgogue. The Christians need not fear that their perception of the
own group’s identity in relation to that of Pharisaic Judaism, both 18 any less secure because of what has happened to them, since
terms of its tasks and rewards, that he can turn his anti-Jewish rhetort 8€ who represent the synagogue have rendered themselves inca-
of understanding and are not any longer even the objects of the

into warning for his own community. From the vantage point e - A
fm&m: or his Father’s concern. Here vilification serves not 50

scribe discipled in the kingdom, bringing forth what is new and 6 ieh to define b,
he can judge the failures of all other groups in Judaism and, in jdis0 define but to no:ms.: the self that finds itself cut off from its
. Halmatrix and is attempting to see an alternative mission for itself

process of discrediting their claims, obtain a clearer perspective of o *
challenge that faces his own group if its claim is to be sustai § oY Of compensation Eﬂwm.mb.
new-found sense of mission is directed in the first instance to

L3 3 . .
€ “others” who come into the Johannine purview and whose

in view of the relationship with Judaism arising out of
1€ experiences of the mission to Israel, one of the chief tasks is to
...m_ov a mission to!“all nations.” Matthew’s group thereby lays
aim to being the messianic people that mediates the blessings of
raham to all (28:16; cf.3:9; 8:11), whereas its Jewish counterparts

‘make .594 proselytes “sons of Gehenna, twice as much as them-
selves” (23:14).

37 The warnings of Mt 5:18f, for example, are clearly addressed to teaching prag
his own community that are unacceptable. In particular the stress on “doing
teaching” that is enjoined here recalls discussions about the priority of midrash

,rn recent detailed study of this chapter by H. Riss, Das Gebet zum Vater. Zur
ma’aseh at Jamnia.

tation von John.17 (Stuttgart: 1979), especially 339-378 and 474
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relation to the disciples is not so clear, but for whom vilification of th
Jews could have had rather different consequences. Raymond Brown!
may have pushed the evidence too far in suggesting three such
separate social groups within the gospel, crypto-Christians (ck
Jewish Christians of inadequate faith (6:60-66; 7:3-5; 8:31; 10:12) and
Christians of apostolic churches, as represented by the figure of Pek
contrasted with that of the beloved disciple.®® Yet there is no doubt
that there are such borderline cases. To these may be added tho
Jews who believed in Jesus’ name because of the signs which he gave;
but who appear to receive a negative valuation (2:25-3:1), and |

disciples of John the Baptist (3:22-6). We have already seen th
Nicodemus is cast as a representative figure for such sympatheti@
Jews, and the question of his final allegiance appears to be |
ambiguous, at least. The stories of the Samaritan Woman (ch.4) &
the man born blind (ch.9) are deliberately constructed in such a W
as to suggest stages in faith from a low to a high Christology. Thus
Johannine author indicates the possibility of transition from o
sphere to the other for both Christian and Jewish sympathisers ali
since, as we have seen more than once, Johannine faith is in the g
both a matter of choice and a gift. Without the predispositio

openness and good intention, no advance is possible. But even th
full blown faith is not assured. In such a context one can see t
special role that the vilification of the Jews as unbelievers could pl
Their blindness was culpable, but that need not or, indeed, should
preclude others from having the courage of their convictions to ma
an open and complete transition.

HMMUW.MW M”m Moﬁm M.o:ﬁmEbonJ\ meaning, is called for, especially
o o ! »M aosm _M_MOJ\ of oppression of Jews by Christians to
e v:xmm MME.E uted, once m.gmw were taken as foundational
b A.um mu..m mﬁmnmu.d_smba Christianity backed by the power and
~ For many Christians it would be a shocki i
oiensive suggestion, to state that their mow_owmwmwo:oﬁ Gy 2 Mghly
mselves documents of betrayal insofar as the
ves ow&cm?&% with the question of their own i
._n_M.wm_om_ oo.EBmsm to a universal and all-embracing love. Yet
. ﬁ.v‘._@:mmcobm, both personal and social, would seem to be as
entia Q.u us as the very air we breathe. The search for and
o.nocbmcou with defining the self are symptoms of our conditi
_umsamr and szmmm=|mmvmo_.m:va it would seem, when w 9.3
5 onted with w.rm experience of a God who seeks ﬁm destroy N%MM
M_”_ Mwﬂﬁm@ _.obm_:mm <<:.E: us! Therein lies the paradox that borders
e gi¢ 1n our situation. The Christological experience of God in
Y Uhristianity captured a few fleeting glimpses of the possibility of
; sm m:. by refusing to be identified (for example, Mark’s portrayal
Mucm“_%cmw as Moses, Isaiah and Job had captured it briefly in their
C .ﬂ_m ot a God who calls out, or who can bring all the nations to Mt
wq or who refuses to solve the intractable problem of evil and v\mm
M to be a good God. But living with such visions is highly
gerous. Hence the need to domesticate this God in the more

..__m_, institutions of life and culture which we see in Matthew’s
Messiah of Israel, using the

nal documents are
v concerned them-
dentity and ignored

Conclusions fie identity problem had beset Judaism

We have been attempting to understand the anti-Jewish rhetorid A :
of Matthew and John in the light of their own community conce _.n = that regard it was thoroughly Jewish from the beginning
femains so to-day with its discussions and soul-searchings that

concerns for the authoritative definition of an independent Mebased th
Tk 1 L . . e debased t i ; :
exclusive place within Judaism in line with the eschatological @ 5 e word ecumenical. History can testify to other ways

messianic claims that early Christianity as a whole had soughtto! ‘F.r both Jews and Christians have sought to escape the identi
for itself. A number of different approaches come to mind as possi n, namely the way of gnosis. But that way too had it _r.m%m_q
heuristic devices for describing the phenomena we have uncover = especially, I would suggest, its desire to opt out wru m.:
Social psychology, for example, might suggest the transference. t€ it constantly raises anew the question o:moscmv\ in ﬁro t GEJ‘
fears into aggression; sociology could talk of sectarian rhetoric; € €en memory and hope, and the conflicting ideologies ﬂm M H_os
tural anthropology might see here a case of aggressive resymbo aoc to. We cannot turn our backs on such @32@5@ d m. o
tion to meet social needs. Illuminating as all these appro ough they do not exist, hidden as they are in th o ..?oommm
undoubtedly are, it would seem that some hermeneutical reflecti m...__.w::gm of visions (e.g. in the gospel of worw ém%mwmﬁ._sboom:n
_ € of the universal Logos incarnate). It is only <<-m=:“wwmﬂﬂ~o_

3 Community of the Beloved Disciple. 71-88, 10usly both the radical ambiguity of our common h ituat
uman situation
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and the distortions it has given rise to, even in our so called &mmmE
foundational documents, both Jewish and Christian, that we have any!
hope of moving beyond the past and making a better future toge

Appendix A: Apocalyptic Denunciation of Opponents in Matthew!

—‘Already the axe is laid to the root of the unfruitful tree...They! m_meE to help

cannot hope to escape the coming wrath. ‘those in distress

(3:7.10-Pharisees, and mm&acnma_ !mmmﬁsm places

i .,.m honour and

—Those who follow their righteousness will never enter the #Emmm 1l
spect before

of heaven. (5:20-Scribes and Pharisees

—Instead of sharing the messianic banquet in the kingdom with
Patriarchs they, sons of the kingdom, will be cast out where there
weeping and gnashing of teeth. (8.11f. Gene

-

—Those who blaspheme against the Spirit will receive no forgiv

either in this age or the age to come. (12.32, Pharise

—On judgment day the Ninevites and the Queen of the South will
and condemn this evil generation. alse ideas
(12:41.42 Scribes and Pharis bout oaths

—Not having been planted by the heavenly Father they will
uprooted. (15.:13, Phari

—The kingdom of God will be taken from them and given to an
producing the fruits of it. (21:43, chief priests and Phari

—As the King makes a marriage feast for his son he will kil

murderers and destroy their city. (22:7, Gen
—They do not enter the kingdom of God themselves and they att
to prevent others entering, (22:13, Scribes and Phari

—They make proselytes sons of gehenna twice as much as
selves. (23:15, Scribes and Phariseg L False respect for

—They are full of lawlessness. (23:28, Scribes and Pharisel

—They are filling up the measure of their forefathers’ guilt, reg
the innocent blood that has been shed and responsibility for it
come on this generation. (23:32.36, Gen

—Their house will be left deserted; no stone will be left
another. (23:38;24:2, Gent
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Appendix B. Denunciations in Matthew 23 directed

at Disciples elsewhere.

Scribes & Pharisees Disciples

23:3, 5:19; 7:21-23
23.4 18:10; 25:41-45;
(cf.10:40-49)
23:6.7 6:1-19; 20:26f;
(cf.6:2.5.16) (cf.23:8-11)

23:13.15.23.95.27.29. 6:2.5.16; 7:5; 2451

23:28 8:23; 13:41; 24:12
23:15 18:6-10; 10:28
(c£.5:29-30)
23:16-22 (cf.12:34: 5:33.37
evil speech)
23:23 7:1-5 (krisis)
5:7; 24:10; 25:49-46
(eleos)
14:31; 17:19-20
(pistis)
23:16 (cf.15:14) 5:22-23
AommLA-HQ
23:25 7:15; 6:24; 13:29
23:29 8:21-22




