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ABSTRACT

This thesis looks at the Jerusalem Conference and dinticpute as described by Paul
in Galatians(2.1-14) andActs (15). A new approach to the topics is used, that of using
models derived from socio-psychological research. Thesdkem Conference and
Antioch dispute are concerned with group interactionsl atynamics; socio-
psychological research studies the behaviour of individumakocial groups and so is
well suited to study this aspect of early church history.

| argue that the emergence of Gentile leadership abémtprecipitated the
need for the Jerusalem Conference. Whereas ‘sympathizersiudaism, lacking
circumcision, were not fully integrated into Jewistnmenunities, Gentile believers at
Antioch underwent the initiation rite of baptism. Th@entile believers had a greater
sense of belonging than did ‘sympathizers’ in Judaismo ABentiles entered the
Antiochene church in numbers, forming a distinct subgrodpinvihe community. These
two factors provided ideal conditions for Gentile leadgrsto emerge. However,
leadership inferred a certain status for Gentile belgevE&his was opposed by some
Jewish believers who insisted on complete Torah ghsee, including circumcision, for

full membership of the early church. The Jerusalem Cenéer met to resolve the issue.

Paul's claim that nothing was added to his gospel impligsthieaJerusalem
Conference accepted Gentile membership of the church, ingldgentile leadership,
without circumcision. This would be unacceptable to thew-observant Jewish
believers. To avoid schism the Conference needed a oomg® which appeased the
Jewish believers. | suggest that the compromise wasabanissions’; Gentile believers
were accorded the status of full membership as Genbildsprovision was made for
those Jewish believers, who experienced threats to Jbeiish identity by associating
with Gentile believers under these conditions, toihguch Gentile contacts. The test of
the ‘two missions’ came at Antioch. Peter, in egtmth Gentiles, accepted their status
as full members of the church. However, the ‘peopdenfrJames’ did not accept the
Gentile believers on equal terms and insisted on tight to avoid such contact with
Gentiles. Peter and the other Antiochene Jews hadomseh- offer hospitality to their
fellow Jews and withdraw from Gentile contact or rtaim table fellowship with
Gentiles and isolate their fellow Jews. They optedxiend hospitality to the Jews, but
this decision implied a rejection of the Gentilestgsawithin the early church.
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Chapter 1

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Issues

In Chapter 2 of theetter to the GalatiansPaul describes two significant events in the life
of the early church — the Jerusalem Conference anm¢ident at Antioch. The Jerusalem
Conference was an important landmark in the histothefearly church for it sought to
resolve the issue of the Gentile believers and, inredipg membership of the early church
beyond Torah-observant Jews, it influenced markedly therefutlevelopment of the
church. The incident at Antioch, which Paul places egbsnt to the Jerusalem
Conference, has fascinated biblical scholars for cestior it describes a conflict between
the two foremost leaders of the early church, Paul a&ter Rvhere Paul ‘confronted Peter
to his face’ and accused Peter of ‘not walking in linehwie truth of the gospelGal.
2.13).

1.1.1 Early Approaches to the Antioch Dispute

Of the two events perhaps more attention has beem govthe incident at Antioch. Paul
describes the dispute briefly in just four vers@al( 2.11-14), which leave much of the
details unresolved. The cause of the acrimony is tabdeviship (Gal. 2.11-12) of some
sort but exactly what is open to conjecture. Eavlyjmentators seemed unable to attribute
fault to the great saint, Peter. Clement of Alexandrgued that the Cephas of Galatians 2
was not the apostle Peter but was one of the seyekiyl0.1)! Origen questioned the
reliability of the Antioch event as related by Paulf@mneng to see the incident as a staged
affair aimed at enabling Paul to condemn the Judaizers wmibeetively and this
explanation was taken up by Chrysostom and Jefougustine argued for a return to a
belief in the veracity of the text and used the iantcto demonstrate how even holy men
like Peter could sometimes be in error but that Petepdstrated his saintly humility by

accepting the rebuKeLuther, too, maintained the historicity of the textl alefended Paul

! According to Eusebius, I, X11, p 99 and cited in Cummins, 2001, p 3. A similar approach has been made more
recently by Ehrman, 1990.

2 Cited in Luther, 1953, p 115 and Cummins, 2001, p 3.
3 Plumer, 2003, p 145.



against any charges of pride for confronting the greatieiie apostles for he did so in
defence of the gospélThese few examples show how the beliefs and cultiutieeatime
can colour the interpretation given by the commentattine incident — a tendency which
continues today and is probably evident in this thgsis final chapter).

Although so much attention has been focused on the Antrastient, the
Jerusalem Conference and Antioch dispute are not two indepemcidents. It is clear
from Paul's account that he is making a direct comparisetween the events. In his
previous historical list of events he links each subsecqu@mrrence with ‘then’greito)
giving the impression of a chronological histoGaf. 1.18, 21, 21). However, when he
comes to the Jerusalem Conference and Antioch inciBant,uses ‘but whenbe &) to
connect the two events indicating a significant,ogattrasting, connection between them.
The significance of this phrase is evident from Paul's ud@Tte 8¢ at other placesn
Galatians. Paul uses this limkhen he aims at a significant contrast between ®lated
events. Previous tGal. 2.11, he used it in contrasting his earlier state asalbus Jew
with his later state after God revealed himself to {@al. 1.18). Subsequently Paul uses
ote 8¢ to contrast Peter’'s behaviour in first eating with Gestthen drawing back and
setting himself apart from thenGéal. 2.12). Later Gal. 4.4) Paul uses this phrase to
contrast the time before Christ when heirs wereeslainder the Torah with the time after
Christ when they are no longer slaves but sonsdfter God sends his Son to redeem
those under the Law). It is clear, therefore, that Baals the Jerusalem Conference and
the incident at Antioch as related, yet contrastavgnts. At Jerusalem Paul won the day;
the Jerusalem church leaders extended the hand of feipwes him and accepted his
mission to the Gentiles unconditionallz4l. 2.9). In contrast, at Antioch, Peter’s
behaviour was hypocriticaial. 2.13) and not in accord with the gosp8h(. 2.14). Thus
| argue that the finding of the Jerusalem Conferenceuisial to the interpretation of the
Antioch dispute. Any attempt to understand the Antioatident is dependent on a
reasonable comprehension of the decision reacheduaaliam. The Jerusalem Conference
gave a theoretical solution to the issue of the Gdmgilievers at Antioch and this solution
was tested in practice subsequently at Antioch andauisPopinion, Peter and the other
Jewish believers failed to put the theory into pracliceill be the strategy of this thesis to
spend considerable effort in analysing the Jerusaleme@omde and its findings and then

to test this analysis and its conclusions againstnttidant at Antioch.

4 Luther, 1953, pp 114-116.



1.1.2 Recent Approaches to the Jerusalem Conference and

Antioch Dispute

In recent times, some commentators have endeavouredrdhaeAntioch incident in the
light of the findings of the Jerusalem Conferendéany commentators believe that the
Jerusalem meeting was concerned with circumcision awlyttzat table fellowship was not
discussed or, at least, not explicitly worked bDunn seems typical of this stance in that
he argues that the Jerusalem Conference, in princgotggved from Gentile believers the
obligations of Torah observance, particularly circurocidi However, ‘the issue of the
food laws had not been raised explicitly and was not éttpligart of the agreement'.
That table fellowship was not discussed at the Jerusaleeting ofGal. 2.1-10 seems
inherently unlikely. The meeting was called, not by a cdhaf Gentiles, but by the mixed
church of Antioch where Jews and Gentiles were acoestato close association; their
living in close contact was integral to the Gentilelyigan which precipitated the need for
the Conference. Moreover, the very presence of tmil&eeliever, Titus, forced the issue
of Jewish/Gentile relationships on the Jerusalem tpilfaTitus was accepted without
circumcision (al. 2.3) and it is improbable that, during the time of h&tvio Jerusalem,
he did not participate in commensality with Jewish belis as Dunn, himself, points
out!® By their actions, if not by their words, the ‘pillamccepted commensality with

Gentiles in the person of Titus, albeit within a 3dwenvironment.

Esler believes that an agreement was reached aaldenusut that James never
meant to abide by It: Esler’'s argument rests on the sealing of the agreeeithe
offering of the right hand of fellowship but it was arttoevhich would be binding on an
orthodox Jew. According to Esler the atmosphere of thesdiem Conference had been
confrontational. Paul had forced the hand of the igilldy introducing Titus into the
deliberations which enabled Peter and James to agteslyeo the decisions without any
real intention of adhering to the agreement. They leeh forced into an unfavourable

> What follows represents a brief overview. A more detailed analysis is given in subsequent chapters.

¢ Conzelmann, 1987, p 119; Taylor, 1992, p 125; Dunn, 1993, p 122.

7 Dunn, 1993, p 105.

8 Dunn, 1993, p 122.

9 Esler, 1995, p 301.

10 Dunn, 1993, p 122. Even if he dined alone there must have been Eucharistic celebrations during this period.

11 Esler, 1995, pp 308-310. Catchpole also believes that James broke the Jerusalem agreement (Catchpole 1977,
p 443).



conclusion which they did not regard as binding on themes&harguments are
unconvincing; they rely on a lack of integrity in Reténot in James, for Peter not only
offered ‘the right hand of fellowshipQal. 2.9) but subsequently confirmed his assent to
the agreement by his action of eating with Gentileelsets when he went to Antioc&4l.
2.12). Holmberg describes Esler’s solution as

the hypothesis of ruthless power players, out to settlees and defend their honour by
smart agreement breakiffg.

Sim (and Watson in his first edition) surmises thatilRast the debate on
Gentile circumcision at Jerusalem but that the Antinehghurch disregarded the verditt.
It is unlikely that both Paul and Luke (icts15) deliberately misrepresented the outcome
of the Jerusalem meeting. As it seems probable thaagiators Gal. 5.12) at Galatia
would be acquainted with the verdict of the Jerusalem @Gemde, for Paul to be
discovered a liar would have severely damaged his argumehe tGalatian Gentiles;
throughout this letter Paul is at pains to stress tlik of all he writes (a&al. 1.20; 4.16).
All these solutions, which assume some discrepand3aim’s account of the Jerusalem
Conference and the actual decisions, imply eithecladd integrity in the ‘pillars’ at the
Jerusalem meeting or a blatant transgression of thusalem agreement by Peter, Paul

and/or Barnabas at Antioch, prior to the arrival ef ffeople from JamesGal. 2.12).

Some commentators have adopted more moderate soluwitmes dichotomy of
the Jerusalem Conference and subsequent Antioch disputthel revised edition,
Watson, in his revised work, argues that the Jerusalenef@mte merely confirmed ‘the
legitimacy of the missionary activity among the Glestiwithout addressing the issue of
Gentile circumcisiort’ He sees the problem which precipitated the need for the
Conference as the success of the Gentile mission wteéelsed tensions in the
Antiochene church® For Watson the issue of circumcision only arose rafte
Conference with the table fellowship at Antioch which piated the dispute there
(Gal. 2.11-14)!® However, it is not obvious how the increased numbér&entile
believers at Antioch should be problematic for someisle believers at Antioch who

12 Holmberg, 1998, p 410.

13 Watson, 1986, pp 53-56; Sim, 1998, pp 99-100.
14 Watson, 2007, pp 102 and 105.

15 Watson, 2007, p 103.

16 Watson, 2007, p 106.



were, presumably, used to having contact with Gentile sympashin the Jewish
synagogues and used to contact with Gentiles in the widgspdra environment.
Further, increased numbers of Gentile believers withenctiurch does not seem to tally
with the idea of the ‘freedom’ which was espied by ttadsé brothers’ Gal. 2.4). In
addition, Paul's reference, in the context of thausalem Conference, to the lack of
compulsion from the Jerusalem church for Titus to beuaicised Gal. 2.3) suggests

that circumcision was on the agenda at Jerus&lem.

Holmberg argues that the Conference approved a Torah-fgpmerefor
Gentile believers but, to protect the Jewishness adetesh believers, it did not endorse
common table fellowship. The ‘people from James’ cameétioch and solved the
problem of table fellowship by invoking the Jerusalem agreemdmch stipulated
separate commensality for Jewish and Gentile bebeybased onGal. 2.7, 9)*
Holmberg envisages separate table fellowship being part ofagiheement of the
Jerusalem Conference but he fails to give an accoutiteofeparation other than on
ethnic lines. Such an ethnic separation is unlikely toe haet with Paul's approval,
given his reaction to Peter’s withdrawal from tabldofeship at Antioch Gal. 2.11-14)
and takes no account of the obvious shared commengahtytiach prior to the arrival
of the people from James. While this solution has satvantages in that it explains the
withdrawal of Peter from table fellowship, a completetipan of Jewish and Gentile
believers into separate table fellowships is ultimategigatisfactory. It still involves two
Jews, Paul and Barnabas, in commensality with Gensigeleaders of that community
and also imposes on the Antiochene believers a systemparate commensality which
would appear to be a retrograde step for the communithelfaigreement allowed for
mixed commensality for Paul and Barnabas, by virtue of gevileged position as
apostles to the Gentiles, the decision of Barnabdslimv Peter in withdrawing from
commensality with Gentiles becomes totally inexplicaldiso inexplicable is Peter’'s
initial willingness to eat with the Gentile believeHolmberg’s solution, of a stipulation
for separate commensality for Jewish and Gentile V&g has much to recommend it
but a simple division based on Jewish or Gentile ancsesnply does not work.

17 Watson (2007, p 102) argues that this reference ‘does not necessarily imply that circumcision was even on the
agenda’.
18 Holmberg, 1998, p 410 and also Betz, 1979, p 108.



Taylor may provide a further insight into the problem. HHaintains that the
decision of the Jerusalem Conference upheld the pasitbriboth Jewish and Gentile

believers.

Both churches would preach to and welcome all who woulenlisout the gospel of
circumcision, represented by James, Peter and John, leoldligatory only for Jews,
and the gospel of uncircumcision, represented by BarmatathBaul would apply only
to Gentiles:®

At Antioch the two gospels met head on when the ‘petspla James’ arrived. Prior to
their arrival Peter had been content to be part ofniheed church of Antioch which
followed ‘the gospel of the uncircumcised’ but the ‘peofsem James’ were very
definitely of the ‘gospel of the circumcised’. According Taylor, the withdrawal from
commensality of Peter, Barnabas and the Antiochewesli believers was in deference to
the visitors’ scruples and an example of Jewish hdipitd a temporary measure
designed to last for the duration of their visit offiyTaylor justifies this conclusion by
arguing that the Jerusalem Conference included stipulatwich, whilst allowing the
Antiochene church to adhere to its own understanding eofytdspel, prohibited it from
imposing its gospel on Jewish believ&rand also retained the right for the Jerusalem
Church to regulate the practices of the Antiochene ¢hshould its own security and
missionary success be jeopardised by the Antiocheneigesfit Holmberg rightly
complains that neither of these stipulations is suppduyetie text* But, if the Jerusalem
Agreement could be understood as likely to have incorposated requirements, then
Taylor's solution, based on consideration for theugiels of the more Torah-observant
believers, may be attractive.

1.1.3 The Approach of This Thesis

While most commentators fail to give a cohesive cotioe between the Jerusalem
Conference and the Antioch dispute, the proximity and rimpkof the two events in

19 Taylor, 1992, p 115.

20 Taylor, 1992, pp 134-135.
21 Taylor, 1992, p 132.

22 Taylor, 1992, p 115.

23 Taylor, 1992, p 121.

2¢ Holmbetg, 1998, p 412.



Paul's Letter to the Galatiangas discussed above) strongly suggests that such a link
must exist. Both Holmberg and Taylor offer options of h&ws tmay occur but neither
gives a totally satisfactory account; Holmberg’s semarain ethnic lines is too rigid to
account for the activity at Antioch prior to the aaliwf the ‘people from James’ and
Taylor's explanation of consideration for the scrgplef Jerusalem’s more Torah-
observant Jewish believers seems to require unjustifiedtendual additions to the
description of the findings of the Jerusalem Conferenat.séme division of the two
groupings of the early church is indicated by Paul's ovaoact in passages such as:

| had been entrusted with the gospel to the uncircunhcijsst as Peter had been
entrusted with the gospel to the circumcised (for he wihiked through Peter for the
mission to the circumcised worked through me also foGietiles) Gal. 2.7-8).

We should go to the Gentiles and they to the circurddfSal. 2.9).

To understand how a separation of the Jewish and Geunblgroups of the early church
could be entailed by the decision of the Jerusalem Cowlera such a way that it was
acceptable both to the ‘pillars’ and to Paul, it is, ppe) necessary to take a step back in
time and look, not only at the Jerusalem ConferencH, itagt also at the events which
precipitated the need for such a meeting.

It seems evident that the number of Gentile believess increasing to a
greater extent at Antioch than in any other sectibthe early churchActs (11.20-21)
states this and the records of Josephus, who repottshdr@ was a relatively high
population of Jews in Antioch who enjoyed special privileses that many Antiochene
Gentiles had an apparent interest in Judaism in that stiggest that the climate and
culture of the city may have been right for significarterest in this new and vibrant
form of Judaisnf?

But the increased numbers alone are unlikely to havepitiaed the need for
definitive rulings regarding the Gentile believers. Diagpgews, particularly at Antioch,
were used to having contact with Gentiles on a dailysba&ws had the privilege of
buying their own (non-Gentile) oil for the gymna$idndicating Jewish participation in

25 Jewish War 7.43-45; 7.100-110.
26 Jewish Antiquities 12.120.



the gymnasi&’ They seemed to have occupied positions of wealth arfdsoigial status
and Acts gives evidence for Jewish Christians, Managctg13.1) and Barnaba#\§ts
4.36-37), being men of wealth. Josephus, too, indicateshéi were wealthy Jewish
families and men of social importance in AntioclewWish War2.469; 7.45). Gentile
sympathizers were also associated with Jewish synagodewssiiAntiquities. 18.82;
Against Apion, 2.210; 2.123; 2.282 alsbk. 7.5), and even visited the Temple in
Jerusalem Jewish Antiquities 3.318-319; 14.110). Diaspora Jews, on the whole, had
accommodated themselves to contact with Gentilestimscsuch as Antioch and there
seems little reason why the early church, as a newchm@inJudaism, could not similarly
accommodate itself to mixing with Gentile believerslemthe same terms as Diaspora
Jews mixed with Gentile sympathizers.

In this thesis | shall argue that there were significhfierences between the
relationship between Jewish and Gentile believerkaretrly church at Antioch and the
relationship between Jews and Gentile sympathizers inJéwdash synagogues in
Diaspora cities. Firstly, the initiation rite for Justa was circumcision for males —
Gentile sympathizers did not undergo circumcision andetbe¥, remained outside full
membership of the synagogue, whereas the initiationatteritry into the early church
was the less visible and painful ritual of baptisacts 2.38, 41; 8.12-16, 36-38; 9.18;
10.45; 16.15, 33Gal. 3.37;Rom.6.3;1 Cor.1.14). Gentile believers were more likely to
regard themselves as full members of the early churah were the sympathizers to
Judaism. Secondly, the large number of Gentile bekeattaching themselves to the
Antiochene church means that the Gentile believers wouid a significant subgroup of
the church at Antioch, unlike the less numerous Gergyimpathizers within the
synagogues. According to the insights of social psycho®gjgnificant subgroup of
Gentile believers, who regarded themselves as full membea community, would
produce conditions which were ripe for the emergence @iti® leadership of this

subgroup.

In the subsequent chapters | aim to use both biblicahanebiblical sources
to trace the history of the Gentile believers at dciti Alongside the use of these
historical sources | shall employ the tools of so@alchology in an attempt to

understand the group dynamics of the church at Antioclposed, as it was, of different

27 Barclay (1996a, pp 256-257) concludes ‘that this concession applied to those Jews who were training in the
gymnasia (on the way to Antiochene citizenship)’.



subgroups of Gentile and Jewish believers. | shall fieste the origins of the Gentile
subgroup of the Antiochene church from the Gentile sympathipresent in the
synagogues. Then | shall argue, using social psychologidgkanahat the numbers and
status of these Gentile believers facilitated thergemece of power structures and leaders
from this subgroup. Gentile leaders began to emerge @&chnand, | maintain, it was
this emergence of Gentile leaders which precipitated ndéed for the Jerusalem
Conference. As soon as the prospect of Gentile leageesherged, the status of the
Gentiles within the early church became a live iss@waders preside over meetings of
the community and formulate policies which are instmt@kin fashioning the future
development of the community; they exercise power osttier members of the
community. It is not difficult to imagine the ensuing debaver the extent of the
authority of Gentile believers who were beginning #Bwéh aspirations of leadership:
Should it be confined to the Gentile believers in tabgsoup or extend over Jewish
believers also? Should it happen at all? The emergeihoen-Jewish leaders would
mean that Gentile believers could no longer be regardéieisame way as the Gentile
sympathizers to Judaism in the synagogues; innovative rulmge needed to
accommodate the new status of the Gentiles in theod&rene church. With this
background | shall then return and attempt to understandeitisions of the Jerusalem
Conference, again using the tools of social psycholdgis (time employing the
analytical social psychological work done on inter-groejationships, group identity
and group bias) to identify the possibilities available @ illars’ in attempting to
reconcile the various Gentile and Jewish factions presettite meeting. Finally, | shall
look at the Antioch dispute in the light of the fingaof the Jerusalem Conference and
relate this to the more recent data of the social pEggy of groups in conflict and
group schism.

1.2 Leadership

1.2.1 Leadership in Groups

It seems almost inevitable that, when people come tagetlgroups, some
members emerge as leaders. Leadership appears to be adutalaimature of most
social groups. These leaders may be the designated ‘le#Hdd¥e group or those who
occupy roles within the group (e.g. secretary, treasurer) shaththese roles confer



status, influence and power on those occupying them. lfatyer society, leaders may
be democratically elected, be appointed by tradition sgamonarchies, or impose their
leadership by force as in dictatorships. In all casese@ that in which leadership is
imposed by force, leaders lead with the agreement ofefteof the group; leaders lead
only because followers are prepared to follow. Any studyeadlership and authority
must begin with Weber’s classic study of legitimatenatity. Weber distinguished three
forms of legitimate authority: a) rational or legal lautty which resides in the
legitimacy of mutually accepted rules and those occupyingotiiee which enforces
them, b) traditional authority which is derived from testablished belief in the sanctity
of immemorial traditions’ and c¢) charismatic authoritizieh resides in ‘devotion to the
exceptional sanctity, heroism or exemplary charaaéran individual persorf®
Rational-legal authority is based on the right to powkthose legally elevated to
positions of power; in democracies those legally eletdegdower by ballot represent
rational-legal authority — their policies best refldet desires and wishes of the majority.
Traditional authority rests on the belief in the saoiess of tradition and the legitimacy
of those exercising power through tradition; it is exenegdifby hereditary leadership
such as monarchies where the hereditary heir is deeneetetst person to lead but
monarchs still rule by the consent of the populace $tould this opinion change,
hereditary monarchs can be deposed. The great leaderappkar at certain times in
history exemplify the charismatic authority and thewporesides in their character and
their person. The great leaders appear to combine a nwihtraits; they exemplify, in
some way, the aspirations of the rest of theiredgcthey have a special and distinctive
personality which predisposes them to lead, and thedefship coincides with a
particular situation or time in history when their arar attributes are most required. In
our own times leaders such as Mandela, Churchill andrisjpkéng to mind®

In smaller groupings, in which most members know each a@thérmeet in
face-to-face situations, leaders and other role-occupeeis to emerge from within the
ranks of the group. These, too, seem to correspond torWebéonal-legal form of
legitimate authority. They are the people with partictidédents, abilities or capabilities
which contribute to the better functioning of the group ashale. If the group is

specifically task-orientated, their skills enhance thssgmlity of the group completing

28 Weber, 1968, pp 215-216
2 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 310-313.
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the task successfully either by their own specifitlsirhich assist task completion or by
their ability to facilitate other group members in this regén groups convened for more
social purposes, leaders’ abilities facilitate the smoathning of the group and
contribute to the general enjoyment and satisfactionh@raroup members. In this way
the leaders and role-occupiers are deemed to contrilmreetmthe group than ‘ordinary’
members and are rewarded for their efforts by the groupoohfer status, authority and
influence on these special memb&rs.In addition, the group members can project
leadership traits on to some members of the group beaauskeir, the general
membership’s, perception of certain members as having pgaeicafor leadership. Thus
research indicates that juries often elect as theenien (leaders) those people who
appear to occupy higher socio-economic status and are siovfaspeople, rather than
those who appear less well-educated or of lower socinessic status’ In the smaller
group situation, therefore, leadership is a function botiefieader of the group and of
the followers.

1.2.2 Leadership in the Early Church

The early church was a new movement and such new namsrhave a distinctive
authority based on charisma of their instigator rathen thstitutional authority. This is
the ‘Great Man’ theory of sociology. Holmberg, in hisok Paul and Powerhas
investigated leadership in the early church communities, cpéatly the Pauline
churches. Holmberg bases his investigation on Weber'soleg@al analysis of
authority>?

1.2.2.1 Charismatic Leadership

Weber’'s model of the charismatic leader centres omtheidual although he recognizes
that charismatic leaders gain their authority only salas his charisma is recognised
freely by his followers?® The charismatic leader considers himself, and is dersil by
his followers, to have a direct call from God — a edfich endows him with magical

30 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 309, 319-321. These aspects are covered in greater detail in Chapter 2.
31 Ridgeway, 2001.

32 Weber, 1968.

33 Webet, 1968, pp 241-245.
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powers and a radical mission. For Weber, only Jesubemrimitive church had this

‘pure’ form of charismatic leadershif.

Although Weber regards Jesus as the only ‘pure’ charisreataer of the
primitive church, Holmberg argues that the early churchtiimoed as a charismatic
movement after the death of its leader. It still iretd some of the characteristics of a
charismatic movement in the absence of Jesus. alhest its belief in an imminent end
to this world @ Cor. 7.31;Heb. 9.26) and continued to structure itself along the lines of
charismatic movement. The apostles (the inner group) retjtindenselves as the ‘staff’
of Jesus, chosen by him personally, which leads to ast etnsciousness. They left
their previous way of life to become followers and wsupported financially by other
members (the outer group) who continued in their ordinaay of life3* In addition,
some ‘ordinary’ members exhibited charismatic behavimohsas prophecy, miracle
working, healing and glossolalid¢ts 10.46; 19.6;1 Cor.12.10 and 28-30; 14.5) which
implies some sort of gift from Go#.Yet this is not the ‘pure’ charisma of Weber, for
this charisma is only acceptable to the extent thainforms to the teachings and vision
of the original charismatic leader. It does not htwe freedom of the original ‘pure’

charisma. So Paul threatens the Galatians

But even if we, or an angel from heaven, should préagfou a gospel contrary to
that which we preached to you, let him be accurggdl. (L.8)

Holmberg observes that “charismatically” endowed leadétkin the church ... have
no original message or mission of their oWhThus, the change from ‘pure’ charismatic

authority to traditional/legal authority has begun.
1.2.2.2 Institutionalization of Charismatic Leadership

Weber claims that charismatic authority is basicallynstable and that

institutionalization/routinization develops rapidly withiew movement?® The impetus

3 Weber, 1968, p 1123 also Holmberg, 1978, pp 150-151.
35 Holmberg, 1978, pp 151-152.
3 Holmberg, 1978, p 159.

37 For example Paul attempts to reduce the importance of glossolalia at Cotinth because it does not edify (7 Cor:
14.23-26 and 39-40). Holmberg (1978, p 159) observes that Paul sets limits to the exercise of prophecy and
places it under his authority (7 Cor. 14.29-32 and 37-40).

38 Weber, 1968, pp 246-254.
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for change normally is the death of the charismatédde. Following this death the
ability to change is diminished and the group becomaswement which passes on the
sayings, way of life and vision of its leader; in othards it develops a tradition which
is to be passed on to succeeding generationsGalgl.8;1 Cor. 14.37-38)° This is the
beginning of institutionalization and of the transfemiroharismatic to rational/legal and
traditional authority’® Holmberg redefines ‘routinization’ to include several stages
‘institutionalisation’** For Holmberg ‘institutionalisation’ is inevitable and begias
soon as ‘human interaction begitfsfor, with human interactions, come ‘habitualized
actions’, assignment of roles and ‘generalized conseffSuis’this way the authority
becomes ‘institutionalised® This early ‘primary institutionalization’ can start eve
during the lifetime of the original charismatic leadfeHowever, once the charismatic
leader dies then ‘secondary institutionalization’ takeses'® Those who knew and were
chosen by the charismatic leader before his death hapavileged position. They
become the leaders of the movement and the custodidahse tredition. They safeguard
the words, messages, rituals and institutions which hetede During this ‘secondary

institutionalization’ a process occurs which

transforms unconsolidated verbal tradition into a botiyjormative texts, ways of
living and a typical ethical “atmosphere” into a forateld code of behaviour and a
paraenetical teaching tradition, community rites into omgghforms of worshif’

In the early church those apostles who knew Jesus aredclesen by him
(his ‘staff’) seemed to occupy this privileged position. fieere the ‘entrepreneurial
elite of the second order’; it was their job to oeershe institutionalization so that within
a few years there was a ‘developed system of doctrink, and organizatior®®
Holmberg estimates that this process was well underwalyeatime of Paul's visit to

3 Weber does not precisely categorize the routinization as legal or tradition authority but Holmberg (1968, pp
164-166) argues convincingly that this is what is meant.

40 Holmbetg, 1978, p 159.
4 Holmbetg, 1978, pp 175-181.
42 Holmbetg, 1978, p 176.
4 Holmbetg, 1978, p 177.
# Holmberg, 1978, pp 200-202.
4 Holmbetg, 1978, p 179.
4 Holmbetg, 1978, pp 179-181.
47 Holmbetg, 1978, p 179.
4 Holmberg, 1978, p 182.
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Cephas Gal. 1.18)*° These apostles formed the highest level of authorityleadership
and Paul strives, probably unsuccessfully, to be includddnatiis higher echelot. As
new churches emerged in Antioch and Damascus, new leadezgequired to oversee
these developments. Thus itinerant leaders such as Barmave commissioned by the
Jerusalem church to go out to these new communitzs, 0, seemed to have itinerant
missionaries working with him and responsible to RAirthese itinerant missionaries,
accountable to the apostles, form the next layer obaitiytand leadership. The itinerant
missionaries are not free to invent new teachings aoss(for instancésal. 1.8; 1
Cor. 14.37-38). Their authority is valid only when it conformsHattperceived as being
in line with the teachings and customs of the founder. Paylptant and Apollos may
water but God makes things grotv Cor. 3.6); Paul may lay the foundations and others
may build on them but no other foundation can be laig@xthe foundation which is
Christ Jesus himselfL(Cor. 3.10). Even Paul himself fears he may be running or have
run in vain if his gospel is not accepted by the church asd&m Gal. 2.2, 6), and not
even Peter is immune from reprimand when he is percasekkviating from the gospel
of Jesus ChristGal. 2.14).

The final tier of Holmberg’s church authority exists la¢ focal level and is
residential leadership and here the picture is more @mphis arises ‘largely by itself’
as people, using their charismatic and social talentgiadize with respect to their
functions within the local community and this differatibon gradually becomes
institutionalized®® Commentators differ in the relative importance ofrismatic and
social talents in the emergence of local leadershipnpgball argues that it was
predominantly from the ranks of those who already oeclipisignificant position in the
wider society that the residential leadership evoRiebhe general indication is that the
first communities met as house churchast$5.42;1 Cor. 16.15, 19;Rom 16.5, 23;
Phm 1.2) and Campbell supposes that it would inevitably bé¢laels of the households
who would be the leading figures at these meetihdnimberg presents a more even-
handed assessment in allowing both charismatic andl $eatership at the local level.

4 Holmberg, 1978, p 183.

50 This can be deduced from his insistence that he was commissioned directly by the risen Christ (Ga/ 1.12 and
15-17; 2.6-9).

51 As Timothy (7 Cor. 4.17; Phil. 2.19; 1 Thess. 3.2) ot Titus (2 Cor. 8.6; 12.18).

52 Holmberg, 1978, p 198.

53 Campbell, 1994, pp 120-126.

54 Campbell, 1994, p 165.
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He recognises that, in addition to the charismatits gifich as prophecy which Paul is
proud to noteX Thess5.19-20;1 Cor. 11.4-5; 12.4-11, 28; 14.1-4, 31, ®om 12.6),
he still requires a leadership from the higher echeldrsooiety, for only these people
can provide hospitality and accommodation of the whammaunity for the Lord’s
supper. Nonetheless, Holmberg seems to assume thatdBhgrately sought out
prominent and wealthy householders to be leaders withifotaé churcte® He, rightly,
argues that, in intra-church leadership, some memberkivinane greater opportunities
for service than others. As an example he comparégdtisition of a slave in a heathen
household with that of a householder such as Stephaasiath. Obviously Stephanas
would have time, money and energy to expend in the seo¥ittee early church which
would not be available to a slave. As these people likerlg to be better educated, have
administrative abilities and a position of influencethe wider community, it would be

‘sociologically naive’ not to recognise that such peoyeld emerge as leadet.

The reliance on the wealthier householders is probadhy both because of the
need of the house churches for hospitality but alsause many of the roles within the
early church of teaching, administration and care ofptb& would require a degree of
literacy and wealth. Holmberg, therefore, envisagesisthatic members who teach and

prophesy within local churches but also

another, not so clearly defined, [group] consisting of peapih sufficient initiative,
wealth and compassion to care for the sick and poor,eteive travelling
missionaries and other Christians, to be able toractmlate the worshippers and the
communal meals of the church in their own housesgtiomas travelling on behalf of
the church and generally taking administrative respoitgiBll

These charismatic and administrative people together tloeneadership at the level of
the local, residential church. Horrell, too, propasesixed leadership within the earliest
churches®He warns against the view of Campbell that the he&d®uaseholds formed

the principal or only, form of leadership within the comnyn! While acknowledging

55 Holmberg, 1978, pp 104-107.
56 Holmberg, 1978, pp192-193.
57 Holmberg, 1978, p 118.

58 Horrell, 1999, pp 315-320.

59 Campbell, 1994, p 126.
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that such people was ‘clearly sometimes in dominant iposif he argues that others

within the household (slaves and freedmen) also occugéeting roles°

This concept of a mixed leadership seems best to fit thdable evidence of
the New Testament sources. It is difficult to engesdahe early church communities
surviving without the patronage of householders to provideitadisy, and the general
ethos of the time would also attribute status to suodplpe but there is also evidence of
significant status associated with the charismatts.gif

1.2.3 The Emergence of Gentile Leadership in the Ea rly Church

There is considerable evidence that Gentile believene veeting as leaders and
occupying roles which conferred status and influence withinggat a very early stage
in the history of the early church. Much of this evidera=for most of the evidence of
the early church in the New Testament, comes froml'$detters to the Pauline
churches. Il Thessaloniansa letter which is believed to be chronologicallg tinst of
the Pauline letters which have been preserved f6f Bsul exhorts the believers of
Thessalonica to respect those who

labour among you and are overppiotnui) you and admonishvéubeTéw) you in
the Lord. (L Thessb5.12)

Thus there is the emergence of leaders of Gentilevieetién this churcA? Paul seems to
have spent only a short time in Thessalonica but he debehind some who are in a
position to be ‘over’ the rest and to admonish thenth&letter to the Galatianstoo,

there is evidence for the role of teacher in this Beoadommunity for

Let him who is taught the word share all good things with Wwho teaches.’Gal.
6.6)°

More evidence of leadership is availableliCorinthians®® Paul lists a variety

of gifts (xapiouata) which include healing, miracle-working, prophecy, glos$alahd

0 Horrell, 1999, p 318.
o1 Brown, 1997, p 456. Brown estimates the date of 7 Thess. around 50 CE.

62 That this is a Gentile church is evident from Paul’s description of them as those who ‘turned to God from
idols, to serve a living and true God” (7 Thess. 1.9).

63 It can be argued that these are not Jewish believers brought in to lead the community for Paul tends to name
the itinerant missioners whom he sends to the churches (as in Phil. 2.25; 2 Cor. 8.6; 12.18; 1 Cor. 4.17; 16.10;
Phil. 2.19; 1 Thess. 3.2).

16



interpretation of glossolalidl(Cor. 12.4-10). In this section, Paul is at pains to attribute
some sort of equality to the various talents for edl members of the same bodyCor.
12.12) and these gifts are given for the benefit of trangsunity. Later, however, Paul

gives an order of priority to these gifts and clainl®as appointed them

in the church first apostles, second prophets, third tesciien workers of miracles,
then healers, helpers, administrators, speakers inugakimds of tongues.1(Cor.
12.28)

Horrell argues that the gifts as listed and exerciseplyira certain degree of authority or
leadership®° Paul, himself, gives priority to prophecy rather tharsgidalia { Cor. 14.5).

As detailed above, Holmberg attributes leadership to bothsahatic and
social differences and concludes that the variousstnies came from within the group
according to the talents and attributes of group membershwdmerged by ‘human
initiative’ as and when the need for such attributesabe apparerif. Certain function-
holders had titles; there were deacons and overs¢éthilippi Phil. 1.1) and a female
deacon at Cenchrea®dm. 16.1). While Holmberg does not argue that these were
official ‘offices’, he does conclude that ‘the mere stgnce of titles is in itself an
indication of the permanency and general acknowledgnfemtfunction’®’ While Paul,
himself, may not have actually conferred authority onugranember§® he seems to
have approved of certain members, whgepiocuata were acknowledged by the local
church, becoming ‘function-bearers’ for the communifyThus he recommends the
community to be ‘subject’ to the household of StephdhaSor. 12.12) and to ‘respect’
those in authority over them at Thessalonid@a Thess.5.12). He must also have
witnessed, presumably with a degree of approval, the prgipgesteaching and
glossolalia taking place in meetings of the churciCatinth (L Cor. 14. 23-32). Thus
Holmberg infers that ‘institutionalization of authoritgpok place by means of a

consensus of the community, differing in detail fromagel to place, but with the approval

64 The Corinthian church appears to have comprised Gentile converts (7 Cor. 12.2) although some may have been
connected with the synagogue for Crispus, whom Paul baptized (7 Cor. 1.14), is described in Adts as an
apxlowaywyYos (Ads 18.8).

% Horrell, 1999, p 317.

6 Holmbetg, 1978, pp 104-110.

7 Holmbetg, 1978, p 111.

%8 HExcept possibly in targeting heads of households who may function as host for community and Eucharistic
meetings (Holmberg, 1978, p 191).

% Holmberg, 1978, p 109.
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of Paul who, even if he did not formally instigate tieharity, gave it legitimacy by his

approval and contributed to the ‘consolidation ... of thetirn#nalization process®

It is evident, therefore, that leadership, or at leal-bearers with status and
influence, was an accepted practice in the Pauline lcbsrtom an early stage in the
history of the early church. Paul appears to have bestemt with the emergence of
Gentile leaders from the local communities which henfted. There is no evidence that
he sought official approval for Gentile leaders from brusalem church other than that
which had already been conceded. Thus it seems reasonasisutoe that the issue of
Gentile leadership had already arisen before the esdtaid@nt of later church
communities such as those at Thessalonica or Cofiinthmost obvious location for the
emergence of Gentile leadership is Antioch for it washat church that, according to
Luke, a significant group of Gentile believers first gatbeg&cts 11.19-21). It is the
proposal of this study that Antioch was the origintleé first Gentile role-bearers and
leaders. Further, it will be argued here that the emeegefhdeadership among the
Gentiles was a major factor in the need to call #dreshlem Conferencé¢ts 15; Gal.
2.1-10). With the emergence of leadership among Gentile bedjetree issue of the
status of the Gentile believers and their influencéiwithe local church became critical

for both Jews and Gentiles.
1.3 Methodology

The issues present in the Antiochene church prior td¢hesalem Conference and at the
Conference itself were essentially issues of groupioekttips. The main thrust of this
thesis, therefore, is to use the tools and insighsooial psychology to understand the
group dynamics at work before, during and after the Jems@tnference. | shall argue
that significant Gentile believers associated themselviéls the church at Antioch
forming a discrete subgroup within the church distinct froenJéwish believers. Among
the Jewish believers also were distinct groups wha#eide to the Gentile believers
differed — some (like Paul and Barnabas) accepted thel&leelievers as Gentiles while
others (like the ‘false brethren’ &al 2.4 or the certain people who came from James in
Gal. 2.12) required them to become Jews or, failing this, demaregtdcted contact
between Gentile and Jewish believers as illustratechéyenhding of table fellowship

7 Holmberg, 1978, p 195.
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(Gal. 2.12-13). The discipline of social psychology studiesigrdynamics such as these.
Social psychology is

the scientific investigation of how the thoughts, feelingd behaviour of individuals
are influenced by the actual, imagined or implied presenothefs’*

In that social psychology studies, has as its basic tine individuals within their social

grouping, it differs from sociology which studies the graaplf as the basic unit.

Modern social psychology operates by gathering datiaeimelevant situations by
interview, observation, field studies, laboratory experits, et¢? Obviously such
approaches are unavailable when studying historicaltisihga In studying the past the
only approach is to gather archival evidence from the filezaand other sources of the
period. This approach has disadvantages for the resedr@fieno control over the data
available which may be biased or unreliable in some waj/tlze researcher is unable to
react to the data by testing hypotheses within the releyranips’® It cannot be denied
that there are many problems associated with using archiaédrial as data for
sociological or socio-psychological analysis. Newelgss, to understand and interpret
the ancient sources adequately requires that the waibekshe content of their writings
be viewed in their historical and social context. Tolelss robs the interpretation of

essential factors for its understanding.

1.3.1 Archival Sources

The relevant details of the church at Antioch and #reshlem Conference are found
only in the New Testament, but the net of data collectan be cast more widely. As
this thesis is utilizing the insights of social psycuy to understand the group dynamics
at Antioch and during the Jerusalem Conference, all dateenung the relationships
between Jews and Gentiles are relevant. These adald@arom Jewish and Gentile
sources outwith the New Testament. The use of theseNew Testament sources may
alleviate some of the negative issues around the udaitbf documents as source
material. Use of more diverse archival material mago aleduce, at least in some
measure, the problem of incomplete or biased data sets.

I Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 2.
72 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 6-13.
73 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 11.
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1.3.1.1 New Testament Sources

The Jerusalem Conference, the events leading up tal ithensubsequent effects of its
decisions are recounted in either or boti\ofs of the Apostlesnd Paul'd etter to the
Galatians In general, commentators regard thetter to the Galatiansas the more
reliable accounf! Firstly, it is an eyewitness account of the procegslias both
Galatiansand Acts acknowledge that Paul was present as a delegate @btiference
(Acts15.2;Gal. 2.1). Secondly, the historical accuracyAatsis debatable (see below p
22) for Luke was attempting a theological history of therch whilst Paul's letters are a
totally different genre and have the advantage of reptiegereal situations in real time.
Nonetheless, the interpretation of Paul's lettess atquires caution for Paul had his own
agenda in writing them. Commentators, while not goingfesoas to dispute Paul's
account completely, regard it as ‘tendentiocigdr requiring ‘naive trust’ in a personal
testimony’® In this study Paul'setter to the Galatianis given priority but, as Paul says
nothing about the origins of the Antiochene church arid Bbout the proceedings of the
Jerusalem Conference, use must also be made of thenewidgven inActs of the
Apostles.

1.3.1.1.1 The Letter to the Galatians

In the Letter to the Galatian®aul describes the Jerusalem Conference in just tessvers
(Gal. 2.1-10). It is a section of the letter in which Psudnimated by his topic and, as a
result, is not as lucid as he might have bE&dfor instance, at one point he refers to the

‘false brothers’ ¢euSadéhdol) in pejorative term&’

But because of false believesscretly brought in, who slipped in to spy on the
freedom we have in Christ Jesus, so that they mighavenss — we did not submit to
them even for a moment, so that the truth of thepglosight always remain with
you. Gal. 2.4-5)

7+ For example Nickle, 1966, p 41; Betz, 1979, p 81; Brown and Meier, 1983, p 36; Segal, 1990, p 189; Taylor,
1992, pp 96-97; Zetterholm, 2003, p 143.

7> Holmberg, 1978, p 14.
76 Raisanen, 1983, p 232.

77 Martyn, (1997, p 195), in discussing the ambiguities, desctibes Paul here as ‘turning his attention to a group of
actors who caused — and cause — an increase in his pulse rate’.

78 They come to spy (KOATOOKOTTOO) and are secretly smuggled in (17 O(pElO%p)(OUO(l). Witherington (1998a, p
136 n143) suggests that Paul has especially chosen these militaty/political terms because of the sort of thetotic
he wants to offer here’.
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The verse is an anacoluthon and may be part of thesalem narrative or may be a
parenthesis referring back to a previous occasion.uhdear whether Paul is referring
to events in Jerusalem or Antioch. Opinion is dividfe#lis language also reflects his
emotional commitment to his topi€.He not only mentions, in the most pejorative
language, fellow believers ggudadeAdol, but also refers to the principal apostlesas
SokouvTeC €lval T1, but with the provisiommolol moTe Hoav oudev pot Siadepet (Gal.
2.6). In the opening sections of thetter to the GalatiansPaul appears to be walking a
narrow patif' he aims to emphasize his independence from the Jerusdleroh,
claiming that his gospel came to him directly from Chdssus Gal. 1.11-12; 15-17),
but, at the same time, he wants to show that hellipreaching the same gospel as the
Jerusalem apostle§sél. 1.6-9). Thus, Paul's motives need to be borne in mindnwhe
dealing with this section; much of what he says is polenaindlneeds to be considered
in the light of his motives and attitud®sYet he was an eyewitness to, and participant in,
the Jerusalem Conference and the only eyewitness to deavitten accourft: For this
reason his account must be given precedence and utnmsgieration.

1.3.1.1.2 Acts of the Apostles

Acts of the Apostles the second New Testament source to give an acaduthe
Jerusalem ConferencAdts 15) and the events leading up to it. However, therewa
more complications in usingctsas an historical source than there are in using.¢tter
to the Galatians The value ofActs as an historical document has been questioned for

various reasons.

7 For example, Witherington (1998a, pp 135-136), Betz (1979, pp 88-89), Esler (1998, p 131) and Longenecker
(1990, p 50) argue for a Jerusalem location for the ‘spies’ but Watson (1986, pp 50-51 and 2007, pp 104-105),
Burton (1921, p 78), Bruce (1982 p 115), Taylor (1992, p 101) and Martyn (1997, p 196) suppose an Antiochene
location. Walker (1992, p 506) also argues for an Antiochene location but times the incident prior to the
Jerusalem Conference. My own opinion is that a previous occasion at Antioch is referred to here as it is more
easily envisaged that such an occurrence of freedom should happen at Antioch than at Jerusalem.

80 Dunn speculates that the anacoluthon may have been a Pauline ploy, serving Paul’s polemic better than explicit
details’, but equally being ‘the strength of his feeling overcoming his ability to express himself cleatly’ (1993, p
97).

81 Dunn (1993, p 102) says Paul was walking a narrow tightrope between affirming the Jerusalem apostles’
authority and disowning it’.

82 So Holmberg (1978, p 18) says ‘this report [Paul’s account of the Jerusalem Conference] is not distinguished by
its dispassionate objectivity’, and Barclay (1987, pp 75-76) — ‘this is no calm and rational conversation that we
are overhearing, but a fierce piece of polemic in which Paul feels his whole identity and mission are threatened’
P®75).

83 Holmberg, 1978, p 18.
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1.3.1.1.2.1 Historicity of Acts

The historicity ofActs has been much debated. The inconsistencies within therext
obvious to anyone who reads the book with care. Thesdlerm Conference and its
preceding events, the area of interest to this stucdigept some of the most obvious
discrepancies. Previously, Luke has described the conver$ithe Ethiopian eunuch
(Acts8.27-39) who, being a eunuch, could not be a proselgtesarmust be a Gentile.
Later Luke described extensively the conversion of the Besyispathizer, Cornelius,
and his household, emphasizing, in this case, that the #ytfwrthe baptism came
directly via a revelation from GodActs 10. 1-48). Further, when Peter recounts the
events around the Cornelius conversion, the apostles almeveos in Judea are
convinced of the rightness of the baptishtts 11.1-18). Yet, despite these two Gentile
conversions without circumcision, the issue of thet{ke believers and their adherence
to the Torah is the principal topic of discussion atldrisalem ConferencAdts 15.1-
29)8

When comparison is made with the Pauline corpus, mooee@iancies are
evident. Paul designated Peter as ‘apostle to the anisadi Gal. 2.7-9), whereas, in
Acts it is Peter who is entrusted with the conversiomhef Gentiles Acts 15.7).%° The
version of the Jerusalem ConferenceAicts describes the ‘Apostolic Decree’ as the
conditions placed on Gentile believers who receiytiba (Acts15. 28-29) but Paul is
emphatic that nothing was added to his Law-free gospel pegaee of the poorGal.
2.6, 10)®® The ‘Apostolic Decree’, itself, is reiterated later the book with the
implication that Paul knew nothing of iA¢ts 21.25)%7 It is these and many other

instances of differences which have called into queshiemistoricity ofActs®®

The Tubingen School, in particular Baur, argued that thekBaf Acts
represents propaganda literature written in the earlynskecentury to reconcile the two
opposing and hostile gospels of Paul on the one hand aed Pemes and the Jerusalem

84 Barrett, 2004, 11, xxxvi-xxxviii.

85 Barrett, 2004, II, xxxix.

86 Zetterholm, 2003, p 143.

87 Achtemeier, 1986, p 6.

8 Turther examples are given in Barrett, 1999a, pp 518-521.
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church on the other haffd A comparison ofActs with the letters of Paul drove Baur to

conclude that

considering the great difference between the two statsmiaistorical truth must be
entirely on one side or the oth&r.

However, a different approach was proposed by Dibeliug diktinguished between
Luke, the redactor, and the traditions he used in producingohisne. Dibelius noted
that reports of journeys, places and people can baglisthed from ‘edifying storie%*
and that these stories are set in the outline of ahengys’®> As some of the people,
places and names serve no further function in Luketytstlling, they are subsidiary to
Luke’s purpose in writing the volume and, therefore, énse unlikely that they are
Lukan inventions. Luke, the redactor, weaves the storidsbes from the traditions
into a volume which conforms to, and exemplifies, his dheological objectives. As
Esler describes it, redaction

focuses on the role of the evangelists as authors indtv right, who have each
expressed a particular theological viewpoint, rathem theating them as collectors of

traditional materiaf®

The ‘particular theological viewpoint’ of Luke is to denstrate the spread of the gospel
from ‘Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and tondheoiethe earth’ Acts 1.8).
Luke traces the path of belief from the Jewish chumhJeérusalem through the
Samaritans and Jewish sympathizers to the Gentile beli®\vEhe insight of Dibelius
has the effect of shifting the focus from the histoyi@f Actsin its final form to the
historicity of the traditions Luke used to write his wotkidemann has developed
Dibelius’ theory to its logical conclusion and producecc@mmentary’ orActs which
distinguishes the various traditions Arcts from Luke’s redacted interventions.This
present study employs the redaction/tradition appraddbibelius and Lidemann and

89 There are reviews of Baut’s contribution by Liiddemann (1989b, pp 1-7) and Haenchen, 1971, pp 17-23.
% Baur quoted in Lidemann, 1989b, p 5.

91 Conzelmann, 1987, p xxxix.

92 Dibelius, 1956, pp 102-108.

93 Esler, 1987, p 3.

% Barrett, 2004, I, p 49.

95 Liudemann, 1989a.
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regards the traditions used by Luke as historically usefutss. But this approach poses

another problem — how to discern the original traditibpos Luke’s redaction.

There have been many attempts to identify the souradiibns Luke used in
writing Acts An early attempt by Harnack identified one obvious souscéha ‘we’
section ofActs which begins at Chapter 16 (v. 10). Harnack identifies thih \ai
personal travel journal kept by the author but he alstspgsveral sources for the earlier
part of the book:

an Antiochene-Jerusalem source (6.18, 4.11, 19-30, 12.25 [13.1]-1&.B5)salem-
Caesarean source (3.1-5, 16, 8.5-40, 9.31-11.18, 12.1-23), anckr@or idérusalem
source (2.5, 17-42), from around the same time as thealmi#ntiochene source.
Whether these sources were written (in Aramaic)ral, @ne cannot be fully certain,
for each assumption commends itS8lf.

In general most commentators have followed Harnacldpgsed sources approximately
although many debate the ‘we’ sections as directlyddrirom Luke. Thus Haenchen
argues that, besides a possible travel journal coveringvihesections, Luke could have
had access to oral and/or written traditions as he digite various primitive church
communities in Corinth, Philippi, Ephesus, Antioch and Jems?’ Conzelmann argues
that, although linguistic studies have failed to identify sejgasources, the uniformity of
style does not prove that different sources were usad; he questions Luke as an
eyewitness based on the ‘we’ passages but agrees wetlpdssibility of sources
connected with Jerusalem and Antid€iBarrett assumes the presence of an Antiochene

source”’ He acknowledges that

there were sources of information, and their use providéanly information but at

the same time the broad outline of the first pahag*®

for Barrett those sources include: Philip, the evangebased onActs 21.8; the
Caesarean church; an Antiochene tradition and either hirkeelf as a companion of

96 Harnack, 1908, ch 6.

97 Haenchen, 1971, pp 81-90.

% Conzelmann, 1987, pp xxxvi-xl.

9 Barrett, 2004, I, pp xxiv-xxx.

100 Barrett, 2004, 1, p 52 and generally pp 49-56.
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Paul or representing himself as such in the ‘we’ pass&fegarticular interest in this

study is an Antiochene source.
1.3.1.1.2.2 The Antiochene Source

References to Antioch occur frequently in the firsf b&lActs between chapters 11-15.
In Acts 11.19 Luke tells of the Hellenists who fled to Antiochescape the Jerusalem
persecution and began to preach the Lord Jesus to the Geeksll as JewsAgts
11.20). Luke continues to relate how Barnabas came todintiom Jerusalem and how,
in turn, Barnabas brought Paul, too, into the commumigty11.22-26). It was from
Antioch that Paul and Barnabas set out on their gireat missionary journets13.2-
14.26), but, when they returned to Antioch, the whole issuéhe circumcision of
Gentile believers was raised and eventually this led & Jerusalem Conference
described in chapter 15.

In Chapter 13 (v. 1) Luke provides a list of names of thepiets and
teachers’ at Antioch. With the exception of Paul armdrBbas, none of those named
takes any further part in Luke’s narrative. Similarlyg tist of places iActs13.19 would
also indicate traditional materid!* As Dibelius pointed out, such inclusions seem
unlikely to be the result of Lukan invention as they addhingtto his story but are, more
probably, parts of traditional material available to Luké.commentators, who accept
the principle of an Antiochene sourt®d ascribeActs13.1 to that source. However, the
ascription of other parts &ctsto an Antiochene source is less certain. Thus Harnack
assignedActs 6.1 - 8.4, 11.19-30 and 12.25 — 15.35 to an Antioch-Jerusalem $Gurce.
Jeremias concurs with Harnack except he includes also 9.hd3be85-41 but excludes
14.29 — 15.34% Bultmann assigns 6.1-8.4, 11.19-30 and 12.25 to the Antiochengeso
but does not include Paul's conversion or the accoutheflerusalem Conferentg.
Benoit argues that Luke created a redacted piece whialsbedad at 12.25 and 15.1-2

101 Lsdemann, 1989a, p 136.

102 These include Wendt (1913, pp 21-40), Jeremias (1966, pp 238-255), Harnack (1909, pp 162-202), Bultmann
(1967, pp 412-423) and Liidemann, 1989a, p 136.

103 Harnack, 1909, pp 174-199.
104 Jeremias, 1966, pp 238-255.
105 Bultmann, 1967, pp 412-423.
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such that 15.3 is then joined to 11.27-30 in the original Ahgoe source (this means

that the two journeys Luke describes here were actuaitygge journey)®®

Lidemann, in his commentary okcts takes the approach of attributing
sections of the book to redaction or tradition withoetessarily citing a particular
tradition or sourcé®’ He argues that, in sections such as 11.19-30 which tend to be

summary in nature, Luke is using a variety of sources.

Not a single story is told, but a relatively large numiiefiacts is set side by side. So
we are probably not to take the whole passage as aacektom an Antiochene
source ... but as the redactionary deployment of individeaistwhich Luke found

gathered in the communities and/or in one or more ssiffte

Verses such aActs 13.1 and 19 are strongly suggestive of an Antiochene souadte a
probably a written source in view of the detafl.However, even among passages of
Lukan redaction there may be strands of traditions; thuk lgives information on the
famine of Judaea under Claudius that would not necesderilyart of the Antiochene
source™® Similarly Luke inserts the information that it wasAmtioch that followers
were first called ‘Christians’Acts 11.26). As Ludemann argues, this is likely to be a
strand of ‘an isolated tradition’, not necessarily th@idchene source, which the author
has inserted in the midst of his summary of the omgithe church at Antioch which was
derived mainly from the Antiochene traditidft. It is this interpretation of the Lukan
sources that is followed in this study. This thesis prdseon the assumption that there
was an historically useful Antiochene source which Luke usetdthere are also

traditional sources interspersed within his redacted writing.
1.3.1.1.3 The Correlation of Galatians with Acts

In his Letter to the Galatian®aul recounts two visits to Jerusale@al. 1.18; 2.1-10)

after his conversion and there was probably an additiistlto deliver the collection

106 Benoit, 1959, pp 778-792.

107 Liidemann, 1989a.

108 Lsdemann, 1989a, p 136.

109 Lisdemann, 1989a, pp 147, 157; Barrett, 2004, 1, pp 602-604.
110 Lidemann, 1989a, p 137.

11 Liidemann, 1989a, p 137.
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(Rom.15.25)!*2 In contrast Luke describes five visits of Paul to JdensgActs 9.26,
11.30, 15.2, 18.22, 21.15-17). It seems evident, therefore, thiad i not an exact
correlation between the two works. In order to make saseeof Luke’s testimony as a
source for the Jerusalem Conference and its prior evergsimportant to determine
which Pauline visit matches that describedsial. 2.1-10. Most commentators support
the correlation o6al. 2.1-10 withActs15* but a minority argues for a correlation with
Acts11.1-18,**11.27-30," or 18.22'*°

The arguments in favour of a correlation wAbtts 15 are numerous.

1. The topic for the meeting in both cases is Gentile be¥ship of the early church
and the need for adherence to the Toredtq15 andGal. 2.1-10).

2. The personnel are similar — Paul, Barnabas, Peterandslwith, additionally,
Titus and John iGalatians(2.1).

3. The meeting is called because of some believers whacatévdorah observance
for Gentile believersGal. 2.4-5 andActs15.5).

4. Finally the debate was concluded with the agreement thatil&believers need
not become Torah observa@d]. 2.9 andActs15.10-19)**’

But there are anomalies too.

1. There are differences in the manner in which Paul isvsumed to Jerusalem —
by a revelation according tGalatians (2.2) and as a member of a delegation
according toActs(15.2)

2. According to Paul the meeting, during which agreement rgashed, was a
private affair Gal. 2.2) while the version iActstakes place before the apostles
and eldersActs15.6) and the whole churcAd¢ts15.22).

112 L idemann, 1989a, pp 5-6; Taylor, 1992, p 52.

113 Lightfoot, 1865, p 122; Burton, 1921, p 117; Conzelmann, 1987, p 121; Haenchen, 1971, p 64; Holmberg,
1978, p 18; Brown and Meier, 1983, pp 37-338; Taylor, 1992, pp 52-54.

114 Achtemeier, 1986, p 17.

115 Longenecker, 1990, pp Ixxii-Ixxxiii; Witherington, 1998b, pp 83, 375-377.
116 Jewett, 1979, pp 85-87; Lidemann, 1984, p 149.

17 Lizdemann, 1989a, p 171; Jewett, 1979, pp 64-69.
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3. Luke writes as though the Jerusalem Conference resolvesstieeof the Gentile
believers but the letters of Paul show continuegudes on this matter, as in
Antioch (Gal. 2.11-14), GalatiaGal. 6.12) and PhilippiRhil. 3.2). In particular
the incident at Antioch seems to have occurred quiteklyuadter the agreement
at Jerusalem according @alatians**®

4. Paul stresses that ‘nothingGél. 2.6) was added to him (or his gospel) but, in
Acts the apostles impose the Apostolic Decrket$15.28-29).

The first discrepancy can be explained by Paul's paehattitude in writing thé.etter

to the GalatiansHe is walking a thin line both in trying to insist on msglependence
from the Jerusalem church as an apostle chosen by@dl(15-17) and in confirming
that his gospel was the same as that proclaimed byethsalem church and supported
by them Gal. 2.7-8)!° It was, therefore, more fitting to his cause &irla summons
from God than from the church.

Those commentators, who opt for the earlier date, equéal. 2.1-10 with
Acts11.30, argue thaicts11.30 fits best with Paul's contention that the nmgptvas a
private event and also allows for the amicable agreebetween Paul, Barnabas, Peter
and Jame¥® They claim that the private meeting with Peter andedadiscussed and
approved of Gentile membership of the church which was paoitprdactice at Antioch.
However, the practice at Antioch caused disputes whaih o be resolved in the
presence of the whole church (i&cts 15). But there are a number of problems with
identifying Gal. 2.1-10 withActs11.30. It is anomalous that Luke, with his interest in the
spread of belief to the Gentiles, either knew nothing efdbntent of the discussions
between Paul, Barnabas, Peter and Jame&ctst11.30 (i.e. it was not part of the
Antiochene tradition) or chose not to report it. Banty, if, at the time of writing
Galatians Paul had known of the Jerusalem Conference, as rdpiaets15, he would
inevitably have mentioned the meeting for it served his mamath the Galatians well —
it resolved the dispute that Gentiles need not be roiced. It is possible that, at the

time of writing thelLetter to the Galatianghe Jerusalem Conference has not taken place

118 Paul gives a specific time in years for the gaps in his narrative (Ga/ 1.18 and 2.1) but links the Jerusalem
Conference to the Antioch incident with “OTe 8¢ (Gal 2.11).

119 Dunn,1993, p 102.

120 For example Achtemeier, 1986, p 18; Longenecker, 1990, pp Ixxx-Ixxxiii.; Witherington, 1998b, pp 90-97 as
recent commentators. A review of eatlier attempts to equate Gal. 2.1-10 with Aes 11 is given by Jewett, 1979,

pp 69-75.
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but this would place an extremely late date on the dkmmsConference. Further, the
probable date of the famine in Judaea makes Paul's sewegsar chronology in

Galatiansimprobable and leaves little time for his complex j@ysiand imprisonment

before his supposed closing of his eastern mission by abdLE 5%

Lidemann, who argues for a later date Aets18.22 or 21.15-17), overcomes
the third objection by arguing that the Antioch incident pded the Jerusalem
Conferencé? He identifies the Jerusalem Conferenc&afatianshistorically withActs
18.22 but claims that, in hiketter to the GalatiansPaul reversed the incidents.
However, it seems unlikely that Paul would be inadeuad this point in his narrative for
he was writing under oathGgl. 1.20) about incidents which are well-kno¥h.
Furthermore, to place the Jerusalem Conference s ldte narrative means that it only
took place after a substantial missionary effort ingastern Roman Empire had already
taken place (Paul's first three missions would haleady occurred by this time
according toActs.*?* That the Antioch incident preceded the Jerusalem Conferisnc
unlikely; it is more likely that the Jerusalem Conferedat not provide a completely
satisfactory resolution of the Gentile problem as snsiom the continuation of the
problem in Galatia (6.12).

The problem of the Apostolic Decree is difficult butt nesuperable; there
have been some plausible explanations for the disocgpaviany commentators believe
that the Apostolic Decree postdates the Jerusalem @ootf> Catchpole contends that
it was the Apostolic Decree that ‘the people from dsinbrought to Antioch Gal.
2.13)?° Others argue that the Decree was later and that Riulearnt of it at a later
visit to Jerusalem Acts 21.25)*" Dunn also suggests that the stipulations of the
Apostolic Decree were likely to have already beereoled at Antioch if the Gentile
believers were derived from ‘sympathizers’ to Judaismhst, ven if the Decree did
originate from the Jerusalem Conference, Paul wasigasin claiming that the ‘pillars’

121 Jewett, 1979, p 86.

122 Lisdemann, 1984, p 75. Munck (1959, pp 94-107) also supports this reversal.

123 Longenecker, 1990, p Ixxiii.

124 Longenecker, 1990, p Ixxvi.

125 Nickle, 1966, p 67; Dunn, 1990, p 160; Taylor, 1992, p 140; Borgen, 1996, pp 237-239.
126 Catchpole, 1977, p 442.

127 Taylor, 1992, p 140.
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added nothing to his gospéf A later date for the decree seems most likely for the
contents of the Decree — refraining from idolatry, séxoemorality, blood and meat
from strangled animals — are insufficient to satisky toncerns of conscientious Jewish
believers opposed to table fellowship with Gentile belgye.g. they make no reference
to abstaining from pork).

The position taken in this study is that Paul's accounthe Jerusalem
Conference can be equated with that described by Luketsil5. The correspondence
of personnel, topic of debate and outcome of the ngatircoincide better with the visit
described inActs 15 than with any of the other visits of Paul to Jerusaleported by
Luke. These correspondences more than outweigh the pbleimconsistency which
are present between the two accounts. In general;sPatdount, as an eye-witness
account, deserves priority but some historical informataerived from the traditions
available to Luke, may be gleaned fréwis

1.3.1.2 Jewish Sources

Whilst only the New Testament gives accounts of thaaavents under discussion in
this thesis, other archival material can give importdata regarding the group
interactions at Antioch and Jerusalem. The perceptio@emtile believers by Torah-
observant Jewish believers is likely to reflect thecpption of Gentiles by Law-abiding
Jews, and Jewish literature of the Second Temple peaadbe helpful in illustrating
how Jews stereotyped Gentiles, how they perceived thmasnof their society and what

characteristics they attributed to them.

The later books of the Old Testament and other SecardplE Jewish
literature can provide useful data on inter-group relatimetsveen Jews and Gentiles of
this period. Many of the books are dated around the figtsaoond century BCE and
CE and so are relevant to the period of intereshisfthesis. Books such dsseph and
Asenethand thelLetter of Aristeasleal specifically with the problem of the interactan
Jews with Gentiles. Other works such as the Bool&stdferandTobit, Book of Jubilees
and theSybilline Oraclesrefer to the problem in places. These books do na giv
uniform impression of the relations between Jews anttilés and so provide a range of
attitudes around at the time.

128 Dunn, 1990, p 160 and also Holmberg, 1998, p 405.
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Unlike the Second Temple Jewish works, which are genertlith
documents, there are also non-biblical works written atiosittime. Philo, living in the
first half of the first century CE, writes as a Halized Jewish philosopher residing in
Egypt. More particularly, Josephus writing around the endhef first century CE
presents data concerning the history of the Jews atdmtsmme of which corresponds
to the time of the establishment of the church aiotht Josephus also gives information
regarding the relationship between Jews and Romans. Hteswas a Jew who
sympathized with the Romans and, when a general of theshldarces in Galilee,
surrendered to the Roman army. Later he lived out hignliffome as a Roman citizen
under the patronage of Rom¥ita 423) and it was in Rome that he wrote his works.
Thus Josephus writes as a Jew but for the Greco-Romald \% trying to present

Judaism as an ancient and venerable religion, aiming

to re-establish, maintain and secure the rights and @ositi the Jewish people

within the Roman Empire in the precarious situatiolofeing the War in 66-76%°

Mason elaborates on the social situation in which pluose was writing. Whereas
attitudes to the Jews had been ambiguous, when the Jewebelled against Roman
rule in 66-74 CE there was retaliation with the massattbousands of Jews. With the
crushing of the revolt, anti-Jewish feeling erupted throughimel Roman world and the
Romans regarded the victory as a triumph for their own godstraditions>® In his
first work, Jewish War Josephus reconstructs the rebellion as the workfeWalews
whose behaviour was untypical and against the will ofl. Gbhus Josephus aims to
ameliorate the anti-Jewish writing and behaviour of the1? In Jewish Antiquities
Josephus emphasizes the ‘great antiquity and nobilitthe@fJewish traditions’ in an
attempt to dispel the current misunderstandings of Judaighthe ridicule to which it
had been exposétd® In his final work,Against ApionJosephus counters the objections
to Judaism by sarcastically demonstrating the contradgtihey entail, before finally
describing Moses and his laws in such a way as to showsMissexcelling the Greek
philosophers in devising laws to cover the whole of l#fed how these laws promote

129 Bilde, 1988, p 200; Mason, 1992, pp 53-82.
130 Bilde, 1988, pp 121-122.

131 Mason, 1992, p 56.

132 Mason, 1992, p 63.

133 Mason, 1992, p 71.
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pious and friendly relations among Jews and, conteBoman opinion, with the rest of
the world tod** Josephus might, therefore, be expected to put a mostant on
relations between Jews and Gentiles; he may not tievéempartiality and objectivity
desirable in a historial{®

Further data on Jewish/Gentile relationships can sngt from inscriptions
of the period. Remnants remain of inscriptions from synagoguhgch list names of
members and participants, some of these names appedertaor Gentiles who are not
proselytes and represent Gentile ‘sympathizers’. OtharerGentiles as benefactors of
the synagogues and indicate relationships between Geaniethe synagogue.

1.3.1.3 Gentile Sources

The Gentile literature of the time also has refererioghe Jewish-Gentile relationships.
Tacitus, in hisHistories, makes several references tite Jews® These show the
stereotyping of Jews and, rightly or wrongly, what tsraand characteristics were
attributed to them by non-Jews. Similar stereotyping viglemt in the Satires of
Juvenal®” and theDiscoursesof Epictetus=>® In the analysis of group dynamics, such
evidence of stereotyping and trait attribution is vemfulsdata.

1.3.2 The Socio-Psychological Approach

Even using both Paul's letters and Luké&sts of the Apostlethe full details of the
Jerusalem Conference and the events leading up to itfBceldto elucidate. However,
these events involved groups interacting with each ot®ecial psychology, with its
understanding of group dynamics, may provide insightsltonfsome of the gaps or, at
least, provide information of what might be possilde groups relating to each other
under the circumstances such as were present in tlyeckarth at Antioch.

Zetterholm, in his bookThe Formation of Christianity at Antiocltargues
thus:

134 Mason, 1992, pp 77-81.
135 Bilde, 1988, p 204.
136 Schifer, 1997, pp 185-195; Stern, 1980, 11, pp 1-93.

137 Stern, 1980, 1l, pp 94-107; Schifer (1997, p 185) claims that Juvenal was particularly alarmed by Jewish
proselytism and exclusiveness.

138 Stern, 1974, pp 541-544.
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‘In order to create as plausible a reconstruction asilpleswhen interpreting the
sources, | intend to use the combination of 1) a basiergktiheoretical perspective
regarding society, 2) specific social-scientific thesrused in empirical studies of
modern societies, and 3) comparative material fromiqaity. Through the
reciprocity between these elements, we should be abtertstruct an interpretive
frame that will help us understand literary and other cesuthat are related to the
subject under discussion. When such material is scangyen lacking, the model
may help us to fill the gaps and create a plausible esthlile reconstruction of
history ... Using the perspective of sociology of knowledg&enat possible for us
to make some important assumptions about peoples’ rekatieach other and to the
world surrounding them3°

Basically this approach of Zetterholm is the approakértan this study.

1.3.2.1 Objections to the Use of Sociology in New T estament

Research

This approach of Zetterholm is not universally acceptedllblyiblical scholars, even by
those who adopt sociological tools for New Testameséarch. Holmberg opposes the
idea of a sociological model as a ‘gap-filler where dla¢a are not sufficient*® He
argues models do not represent reality exactly; theglastactions or constructs and so
cannot be used to predict ‘what must have happened or whahauesbeen there when
there is no evidence to say so’. Esler, too, objectthdoidea of using ‘comparative
material of whatever character’ because it ‘can néeerelied upon to plug holes in our
knowledge of the social world of the New TestaméHt'For Esler, comparative
sociology can suggest new ways of approaching a topic orppnoewv questions to ask
of the text but cannot answer the questions. Nonethdteis difficult not to use models
predictively. Although, in principle, Holmberg and Esldsjext to filling the gaps, in
practice, both do seem to use their sociological madel#l gaps at times. Esler make
much use of the model of Mediterranean social relatwwhich were reliant on Honour
and Shame to deduce that Paul's taking of Titus to Jemisaleresented a challenge to
the Jerusalem church.

139 Zetterholm, 2003, p 13.
140 Holmberg, 1990, p 15.
141 Esler, 1987, p 12.
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By bringing Titus to Jerusalem, Paul was challenging énasdlem community; he
was, in a literal sense, entering their social spaceomesat least, of the Israelite
followers of Christ would have construed it negativelyaasattempt to elbow them
from that spacé??

The deduction of hostility is derived from the mot€lthe text atGal. 2.1 does not
necessarily indicate aggression on Paul's part and éweerclaim that Titus was not
compelled to be circumcise@él. 2.3) seems more likely to be a polemic against the
Galatian situation rather than reflecting Paul's adiit at Jerusalem. Similarly,
Holmberg's use of Weber’s institutionisalization of auttyoseems to influence his
belief that Paul actively sought relatively wealthy hehaders to be leading figures in
his congregation¥** Again this assumption seems to go beyond the evidenbe odxts.

Horrell presents a more direct attack on the use oflels for biblical
exegesis?® Firstly, he complains that the term, ‘model’, is uged broadly when
sociology is utilised as a tool in biblical research,clifobscures the differences between
those who do use models and those ‘who use other kinteeofetically undergirded
approaches'?® He suggests that the term ‘theoretical framework’ imayreferablé?’
Secondly, Horrell argues that starting with a modey iead a researcher to view the
evidence in a particular way — a way which accords vighrhodel, or assume that a
certain type of behaviour must exi8t.Horrell sides with those sociologists who value
cultural diversity and human predictability rather thathwhose who aim to establish
generalizations about human behavitiir.

There seem to be two basic objections to the useadlegical research in
biblical research.

142 Egler, 1998, pp 127-128.

143 Horrell (2000, pp 91-93) argues ‘the model not only supplies the understanding of Paul’s methods and motives
— such evidence being lacking in the text — but also ‘trumps’ without exegetical argument any other
interpretation of the verse, since Esler’s interpretation is based on what Mediterranean man would cleatly do’.

144 Holmberg, 1978, p 107.
145 Horrell, 2000.

146 Horrell, 2000, pp 89-93.
147 Horrell, 2000, p 93.

148 Horrell, 2000, pp 90-94.
149 Horrell, 2000, pp 89-90.
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1. that sociological tools are reductionist and do not aftmwthe divine or religious
element of faith documents but attempt to explain eveigthi
sociologically/psychologically

2. that the ancient Mediterranean world is too remotenftbe twentieth century
western world in which most sociological research isopmed!*°

Further to the second objection, Judge, objecting to tHg warks of Holmberg and
Theissen, lodged two significant complaints — that insieffit ground work had been
done in testing the sociological models in the ancMetiterranean setting before
applying the models to biblical study and that it is impdedib test sociological models
experimentally by field studies in a culture long gbteRodd, too, has the same
objections noted by Judge. He raises three importanttmjec

1. The evidence is derived from faith documents

2. There are difficulties in transferring sociologicabdels from the present day to

more remote cultures.
3. The models cannot be tested in these remote andyiasts
He summaries his protest as follows:

There is a world of difference between sociology auplio contemporary society,
where the researcher can test his theories against eeidemch he collects, and
historical sociology where he has only fossilized ewvigethat has been preserved by
chance or for purposes very different from that ofstheiologist'>?

Best, too, objects that archival data is not objectiveamplete; the data itself are also
‘interpretation representing current scholarly consebstisubject to continuing debate
and revision™®® In addition Best expresses concerns regarding the probl@ersonal

150 Esler, 1987, p 12.

151 Judge, 1980, pp 201-217.
152 Rodd, 1981, p 105.

153 Best, 1983, p 188.
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bias in the selection of the models to be used, for @mlgactive’ sociologists can select

unconsciously those models which reflect their own celand value$>*

The reductionist objection is not considered to be so litapbthese days.
Sociologists do not aim to explain completely sobmhaviour but aspire only to shed
light on situations which can provide a partial explamatof a phenomenori®
Moreover, it is now readily recognised that the bibliwaters lived within a particular
time and culture and were, inevitably, influenced by thmetand cultureDei Verbum
the document released from the Second Vatican CounciDwme Revelation,
acknowledges this.

[T]he exegetes must look for that meaning which the saergdr, in a determined
situation and given the circumstances of his time aridire, intended to express ...
Rightly to understand what the sacred author wantedfitanan his work, due
attention must be paid both to the customary and clestistat patterns of perception,
speech and narrative which prevailed at the age of dheed writer, and to the
conventions which the people of his time followed inirth#ealings with one
another'>®

Thus, although biblical literature cannot be entirely redum physical explanations, to
view biblical literature as above culture and societlesirly a mistake. Scroggs supports
some application of the social sciences to biblica¢éaesh, contending that without this

application

the discipline of the theology of the New Testament operates out of a
methodological docetism, as if believers had minds pmdssunconnected with their
individual and corporate bodié¥.

The social sciences are necessary

as an effort to guard against ... a limitation of the realf Christianity to an inner-
spiritual, or objective cognitive system. In short, etgy of early Christianity wants

to put body and soul together ag&ih.

154 Best, 1983, p 189.

155 Hsler, 1987, p 12.

156 Flannery, 1981, I, pp 757-758.
157 Scroggs, 1980, p 165.
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Best, too, argues for beginning

with the early believers in their concrete, histdrieslity rather than with an abstract
‘early church’ ... As opposed to the ‘idealist fallacy’, thi®ans general acceptance
of the sociology of knowledge approdch.

Nonetheless, much of the New Testament literatungrigen from a faith
perspective; it may be idealized and not reflect actuabkugical situations. The letters
of Paul are probably less susceptible to this critidisam are the gospel writings. Paul
wrote in response to actual problems arising in definitesons. Thus the evidence of
the Pauline letters may provide more direct evidencedoiological analysis than do the
gospels. In terms of the use/Axts of the Apostle# has already been acknowledged that
Luke had a definite theological agenda which influenced hisngrbut that he used
historical sources which did reflect the actual situatioa particular community (see pp
23ff). Paul's letters, therefore, may provide usefulanat for sociological analysis and,

with a degree of cardctsmay also be helpful.

The practical problems posed by Judge and Rodd have greater Thece
ancient Mediterranean world is somewhat remote fioartwentieth/twenty-first century
Western World and, being a past culture, is not amenablaurtent experimental
research. Nonetheless, there are arguments for seotisociological tools on New
Testament situations. Esler argues that, although tferedites prevent the application
of sociological tools as laws, they can be used more stigd&Jsing comparisons with
the physical sciences, he claims three levels ofiggplity — description, classification
and explanation — the first two being present in théassciences alst® Description
and classification give rise to typologies and modat$ Bsler argues that models thus
formed can be used

to supply material for a distant comparison with a paldr case ... Comparisons can
suggest an entirely fresh way to approach this or tlatife of the New Testament,

158 Scroggs, 1980, pp 165-166.
159 Best, 1983, p 183.
160 Esler, 1987, p 6.
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may suggest an entirely new range of questions to put taut the comparative

method cannot prove the viability of that approach or anshose questiort§!

This present study tends to go further in its use of gegychological tools
than Esler advocates. So long as due precautions arettakenify that there are ‘no
cultural inconsistencies’ between the socio-psychoédgiodels and the data from the
ancient Mediterranean world, it seems possible taigbdr than Esler and use the socio-
psychological tools to suggest what was possible or ewdaple in given situations.
This verification relies not only on the data from thew Testament but also on the
larger resources of the Jewish and Gentile literaturethe time, as Holmberg
advocates®

The problem of inaccessibility in verifying experimentale@sh by further
investigation is not only a problem for the use of sogglm historical research. There
are situations in current sociological and/or psycho#&giesearch which are not
amenable to systematic experimental verification tbical or practical reasons. Thus,
research into the effects of war or violence on peaplgroups of people can only be
done by field studies and post-event case work. Planned mgreal research is not
possible in war situations. Social psychological theoabout the correlations between
biological gender and factors such as decision-making orsgjgn cannot be tested
experimentally because biological gender is not open to mlatiggu Similarly,
hypotheses concerning the effects of being a victim of mg@eor of criminal attack on
parameters such as self-esteem are not easily testadde there is no way of randomly
but ethically assigning personnel to different experimegtaups. Field studies are
capable of yielding only correlations and, without the fmldyi of independently
manipulating variables, it might be argued that it is possible to derive cause-and-
effect relationships from such studi®d. Nonetheless, useful investigations are
performed using field studies which can produce working modelsniderstanding these

conditions and predicting outcomes.

161 Esler, 1987, pp 11-12.
162 Holmberg, 1990, p 11.
163 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 11.
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1.3.2.2 The Basics of Social Psychology

Social psychology is the science that studies indivibeééfs, attitudes, and behaviours
in settings where other people are present. The focigssdifomsociology where the
basic unit of study is thgroup of people, but is closer f@sychologywhereindividuals
are studied; as such it works at a more basic levelgbeinlogy'®* The focus ofocial
psychologyis the individual within the group. As such, it is an ideal discipline for
studying those forces that change humans beinth®ir beliefs, their attitudes, and their

behaviours:®®
Allport defined social psychology as

the scientific investigation of how the thoughts, feelingsd behaviours of
individuals are influenced by the actual, imagined or imglieence of other§®

Social psychologists investigate how the norms, pregsjistereotypes, etc. adopted by
the group influence the behaviours, thoughts and feelingheoindividual within the
group, irrespective of what these norms, prejudicesestypes actually are. Whereas
sociology investigates what the norms, stereotypes, pcegicetc. of the group actually
are, social psychologists direct the attention tev lthe concept of norms, prejudices,
stereotypes, etc. affects the behaviour of the individt@l. example, sociologist may
identify norms of a group as particular forms of facenpai a tribe or abstinence from
pork meat in Judaism; social psychologists investigade the norms of a group
(whatever they are) affect the behaviour of group membech as the strength of
adherence to these norms in maintaining the cohesitrearoup; the norms differ but
the reaction of individuals to those norms does notaBse social psychologists deal
with concepts rather than the actualities, they aimerive principles which can be tested
by further experiment and which, if verified, can be ursadly applied across
cultures'® The extent to which the insights of social psychplage universally
applicable is still debate§® and this is addressed briefly below (see p 40).

164+ Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 6.

165 Working Psychology at www.workingpsychology.com.
166 Allport, 1954, p 5.

167 Mann, 1980, p 199.

168 Hogg and Vaughan, 2008.
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1.3.2.3 Social Psychology across Cultures

In the main, research into the social psychologgroips has been conducted within a
limited range of cultures and by Western experimentelhoAgh the aim of these
experimenters has been to elucidate universal princigtegrning the behaviour,
thoughts and feelings of individuals within a group, recetiigré¢ have been questions
regarding the application of these principles acrossrsiveultures and groupind¥.
Experimenters are now trying to address these crogs@uproblems. The extent to
which social psychological principles are applicableosgrcontemporary cultures may
also alleviate the worries of applying these principlesp&st cultures such as the
Mediterranean world at the time of the New Testameiters.

There are some reasons for optimism for using sociohpdygical principles
in studying the interactions of individuals in small groupshsas the Antioch and
Jerusalem churches of the first century. Throughout thess individuals belong to
small groups such as families, interest and associgtionpings, in which members
interact personally and face-to-face. These naturalpgr@an be found in all kinds of
societies and at all levels of complexity. Groups ghatrtmembers a sense of belonging
and identity, as well as fulfilling social needs such approval, friendship and
recognition:’® Groups also provide members with models of behaviour, &st groups
have norms to which members are expected to adheree Tibesis may vary with the
group; in tribes it may be ways of hunting prey or appiin of body paint’* in
religious groups it may be Sabbath observance or foamb$aFf in interest groups it
may be payment of subscriptions or attendance at meéfthgBut the concept of the
group norms is the same in all these cases. Indeednthepologist, Coon, has claimed
that natural groups are characteristic of all humangseeverywhere. The difference
between traditional and modern societies with resgesbtial groups is quantitative not

gualitative; traditional societies had fewer and modegciety more numerous groupings

169 Mann, 1980, pp 155-156; Hogg and Vaughan, 2008, p 605.

170 Mann, 1980, pp157-161; Duling, 1995, p 186.

171 The differences in body paint distinguish the vatious tribes for Maotis.
172 As in Judaism.

173 E.g. golf clubs.
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to which the individual has acce’¥§.The norms and biases of the group may differ but

the effect of the norms on the behaviour of individualthe group does not.

The stability of the group depends on members adhering toattms, and
conformity to group norms is important. It is in this acdaconformity to group norms
that most cross-cultural research had been done. Graugsirv the ways in which
conformity is enforced; among the Zuni of New Mexico simgrand gossip are used to
coerce obedience from deviant members; in Westerntgscieriticism and the fear of
rejection enforce conformity; in small agrarian soewt{e.g. kibbutz) public opinion
seems to maintain adhereri¢eDespite the variations in detail, the existence ofigro
norms and the necessity to enforce them within the gamears to be universal and
essential for the cohesion of the group. Experimgnthle classic conformity test of
Asch’® showed similar results in different cultures: Bralzépanon, Hong Kong, United
States, China and Rhodesia (Baritl)).

One area in which major cultural differences have bdetected is in
personality patterns. There appear to be major diftfeem self-understanding between
the European/North American (Western) personality &at df the Eastern Asian/South
American (Eastern). The Western personality ter@lbeé more individualistic and
independent whereas the Eastern personality is interdegeraaeh communally
orientated. In experimental tests aimed at measuringpooity and obedience to group
norms Eastern subjects’ test results were about 50%erhigian those of Western
subjects-"® As an example Hogg and Vaughan describe the differenseifidescription;
Western subjects use personal elements such as ‘Inain wihereas the Eastern subjects
are more prone to use elements of the collectivesselh as ‘my co-workers think | am
kind’.*”® These differences reflect a difference in the wayg#lf is perceived; Eastern
subjects conceive of the self mainly in relationship teerst. These differences would
imply that Eastern cultures would demonstrate greab@focmity to group norms,

174 Coon, 1946.
175 Mann, 1980, pp 172-175.

176 'The Asch test measures the extent to which personally held beliefs are abandoned in the face of opposing
beliefs expressed by the majority of the group members.

177 Whittaker and Meade as cited in Mann, 1980, p 164.
178 Lehman e al, 2004, pp 695-697; Smith e a/, 2006, pp 127-147; Hogg and Vaughan, 2008, pp 613-618.
179 Hogg and Vaughan, 2008, p 613.
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greater obedience to group authority and greater dedicatiomaintaining group
adhesion than Western cultures.

Although the cross-cultural studies go some way to asig the universality
of social psychological principles, they do not dinecilddress the problem of past
cultures. Some experimenters have attempted to attehés tproblem by looking at the
evolution of culture from a social psychological pectspe. The consensus seems to be
that communal behaviour evolved very early in human ldpweent, as Lehmaest al

observe

Solitude is dangerous; mutual supportive collective behav&beneficial both for

survival and for sexual reproductidf.

In the earliest hunter-gatherer societies, collechghaviour favoured successful food
acquisition; once agrarian societies developed and sped@iizatt functions evolved
then individuals were no longer self-sufficient and bezamterdependerf! Thus the
group (or groups) became the natural form of identity. dddet is the concept of the
individual self that is a relatively new idea and seémbave developed only from the
seventeenth century onward$.Secularization and industrialization meant that people
were removed from their traditional groupings of familgligion and rural communities
with their norms and value systems into other groupingfs eifferent norms and value
systems, while the onset of the Enlightenment freed petmpbelieve that they could
forge better lives for themselves by throwing off tradidl and orthodox values
systems2® If this analysis is correct, then, for the periodttis study, there should be
significant group orientation and the principles of sogsichology may be applicable to
an investigation of the events surrounding the Jerusalenfe@nce and the Antioch
dispute.

In the next chapter | shall describe more fully the #igemsights of group
psychology which | use in this study. | shall also attetoptalidate their use by giving
examples gleaned from the literature of the time.

180 Lehman ef al., 2004, p 691.

181 T enski, 1987.

182 Baumeister, 1987, pp 163-164.
183 Hogg and Vaughan, 2008, p 112.
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Chapter 2

USING SOCIO-PSYCHOLOGICAL TOOLS IN THE
SITUATION OF THE ANCIENT MEDITERRANEAN
WORLD

2.1 Introduction

The approach taken in subsequent chapters of this thésifitow the Gentile believers
chronologically as they begin their association wllke church at Antioch, establish
themselves as recognized members of the church, exartirtfieence as a minority
subgroup of the Antiochene church, developing and using theirparticular gifts as
they become functionaries of the church (including lestdp) and finally seek
recognition for their position by the Mother Church efusalem. In following this

chronology, | shall make use of the insights of squsgichology as they relate to:

* Group socialization describing the stages as an individsainathough a small
group. The model covers entry into the group continuatiothé group and
leaving the group in cases where groups have a limited ieogste

* Minority influences within small groups

» Leadership within small groups

* Group identity with its emphasis on cohesion
* Groups in conflict

In this chapter | shall describe in some detail thesegsses as they apply to small
groups. | shall also attempt to validate the use of tkes®-psychological theories for
studying the ancient Mediterranean world by citing exampletheir application from
the New Testament writings and from other availabierdiure of the period. The
examples are by no means exhaustive but aim to giveredds® the existence of these
processes and so to justify their use in the thesis.



2.2 The Small Group

Before venturing into the process of group socializatios necessary to define what is
meant by a group in this context. Johnson and Johnsonfielémertain characteristics
which they incorporate into their definition.

A group is two or more individuals in face-to-face intti@n each aware of his or
her membership in the group, each aware of the othersoelbag to the group and
each aware of their positive interdependence as theg b achieve mutual goals.

2.2.1 The Early Church

In general the group referred to in group socializatioa snall group of people who
know each other and meet on a regular basis — a ddifinitluich seems to suit the

communities of the early church as describefldts2.46.

Day by day, as they spent much time together in the &riiy broke bread at
home and ate their food with glad and generous hearts,

or as Paul describes the church at Corinth

When you come together, each one has a hymn, a lessewvelation, a tongue, or an
interpretation. Let all things be done for building up.ny@ne speaks in a tongue, let
there be only two or at most three, and each in tuihjetrone interpret. But if there
iS no one to interpret, let them be silent in chuaold speak to themselves and to
God. Let two or three prophets speak, and let the otheigh what is said. If a
revelation is made to someone else sitting nearbythéefirst person be silentl (
Cor. 14.26).

The numbers involved appear to be small enough for meetingske place within
houses. Thus there were churches which met in the leduescilla and AquilaRom.
16.5;1 Cor. 16.19), NymphaQol. 4.15) and PhilemorP(m. 1.2) There appear to be a
number of small group structures existing in the firstwgnMediterranean region which
satisfy the definition for a small group and which havenbproposed as models for the

early church: the household, voluntary associatioms, synagogue and philosophical

! Johnson and Johnson, 1987, p 8.
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societies> At this point | give a brief description only as theivas groups will be

discussed again later in the context of leadership (s@&8ffp

2.2.2 The Household

The family or household was the basic grouping within $pci@ person’s identity,
status and honour were largely bound up with his/her fanaitigins® Involved in the
family were the blood relations (both minors and adlulgrvants, slaves and even
freedmen who retained an obligation to their formertetrdsThe household was the
focus for the household cult and all members of the halgébok part in the rituals.

2.2.3 Voluntary Associations

Voluntary associations, guilds and clubs were widesptie@ughout the Graeco-Roman
world, especially in the cities, as confirmed by numeraossriptions. These were local
associations which provided a forum for friendship and pumslitommon interests
which might be lacking in other areas of Graeco-Ronmamety. Their growth may be
attributed to the decrease in the bonds that bound aridadivto themrolis, dislocation

of people as a result of increased trading abroad, iafjmortof slaves and the Roman
practice of relocating veterans in frontier cities. 8agnoups were based on a common
trade or profession (silversmiths, carpenters, mershatt.), some were based on
common ethnic or geographic connections especially amonggrmanis, some were
burial clubs, others met to pay homage to a particulay deionysus, Bacchus) while
others were based around private households and offered aladddreedmen associated
with the household a group identityarland has argued that there was social diversity
within the groups. There was an inter-relatedness of Isaebgious and funerary
functions and diversity with regard to wealth and statuthése groups; occupational
associations could be homogeneous with regard to statusvealth but others could
reflect a spectrum of society with respect to weatdtus, citizenship and legal standing;
some groups could be exclusively masculine or feminine whilere would be mixed

with regard to gender; many associations, not primaniyljabased could be influenced

2 Clatke, 2000, pp 1-5 and Mecks, 1983, pp 74-75.

3 Malina and Neyrey, 1991, pp 74-76; Esler, 1997, pp 122-128.

* Meeks, 1983, pp 75-76; Esler, 1997, p 135.

5 Clatke, 2000, pp 62-65; Kloppenbetg, 1996, pp 18-26; Hatland, 2003, pp 28-53.
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by household structures and langu&g@ne reason for the growth and popularity of the
associations would appear to be the weakening of the preieasusith the polis and the
family due to the increased ease of travel and the displant of people as a result of the
slave trade, trading with foreign territories and cadation of frontier territories by the
Romans. The groups offered displaced persons and others the oppofarrfitiendship,
recreation, communal meals and drinking. There is evid&nrcassociations based on
ethnic and geographic origins; in Asia Romans and Italiansectogether in groups;
associations on Rhodes consisted of people with commgim,osuch as Cretans,
Pergaians and Sidoniahs.

Whatever, the background to the formation of the assoegtthey all seem
to have enjoyed an active social life. Banquets andvéstwere enjoyed with much
eating and drinking which could lead to drunkenness on occasihiio testifies to
their existence and their social dimension when headagpngly describes the clubs thus:

In the city there were clubs with a large membershimse fellowship is founded on no
sound principle but on strong liquor and drunkenness andhsctii®using and their
offspring, wantonnessAgainst Flaccud.36)

2.2.4 The Jewish Synagogues

The Jewish synagogue, itself, had much in common with @ntarly associatiotf, The
traditional opinion that the synagogue was primarily involvedorship has now given
way to a broader view of the activities connected wjtitagogues — religious, social and
legal. Josephus gives some indication that the synagegsehe site of arbitration for
the Jewish community. ldewish Antiquitieg14.10) where he is describing a series of
decrees which show lenient dealings of the Jews, he presspgpas¢éhe Jews were well-
organized with their own social structures and Levine suppgbsgghis implies having

¢ Hatland, 2003, pp 28- 53.

7 Kloppenberg, 1996, pp 17-18.

8 Harland, 2003, p 34.

9 Hatland, 2003, pp 74-84.

10 Richatdson, 1996, pp 90-109 cf. pp 102-103.
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places where they met for worshiipThe presence of assembly places is explicit when
Josephus refers to the decree of Lucius Antonius to Saggisding military servic&

Those Jews that are our fellow citizens of Rome,eceomme, and demonstrated that
they had an assembly of their own, according to the t@wheir forefathers, and this
from the beginning, as also a place of their own, whdireey determined their suits
and controversies with one anothdewish Antiquitied4.235)

and then in a decree by the people of Sardis:

Whereas those Jews ... have come now into the sematejesired of the people,
that ... they may assemble together, according to #meient legal custom, and that
we will not bring any suit against them about it; and thalace may be given to
them where they may have their congregations, with thiwes and children, and
may offer, as did their forefathers, their prayersl aacrifices to God.Jéwish
Antiquities14.259-261)

A general edict of Augustus to the Jews of Asia MimonTt 12 BCE is relevant:

And if anyone is caught stealing sacred books or sacrecesnrom a Sabbath-house
[caPBaTeiov] or a banquet hallvSpcov], he shall be regarded as sacrilegious, and his
property shall be confiscated to the public treasury @Rbmans. Jewish Antiquities
16.164)

Josephus refers to an early synagogue at Antidehigh Way 7.44) which was restored
and rededicated to the Jews after the persecutions micAus Epiphanes. If correct, this
indicates that there was a synagogue building in Antioétré&&4 BCE® Literary and
inscriptional evidence suggest that the synagogues were osed Variety of social
events. They were buildings for sharing meals, obser8algbaths and other feasts,
collecting Temple taxes, teaching children and hearing ciagles* The Theodotus
inscription suggests that a synagogue in Jerusalem in shedintury CE was also used
as a hostel for Jewish travellérs.

11 Levine, 2005, pp 113-114.
12 Richardson, 1996, p 95.

13 Richardson, 1996, p 96.

14 Richardson, 1996, p 103.
15 Clarke, 2000, p 124.
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and also the strangers’ lodging and the chambers and comwesief water for an

inn for them that need it from abro&d.
2.2.5 The Philosophical Societies

Philosophical schools existed in Graeco-Roman societyaidg & 6 BCE and groups
gathered round philosophers such as Pythagoras, Plato, DsogedeAristotle’” The
organization of the schools compares best with theaGvtan’ form of leadership (see
pp 11 & 77). The founder of the school was revered, mirasudwents were attributed to
him and the work of his disciples was to pass on his wandsthoughts. When the great
man died, a successor was appointed who continued his wonsassing on his

tradition®
2.3 Group Socialization: The Five Stages of Passage

Moreland and Levine, in a series of studies, have ateshiptdescribe a model of group
socialization which defines the dynamic process by whichinalividual progresses
through a group; beginning with entry, continuing with maiatece in the group and
ending with divergence for those groups which exist for échperiods only or for those
members whose expectations of the group are not fdlffleThey have identified five

stages of the passaffe.

2.3.1 Investigation

This is the period of recruitment on the part of theugrand of exploration on the part of
the individual interested in joining the group. Each armgithe other up, investigating
the extent to which the expectations of each wilfllled if there is a decision to join

the group’* The group evaluates the contribution the individual migade to the group

— the expertise or prestige that the individual might btowghe group. The individual

evaluates the extent to which the group will benefit himfhéow the group will fulfil

16 Corpus Inscriptionum [ndaicarnm, 1404; translation from Campbell, 1994, p 47.
17 Mason, 1996, p 31.
18 Mason, 1996, p 32.

19 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 137-192; 1984, pp 181-195; Moreland ¢ a/, 1994, pp 527-555; Levine and
Morteland, 1994, pp 305-336 which are summarized, to some extent, in Levine e# a/, 2001, pp 86-106.

20 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 137-192.
21 Levine ez al.,, 2001, pp 88-89.
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his/her needs, desires and expectatiéri§. after investigation, both parties see some
mutual benefits from further association then the iddial enters the group.

1 Cor. 14.23 may provide an example of this investigation period in the
church at Corinth where unbelievers appear to be onlo@kditsirgies who would be
confused at the spectacle of speaking in tongues. Luke providdseaexample of this
investigation process when he describes how Cornelius inkiger to visit his house
(Acts 10.17-33). About a century later Justin Martyr describes loowerts are
instructed prior to their baptism by a group of people wdem@pany them with prayer
and fasting. The new converts have to convince thesdegpebtheir good intentions and

commitment to the new group before being initiated theofull community of believers.

As many as are persuaded and believe that the things wesategitue; and undertake
to live accordingly, are instructed to pray and ask God faisting for remission of
past sins, while we pray and fast with theRirgt Apology,61)

Only after their baptism are the new believers allowedotn the main body of the

community.

But we, after thus washing the one who has been convimektias assented [to our
instruction], lead him to those who are called brethremgre they are assembled.
(First Apology,65)

A similar, if less intensive, period of investigation iseel to occur with some
voluntary associations. Admission to the assoamtiblobacchi was gained by means of
a vote of the existing members which indicates thatrtembership had the opportunity
to get to know prospective members prior to their elacficApplication to join the
group was also formal, for prospective members were ejua apply in writing for
membershig? The applicant lodged with the priest the notice of @hatdre which was
then

22 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 156-159.

2 Tod, 1932, p 85. Tod gives an extensive extract from the minutes of the Attica society of Iobacchi which gives
valuable information about the running of the group.

24 Baumgarten, 1998, p 108.
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approved by a vote of the lobacchi as being clearly ahywa@md suitable member of
the Bacchic Societ$”

A burial society at Lanuvium insisted that new membyexad the by-laws carefully’ so
that they were aware of the privileges to which theyewentitled, hence avoiding
disputes in the future.

2.3.2 Socialization

The new members start to be assimilated into the gihip.is a time of adjustment on
both parts. The group will attempt to change the new melmbeducating the individual

in the attitudes and behaviour expected of group memb@s. the other hand, in the
Moreland and Levine model, the new members will attempggetadhe group to adapt to
their own outlook® To the extent that the group foresees future benifits the
membership of the individual, it will be prepared to modi$yattitudes and behaviour to
accommodate the new memB&rThis can enable a valued new member to exert
influence on the group and bring about innovatitind.this period of socialization is

successful the new member is accepted fully into thepgro

Paul lists the expected behaviour of believer&al. 5.22, contrasting this
behaviour with the former behaviour of paga@al( 5.19-21). A similar contrast of
previous, compared to present, expected behaviour is seRanin6.19 and 11.1%
Although Luke inActs depicts baptism as occurring immediately after comwergas
8.27-39; 10.44-47; 16.30-34), there is reason to suppose that the bedlatts his
ideology of the pre-eminence of the Spirit and thalbhde allowed himself to ‘shorten the
perspective, to reduce and to simpfffyand that a period of instruction was normal prior

to baptism. Hartman notes the factions evident at @ofinCor. 1.12-17) and interprets

% Tod, 1932, p 87.

26 Baumgarten, 1998, p 108.

27 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 161-163.

28 Levine ez al., 2001, pp 90-91.

29 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 163-164.

30 Levine ez al., 2001, pp 90-100.

31 Similar contrasts are seen in Gal. 4.8 and 7 Thess. 1.9-10.
%2 Hartman, 1997, p 141.

50



these as reflecting the influences of those who initisged baptized the converts

following Paul's evangelisatioft

In the voluntary associations, too, there appears do ab period of
socialization. Members of the lobacchi club were etgrkto conform to definite rules of
behaviour such as preserving ‘good order and quietness’ ancansing any sort of
disturbance during meeting$,refraining from fighting or even occupying another
member’s seat, refraining from giving a speech without permission ofphiest®® For
the various misdemeanours there were fixed penalties.méoe serious breaches of
discipline, a general meeting of the group would be called @ suitable penalty
imposed. The penalties varied from fines to periods of eweldsom the group and, in
serious cases or if the appropriate fine was not paid, mendward be excluded
completely from the grouy.

2.3.3 Maintenance

During the maintenance period, the individual and the groepaally committed to
each other. As a full member of the group the indivicheat has all the responsibilities
and advantages conferred by group membership. A period ofegdgiation takes place.
The group seeks to use the expertise of the new memlitsrdern advantage, finding
roles that maximize the contribution that the individoah make to the grouf.The
individual also seeks a personal role within the group fisthtus and prestige that such
a role can give. The individual seeks to maximize thésfaation which the group
provides whilst minimizing the demands that the group will mafethe individuaf®
This tends to be a period of ‘role differentiationdaa period for compromises based on

33 Hartman, 1997 pp 59-60.
3 Tod, 1932, p 88.

3 Tod, 1932, p 89.

36 Tod, 1932, p 90.

37 Tod, 1932, pp 88-80.

38 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 167- 169. This is the period during which the full member may achieve the
most prestigious of roles — that of leader.

39 Moreland and Levine, 1982, p 169. Moreland and Levine (1982, p 170) stress that a ‘full member’s commitment
to the group depends primarily on the rewardingness of his or her special role. To the extent that the role is
unrewarding, the individual will become less committed to the group.’
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the assessment of the individual's talents by the grouphenamount of satisfaction that

undertaking a new role will bring to the individdal.

Paul lists some of these possible roleslirCor. 12.28, and the respect
attendant upon occupying such roles is evident from Paigstives to the Corinthians
(1 Cor. 16.15-16) and to the ThessaloniafisThess5.12). The acknowledgement that
each person has different gifts to offer to the greupiso evident. Paul summarizes this
development admirably:

To each is given the manifestation of the Spirit thoe common good. To one is
given through the Spirit the utterance of wisdom, andtother the utterance of
knowledge according to the same Spirit, to another faitithbysame Spirit, to
another gifts of healing by the one Spirit, to another working of miracles, to
another prophecy, to another the discernment of spiotanother various kinds of
tongues, to another the interpretation of tongues. &kehare activated by one and
the same Spirit, who allots to each one individupist as the Spirit choosed. Cor.
12.7-11).

The voluntary associations enabled those individualt® were not among
the elite of society, to use their skills and exerdisctions within the group and, by so
doing, to occupy positions of honour, privilege and prestige. vidiuntary associations
structured themselves on civic principles and members amddpy and fulfil official
positions, rejoicing in the titles @hagister, curator, pater collegii, quinquennalitc*
There were privileges attached to official leadershiptjprs; officials often benefited
from larger portions of food at banquets than the ordimagmbers and ordinary
members who insulted tlgpiinquennalisat dinner were fined twice the amount charged
for insulting a fellow membel The quinquennalisat Lanuvium, Italy,also had the
honour of officiating at religious rit¢.In addition to the roles of leadership, there were
other offices to be filled. The lobacchi club appointedresasurer by ballot of the

members and this treasurer, in turn, could appoint his seaetary’ At a more

40 Moreland and Levine, 1982, p 167.

4 Clarke, 2000, p 68; Kloppenborg, 1996, p 26; Lendon, 1997, p 97.
4 Lendon, 1997, p 98.

43 Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarnm 142112 second century CE.

#Tod, 1932, p 91.
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mundane level, ‘horses’ were appointed to keep the peatte igroup and evict any

whose behaviour became belliger&ht.
2.3.4 Resocialization

In some groups the natural course of events is divergamtexit as, for example, is the
case for students at a college or university — they expeat contact with a group to
finish at the end of their course of studies — ‘expectedrgence’; in other groups
divergence and exit can be the result of dissatisfactiath or by the group —
‘unexpected divergencé®. Sometimes the individual is disappointed by the group which
does not live up to the individual's expectations, or theugrbas expectations of
behaviour which conflict with the individual's basic bé&iend dispositioi’ The period
of role negotiation can sometimes lead to divergenoe;individual, who now has
increased influence, may attempt to change the group belyahddceptable to some of
the older members; some reallocation of roles canrbedhe basis of a threat to older
members. Disappointment can emerge and dissatisfactiim tive group or the
member’s position in the group can lead to divergence andjimadizing of the
member*® If that member is important to the group, the group wi#rapt to rectify the
causes of dissatisfaction and restore full commitntenthe group so reinstating full
membership. However, if the dissatisfaction is not cete then the member is likely to

separate from the grodp.

In general, membership of the early church communities fewadife so
‘expected divergence’ is irrelevant but dissatisfactmould result in ‘unexpected
divergence’ from the group. Paul's dissatisfaction WAdter's behaviour iGal. 2.11-14
is probably an example of dissatisfaction with group behlaamd attitudes leading to
Paul's divergence from the group at Antioch. There arbgiry signs of a split (either in
process or which has already occurred) based on theirdootr meaning of Christ’s

45 Tod, 1932, p 91.

46 Moreland and Levine, 1982, p 171. Unexpected divergence often leads to the exiting individual being labelled as
‘deviant’.

47 Sani, Reicher and Todman have studied this phenomenon looking at the schismatics in the Church of England
following the ordination of woman priests (Sani and Reicher, 2000, pp 95-112; Sani and Todman, 2002, pp
1647-1655) and Sani and Reicher (1998, pp 623-645) in the Italian Communist Party following its split into two
separate parties in 1991.

4 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 292.
4 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 170-173.
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body and blood idn. 6.53-66 (especially v 66) where some disciples found théiteac

difficult and no longer went around with Jesls.
2.3.5 Remembrance

If the member separates from the group both the membehargroup remember the past
and reflect upon it. The experience becomes part otrdwition of the group. If the
remembrance of the parting results in negative memadhese is sometimes a (partial)
rewriting of the history of the events to give a diffet slant to the happeningsif the
Crypto-Christians ofin. (6.53-66) had already left the Johannine community wg loea
seeing this phenomenon in operation in John’s gospel.

In the course of the passage of an individual througlethbases of group
belonging, Moreland and Levine detected three processeh wtatirred throughout the
various stage¥

2.3.6 Evaluation

This is the continual assessment, occurring at all stajihe transit through a group, by
both the group and the individual, of the extent to whicth lgwoup and individual can
succeed or are succeeding in fulfilling their respectiygeetations and need$lf the
overall evaluation is positive (i.e. if the group is mag the expectations of the
individual more than other groups might be expected to ddf dme individual is
fulfilling the expectations of the group) then approvakipressed. If, however, the
evaluation is negative on either side, action is takenodify either the behaviour and/or
attitudes of the group or individual. If these fail, ref@etof the group by the individual
or individual by the group may occur. The evaluation istiooous because the
expectations of both parties can change during group satiahzand maintenance. The
new member may be concerned primarily with acceptarmen the group but the

50 Brown (1979, p 74) regards Because of this many of his disciples turned back and no longer went about with
him’ as a suggestion that ‘here John refers to Jewish Christians who are no longer to be considered true
believers because they do not share John’s view of the eucharist’.

51 Moreland and Levine, 1982, 173-175.
52 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 140-155.
53 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 290.
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evaluation of a full member may involve the extent taclv he/she is being allowed to

fulfil their potential by functioning in some recognisablel aesponsible rol&*
2.3.7 Commitment

A positive evaluation by the group or individual will resmitincreased commitment to
the group by the individual andce versa.The more commitment there is from both
parties the more the group will function effectively taming its common goals and
ideals. Where there is an imbalance in the levebofroitment, efforts are made to re-
establish a balance. Thus a valued member who shows adedommitment to the
group will elicit an increased effort from the group toestablish a higher level of
commitment, often by the group compromising its traditi@titudes and behaviour to
meet more accurately the needs of the individu@his endows the member with greater
power over the group. On the other hand the individual wkoedeto remain within a
group which has a reduced level of commitment to thavichehl will be more anxious
to comply with all the attitudes and behaviour normaforethe group and will be less
inclined to deviate in any way. This endows the group with grepdwer over the

individual >
2.3.8 Role Transition

The passage of an individual from one stage in the groualigation to the next can be
a cause of conflict and uncertainty within a group. The discontinuity of roles, and
decisions have to be made on whether these rolettoaassshould occur or have already
occurred. To ‘minimize errors regarding their reciprodghts and obligations’ the
various stages of role transition are often formal pmblic>” Of particular importance
are those connected with entry into the group and tlaésethe form of rites of passage.
These rites of passage can become ritualized and baogueant events in the life of
the group?® They symbolize a change in attitude to the individuath®y group and a
change in status of the member. They can also sympdizehe new member, the

>4 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 140-144.

55 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 290; Levine ¢ 4/, 2001, pp 90-100.
56 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 145-148.

57 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 149-151.

58 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 292.
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expectations of the group of a change in attitudes and bethadoconform to the

normative standards of the grotip.

Baptism is an obvious example of such a rite of passafe iearly church. It
marked the initiation to full membership of the early churPaul's description of
baptism as a dying with ChrigdR¢m.6.3-4) or a clothing oneself with Chriss4l. 3.27)
are vivid symbols of the role transition and new expentatassociated with entry into
the early church community. In a similar way, circision was, and still is, the principal
rite of initiation for males into Judaism. It, too, iwed the obligation to keep the

observances of Judaism such as Sabbath obsen@alcé.Q3).

The voluntary associations also had initiation rgualThe Bacchic

associations had certain days of initiation every ylagy. complained

Minucius and Herrenius, both surnamed Cerrinius; claiige time of celebration,
from day to night; and, instead of three days in the,yappointed five days of

initiation, in each monthHistory of Romg39.13)

Other associations initiated new members by requiriagstiearing of oaths to keep the

regulations of the group and presenting membership €ards.

The whole process can be represented diagrammaticalishawn below
where the transition from one stage to the next sta@ge be, but is not always, marked

by an appropriate rite of passaye.

Investigation Socialization Maintenance Resocialdzratqi Remembrance
Entry Acceptance Divergence Exit

This is an idealized representation and substantialfioatlons can occur. For example,
the principal initiation rite may take place soon maftesestigation and the socialization
and maintenance phases merge into one; the entrgonte of the voluntary associations
may follow this course when the newly initiated membeespaesented with the rules of
the association at their initiation. In contrast,cmwf the socialization may take place

% Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 291; Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 149-151.
0 Tod, 1932, p 85.
1 Adapted from Levine ¢ al, 2001, p 88.
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during the investigation stage so that the rites of gasséentry and acceptanceare
combined into a single initiation rifé.Judaism may provide a suitable example here for
circumcision seems to represent the initiation inib rhembership. In the example of
students at college both entry and acceptance are markide lsame rite of passage —
matriculation, but it is the finaéxit which is the most significant rite of passage —
graduation. But, within most social groups, initiation ie grincipal rite of passage, for
exit tends to represent dissatisfaction and failur@®fjroup in some way.

2.4 Minority Influences within Small Groups

Harland has pointed out that when new members enteowp,gsuch as the Graeco-
Roman associations, assimilation and acculturatiaurdé But assimilation is a two-

way process; individuals affect the group just as the grieptathe individual.

The entrance of a new individual member into a group witthistinctive cultural
complex could be part of this cultural exchange. All wtlials, social-scientific
studies emphasize, acelture carrierswho bring with them a set of cultural traits

pertaining to a particular way of life and world viélv.

In the case of Gentiles joining an early church comtgurdlarland claims that the

Gentile will undergo ‘enculturation’ into the cultu@mplex of the new group, but there
will be potential modifications to some of the specdilements of the new group too,
especially when other Gentiles join and interact Wiallow members. One effect of this
two-way ‘enculturation’ would be to influence the cuibassimilation of the group with

regard to the wider sociefy.

At some points in the Moreland and Levine model thereopprtunities for
the new members to introduce innovation into their nesugras a whole and to exert
influence. These opportunities arise mainly duringdbeializationprocess and during

maintenance.

92 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002.
03 Harland, 2003, pp 195-200.
64 Harland, 2003, p 198.

%5 Harland, 2003, pp 198-199.
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2.4.1 Innovation during the Socialization Process

The socialization phase of group development can haveriamgaconsequences for both
the new member and the ‘old-timers’ of the group andetlvas be both intended and
unintended as well as susceptible to external environmextalr£° Early work on the
socialization process assumed that the main influgrae from the group on the new
members, but more recent evidence recognizes that themeenbers themselves can
play an active role in influencing the future of the grup.

2.4.1.1 Unintended Innovation

Even if the new members are not intending to bring abouthange in the group which
they are entering, they can bring about innovation uniiateally. When the ‘old-timers’
find themselves in the position of transmitting elementsthe group culture to
newcomers, it can provoke deeper thought about this ciftufeey may discover
inconsistencies between their beliefs and practiceshwind not been apparent before.
Even if there are no inconsistencies in the beliefesys of the ‘old-timers’, there may
emerge an appreciation that certain cultural elememslilely to prove difficult to
transmit to newcomer. Furthermore, the actual communication of the culturéie-
very verbalization of it — can affect the understandihthe ‘old-timer’, especially if the
newcomer is interested and expresses this interestguistions. In addition, if the
desire to assimilate the newcomer is great, therolbetimers’ may be prepared to be
accommodating to the needs of the newcomer, even wliese are not expressed
directly. ‘Old-timers’ may anticipate the needs of trewcomers and try to accommodate
them. To the extent that the ‘old-timers’ anticipdat®se needs correctly they can
facilitate socializatiorf® Finally newcomers can change the way in which ‘aldetis’
relate to other out-groups. When newcomers are percesvednaing from an out-group,
the previously hostile attitudes to that out-group may ivgated’*

% Levine et al., 2001, pp 90-91.

7 Feldman, 1994, pp 213-233; Saks and Ashford, 1997, pp 234-279.
8 Feldman, 1994, p 227.

% Levine ez al.,, 2001, pp 91-92.

70 Levine ez al.,, 2001. pp 91-92.

! Levine ez al.,, 2001, p 94.
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2.4.1.2 Intentional Innovation

Newcomers who are perceived to have attributes andiedbiwhich are useful to, or
desired by, the group will be accommodated by ‘old-timersienreadily than those
lacking in these attributes. In such cases the ‘old-8meray be prepared to make
changes to attract the people with these desirabléwts to the group and to retain
those who express interéétNewcomers, whose social status in wider societyigé,
are socialized more easily than those with loweermel status. This is particularly true
where alternative group affiliation is possible. If nemaws are free to leave the group to
join alternative, more attractive, groups, then the ‘ottets’ might be more prepared to
accommodate change in order to ensure that they ritain’® Newcomers with high
social status in the wider world will be welcomed efgefligh status newcomers bring
valuable assets with them to the group such as prestigaaamdir, which means that
they are perceived as being more competent and effeatidehence are more likely to
bring about the group’s aims and objectives than low steusomers? Finally, high
status newcomers behave and express themselves mectvely than do low status
newcomers which results in attribution to them of gehebilities’

The size of the contingent of newcomers can alsterciéne the
innovations which accompany their entry into the grougmelVnewcomers enter as
individuals, they are initiated on a one-to-one basisyiging the ‘old-timers’ with more
control over the initiation proced$.The enthusiastic newcomer can be anxious not to
violate the expectations of the ‘old-timers’ and lnerefore, generally more inhibited and
compliant, not wanting to appear difficult or overlyersive’” However, when a number
of newcomers enter the group at the same time, thésations are reduced; they find
social support from other newcomers and are less likelyconform to in-group
pressuré? Initiation becomes more of a group process, but therelangers from this to
the ‘old-timers’ and the existing in-group for when the oemers experience a

72 Moreland and Levine, 1989, pp 147-148.
73 Levine e# al,, 2001, p 99.

74 See Section 2.5.3.

75 Ridgeway, 2001, pp 352-375.

76 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 104-105.
77 Levine e# al.,, 2001, p 96.

8 Moteland, 1985, pp 1187-1188.
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solidarity among themselves they can coalesce intdbgrgup with dynamics somewhat

different from the original grouf’.
2.4.1.3 Environmental Factors

Besides the direct interaction between newcomers ddeifoers’, outside factors can
also influence the process of socialization. When thar@ment contains danger of
some sort, there is likely to be less accommodatahe& newcomers’ opinions and their
influence is likely to be less pronounced. In contragtere there is less danger, ‘old-
timers’ become more accommodating and more receptivehangé€’ The age of the
group is also crucial to the possibility of influence fraime newcomers during
socialization. Relationships between members tend toliseabiver time so that older
groups are less susceptible to change than those whicin ate early stages of
development. Thus newcomers’ influence is greater in groupsg their early period of

development than later when the groups are more statblecanplex2*
2.4.2 Minority Influence and Social Psychology

In general, research into group processes has tended pbagze the pressure to
conform to group norms which result in homogeneity withiougs. However, history
illustrates that minority groups can exert influence dmihg about chang®. The
theoretical processes, by which minorities can influemdkchange group behaviour, are
still disputed. The two principal theories are thog&oscovici and Turner. Moscovici
and his colleagues have argued that two separate proeessasolved in majority and
minority influence; majority influence operates througbnformity to norms but
minority influence operates by challenging pre-held concamds if these challenges are
found to be valid in any way, bringing about conver$ibihlowever, Turner's Self-
Categorization Theory postulates a single process by whe&minority subgroup only

influences the majority if it is itself part of the-group in some way. If the minority is

7 Levine ez al,, 2001, p 97; Moreland and Levine, 1989, pp 155-156.

80 Vaught and Smith, 1980, pp 159-187; van Maanen, 1973, pp 407-418; Levine ¢ al, 2001, p 99; Moreland and
Levine, 1989, pp 165-166.

81 Katz, 1982, pp 101-102.

82 In recent times there was the pressure for enfranchisement for women brought about by the suffragette

movement and the effective peace movement in America which was instrumental in ending the war in
Vietnam.

8 For reviews see Martin and Hewstone, 2001, pp 213-218; Wood ¢ af, 1994, pp 323-345; Hogg and Vaughan,
2002, pp 258-265; Maass and Clark, 1984, pp 428-450.
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perceived as part of the in-group, its opinions cannotilfeed in the same way that
opposing opinions of out-group members can be vilified. As\begs of the in-group the
opinions of the minority subgroup must be accommodatectisowm to become part of
the norms of the superordinate grétip.

Whatever the theoretical processes involved in minonituence, certain

behaviour styles have been shown to facilitate changeght about by minorities.

1. The element of consistency is essential in the rtingroup® Consistency
appears to validate, in some way, the deviant minoptgion in the eyes of the
majority, possibly because consistency causes theritgagomouping to attribute
certainty and competence to the minority opirfidithis element of consistency
means that change to the minority stance is not imateedind generally takes
place over a prolonged period of time. However, this isterscy of stance must
also appear flexible and not rigid, for rigidity opposey aendency of the
minority to influence the majority. Rigidity seems to enable majority group
members to categorize the minority as an out-group;aier] as an out-group,
are then expected to hold different, and inferior, @pisito the majorit{®

2. The perception of the minority as an in-group is also ssag for minority
influence to be effective. The awareness of theonitly as either an in-group or
out-group has been researched and has been shownvéo chasiderable
implications. Several workers have demonstrated timainarity group which is
perceived as part of the in-group has much greater infludrare a minority
which is perceived as an out-grolipDavid and Turner have attempted to
explain this phenomenon in terms of Self-Categorizatibeofy. Any minority
which is perceived as very different from the majoaty a number of criteria
(i.e. perceived as an out-group) has little effect loe majority. However, a
minority which differs on only a single issue from thajomity (i.e. is seen as

84 For reviews see Martin and Hewstone, 2001, pp 224-228, David and Turner, 1996, pp 179-184.

85 Wood ez al., 1994, pp 324-325; Maass and Clark, 1984, pp 429-430; Levine (1989, pp 205-212), while agreeing
with the need for consistency, argues that the impact of consistency is a complex process.

86 Maass and Clark, 1984, p 429.
87 Maass and Clark, 1984, pp 430-431.
88 Mugny and Papastamou, 1982, p 382.

89 Mugny and Papastamou, 1982, pp 379-394; Maass ¢ al., 1982, pp 89-104; Martin, 1988, pp 39-52; David and
Tutner, 1996, pp 179-199.
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part of the in-group in all but a single issue) can infb@esubstantially majority
opinion?® The majority’s group perspective is of the minority‘part of us’
rather than ‘them’, and as holding the basic valuesnfgpwhich the majority
similarly holds. Thus any deviation by the minority frén@ common norms of
the group has to be considered carefully by the other menalnel; if validated,
incorporated into the norms of the whole group. Deviatiomfthe norms held
by the majority cannot simply be dismissed as infandhe same way that those
of an acknowledged out-group can be dismissed.

. The number of members of the minority grouping also sdente influential.
Whereas a deviant opinion from an in-group member will éganded as
idiosyncratic and cranky, as more minority membersrbeghold the same view
the majority are forced into considering the possibditghange; larger numbers
convey a greater impatt.

. The confidence in the minority opinion is also influencedbgtext. Confidence
is greater when the contact between minority and ntjsrface-to-face or such
that deviant opinions could be costly (i.e. by being titlid or ostracizedy The

fact that the minority is likely to incur injury of sorsert, or is prepared to suffer
for their opinions, stimulates the majority to dttrie self-sacrifice to their
position and this, in turn, results in confidence in tgétness of their position.
The willingness of the majority to be influenced by thi&ority is also related to
the source of the minority viewpoint. Thus, the mayonwill react more

positively to the influence of those within a minorityhom they regard as
valuable and worthy of emulation than towards those wtieey do value less

positively?®

. There is considerable evidence that the existing attitudéseofnajority group
also play a part. If the norms of the group as a whodetending to shift in the
direction of those advocated by the minority (whatReler callsZeitgeis}, then

the influence of the minority will be greater than hietmovement within the

9 David and Turner, 1996, pp 179-199.

1 Wood ¢ al, 1994, pp 325-326; Maass ¢ al, 1982, p 99; Maass and Clark, 1984, pp 439-440; Nemeth ¢f a/.,, 1977,
pp 15-27.

22 Wood, 2000, p 561; McLeod ¢ af,, 1997, 706-718.
93 Wood, 2000, p 561; Wood ¢ al, 1996, pp 1181-1193.
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group is against the minority opini6h.The disposition of the group is also
important; where the normative context of the group dasooriginality and
creativity then minority influence is greater than inugye disposed to traditional

values®

In summary, a minority is likely to be effective @éhanging the norms and opinions of
the majority when they present a consistent viewpomet @ period of time. They will

exert more influence if they are already perceivedeang a part of the in-group by
being like the majority in most of the basic normstled group. Their influence will

increase as the number of members of the minority subpgincreases, and if the
minority includes some members who are regarded as vahaathle group this will also

promote minority influence. Finally, the attitude ofetimajority itself must also be
moving slowly towards the more extreme position of theomity expressed by the

minority or, at least, be disposed to accept originalcaedtive movement.

2.5 Leadership of Groups: The Evidence of Social Ps  ychology

Almost all groups, even the most classless ones, exhdmte form of unequal
distribution of power and influence; some people lead andrstfollow?® In most
groups there develops a group structure in which differemtichchls take on specific
roles and these roles differ with respect to stataspaestige.” In addition, in all groups
except those in which leadership is maintained by coercidhreat, leaders exert their
power and influence through the consent of their follew&he discussion of leadership,

therefore, has to involve both an analysis of thelde and an analysis of the followers.

In the Moreland and Levine model of group development descialbeve
(see pp 48fff? it is during the maintenance phase of group developmenit tte
member’s role within the group starts to be redefined.érhergence of leaders reflects
the opposing requirements of the individual members laadtoup. The group attempts
to attribute a special role to the member which maximhae contribution to the group
while the member seeks to maximally satisfy his needsequirements from the group.

9% Maass and Clark, 1984, pp 431-432; Maass ¢/ al., 1982, pp 89-104; Paicheler, 1976, pp 405-427.
95 Maass and Clark, 1984, p 432; Moscovici and Lage, 1978, pp 349-365.

% Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 309.

97 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 298-300.

98 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 137-192.

63



Taking on a role within a group usually involves extra commant to the group,
generally in terms of work, time and even money. Gdiyethe individual member
would resist this move but there is a reward — the groupec®min the member the
honour and prestige which accompanies the role. Thus hetlgroup and individual
member benefit from role allocation and, to the extieait the requirements and needs of
both are met, role allocation is succesS&tulhe most important and prestigious role
within the group is that of leader.

2.5.1 Historical Perspective

Initial research on leadership concentrated on the leddher.first understanding of
leadership was related to the leader’s personality. Geeders were deemed to have
special or distinctive personality traits which semthepart for leadershiff° However,
while not eliminating personality traits from the equatcmmpletely, recent research has
failed to demonstrate a close correlation betweenopalisy and leadershif® In
contrast to the personality of the leader, situatiggebkpectives lay emphasis on the
demands for leadership in particular situations — diffesgtniations call for different
leadership trait$®? Given a particular situation, it is not just anyoneowhakes an
effective leader. Overall effective leadership tends @oabsynthesis of both leader
personality and situation perspectives. This is knowth@<ontingency Theory and has
been developed by Fiedler and his colleagfést would tend to correspond to the
charismatic leader of Weber’s analysis discusseceiptévious chapter (see p 11).

The problem with both the personality and the situatipeaspectives is that
neither takes any account of the interaction betweaaelr and followers.

9 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 167-170.

100 For reviews see Hogg, 2001b, pp 184-185; Hogg and van Knippenberg, 2003, pp 1-6; Hains ¢# a/, 1997, pp
1087-1088; Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 310-311; Hogg ¢t a/, 2003, p 19.

101 For example Stogdill, 1974.

102 Hogg and Vaughan (2002, pp 311-312) cite the example of Winston Churchill who was a successful war leader
but was rejected at the first election in peacetime.

103 Fiedler, 1965. See also reviews by Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 312, Hogg, 2001b, p 185, Hogg ¢z 4/, 2003, p 19.
This point is also made by Holmberg (1978, p 143) who acknowledges that the leader’s ‘charisma must fit into a
specific historical situation and fill a specific need, which is another way of saying his message must be
relevant’”
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Without followers there can be no leader. The roléhefleader is conferred on an

individual by members of the grod

Leader-Member Exchange (LME) Theory attempts to redtifg omission®> LME
theory concentrates on the quality of the relationbeipveen the leader and a particular
follower. A low quality relationship, which simply adles to the formal contract
between the two and where the follower may feeldliaataged or disfavoured, is likely
to produce less effective leadership than high qualitytioekships where the leader
supports the follower giving greater autonomy and respoitgilsis appropriat&?®
Although LME takes some account of both leader andvaio there are criticisms of
the theory. Hogeet al. have noted that the theory is deficient in at least ways:’’
Firstly, most of the research is concentrated atfaelic level which takes no account of
the fact that the leader/follower relationship takesc@lwithin the context of a group.
Thus it is affected by the relationship that other foéesvhave to the leader and the
relationships that followers have among themselvexo&lly, for LME, followers
evaluate their relationship with the leader in absolutsmgewhereas, in reality, it is
likely that followers evaluate the leader both in peed terms but also in terms of the
leader’s relationship both with other members and withgtwip or subgroup as a
whole. In terms of the present study, too, LME primamlgals with established
leadership and not the emergence of leadership and iemivates on the relationship
between two individuals whereas the Mediterranean palisp of the first century is
supposed to be essentially group-orientated.

The increasing interest in attribution processes hélseimced thought on
leadership within groups with a move away from Contingéftogory to focus more on
what factors cause followers to attribute leadershipacheristics to leaders. Lord and
his coworkers have proposed the Leader Categorization ryiff€oThis theory
hypothesizes that followers have general schemataemopceptions of what a good

leader should be and do. When someone’s behaviour evokes aspects of these

104 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 319.

105 For review see Hogg ez al., 2003, pp 18-33; Hogg and van Knippenberg, 2003, p 4.
106 Hogg and van Knippenbetg, 2003, p 4.

107 Hogg et al., 2003, pp 21-22.

108 Malina, 1993, p 51; Esler, 1994, pp 29-30.

109 For reviews see Hogg, 2001b, p 185; Hogg and van Knippenberg, 2003, p 3; Lord and Hall, 2003, pp 48-64;
Lotds e al, 2001, pp 283-310.
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schemata in the minds of followers, those followesavert that person into a leader.
Thus, when the member is identified as a leader bycpéati behaviour, the whole
leadership schema comes into play and creates furthempssns about his/her
behaviour which is appropriate to leadership. The followerge expectations of the
behaviour of a leader beyond those already observedcan attribute the whole
leadership schema to the emerging leader whether orenobeéimber actually possesses
such characteristics. The leader, in turn, strivealidl fthese expectations. When the
leader generally fits these schemata, he/she is rajaty fm terms of leadership amite

versa.

2.5.2 Social Identity Theory of Leadership

The success of Turner’s Social Identity Theory in dbsgy and accounting for group
behaviour has led to greater application of this socioddgerspective to leadership
within groups:*® Hogg has described how social identity processes mightence
leadership within groupS! He argues that there are three processes which apply to
emergent leaders in situations where group identity iergalihese are prototypicality,
social attraction and attribution processing. Withingheup it is those people who are
most prototypical of the group that best embody the namdsbehaviour to which other,
less prototypical members, aspire to conform. Thus theotymtal member exerts
influence over those members who are less prototypittay aspire to be like him. The
prototypical member also identifies strongly with the grohg;shows greater in-group
favoritism and loyalty but also greater out-group biagh of which increase his social
attraction to other in-group members. The prototypical mensbdemonstrably ‘one of
us’. This social attractiveness makes it easier for gretotypical member to gain
compliance with his suggestions and recommendations; alftehis suggestions are
likely to be those which are typical of the norms led group as a whole. Further, this
ability to influence other members and to gain compliana#d recommendations
encourages other group members to begin to attribute #aoleio the prototypical

110 Briefly Social Identity Theory and its associated Self-Categorization Theoty postulate that identity is governed
not only by personal identity but also from the identity of groups to which people belong. This group identity is
bound up with the norms of the group. People belong to groups as a way of improving self-esteem. Group
members confirm to group norms as a way of achieving acceptance by the group and of avoiding anxiety over
correct behaviour. In order to promote self-esteem the norms and features of the in-group are favoured while
those of the comparable out-group are denigrated. Thus the prototypical members of the in-group are viewed
as the ideal whereas the stereotype of out-group members is the antithesis of the ideal. A more detailed
discussion is given later in this chapter (2.6).

111 Hogg, 2001b, pp 184-200.
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member; the leadership schema starts to operate. Onpeotbiypical member begins to
be viewed as a leader there is a tendency within the gitougttribute additional
leadership qualities and charismata to that perSdn.general, the Social Identity model
of leadership has been confirmed experimentafiydowever, the theory cannot be the
sole explanation for emergent leadership, for, if protodjfiy were the sole criterion of
leadership, there would be many leaders. By definitierptiototypical position contains
many members. However, other factors have been showe tmportant, not least the
perceived cultural status of the emerging leader. Thexefbattribution of leadership
schemata coincides with cultural indications of ledulprs that person (e.g. high social,

occupational or educational status) the process of attiibigiaccentuated.

Hogg argues that there is a ‘prototypicality gradienthwitany group with
some members being more prototypical than otHérsurther, Hogg and Knippenberg
have demonstrated how the prototype of a group is in fluxnwgbeial context is in flux
and can change depending on the out-group to which the in-gosopaces itselt™
Using a measure of contrast (Metacontrast RSJidor seven individuals within the in-
group, they calculate a distribution for the prototypigadf each member of the group
against two opposing out-groups. The figures below, adapted tHmgg and
Knippenberg, illustrate how the most prototypical membehefin-group changes from
C to E when the salient comparison for the in-grougssiridm right to left.

112 This attribution is similar to that described by Lords in his Leader Categortization Theory described above.
113 See Hogg and van Knippenberg, 2003, pp 14-33.

114 Hogg, 2001c, pp 197-212.

115 Hogg and van Knippenberg, 2003, pp 8-9.

116 “The ratio is the relationship between the specific position of the member and the out-group position relative
to the specific position of the member and the position of every other member of the in-group (Hogg and van
Knippenberg, 2003, p 8) so it compares the difference for the specific member from the out-group (as a
positive factor) but also takes into account the difference of the specific member from the mean position of the
rest of the in-group (as a negative factor).
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Out-group X

Metacontrast Ratio

Figure 2.1 In-group members (A-G) are compared to an out-gitugied to their right
(X).

Out-group Y

Metacontrast Ratio

Figure 2.2 In-group members are compared to an out-gtaaged to the left (Y).

2.5.3 Cultural Status and Leadership

Ridgeway has argued that, besides the prototypes and seheihteadership, there are
additional socially shared schemata that stronglyanite the emergence of leaders and
the exercise of authority’ These schemata do not involve group identity but are social
categories which carry some sort of status valueotiesy as a whole and can be
associated with such factors as occupation, educationcieghage, family and sex. The
widely held perception of these status characteristiestehow people behave in groups.

Those perceived to have status characteristics atedevith deference and respect by

117 Ridgeway, 2003, pp 65-78; Ridgeway, 2001, pp 352-375; Berger ¢ al, 1998, pp 381-382.
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those who perceive themselves to be lacking in thesgsstharacteristics. The status-

advantaged assume a type of behaviour which expects defered respect?

They [status characteristics] shape who speaks upcaitfidence, who gets noticed
and listened to, whose ideas “sound better,” and whonhegdnfluential in the
group. The result is that multiple small groups of interg people across diverse
contexts within the society develop local status strustthat, in the main, are
remarkably consistent with one another. Similar categooif people are relatively
privileged ... or unprivileged in these structut®s.

One explanation of these observations is Expectatiate$StTheory?® This
postulates that status is derived from two sourcepecific status characteristics and
diffuse status characteristicsSpecific status characteristics relate directly to the
functioning of the group and the task or goal at h&ntfuse status characteristics are
derived from the wider society and are not directlyteglato group function. Because
status characteristics are culturally constructed, diffliseacteristics vary with culture —
different societies and historical periods having differgmtorities of status
characteristic$?* The most effective diffuse characteristics withircudture are those
shared across diverse subgrotfgs.

Leadership can emerge in groups when some members are pkrasive
having status characteristics. There appear to be twoamisahs at work?® Firstly,
followers attribute competence and expertise to sucplpeand so conclude that these
people will benefit the group in leadership roles. Somedme ie/regarded as influential
and competent in diffuse areas is attributed the samgetence and influence within
the specific group situatiori* Secondly, there seem to be implied schemata ofishige
which predetermine that members with high status charstaterfulfill the role of leader
(i.e. possess the characteristics which coincide viaghitnplied schema of leadership)

118 Ridgeway, 2003, pp 65-66.

119 Ridgeway, 2001, pp 352-353.

120 Ridgeway, 2001, pp 356-366.

121 Ridgeway, 2001, p 358.

122 In this way it might be predicted that honour was a key status characteristic in the Mediterranean world,
particularly as portrayed in the head of household.

123 Ridgeway, 2003, pp 66-69.

124 This is what Berger ez al. (1972. pp 241-255) calls the ‘burden of proof’; there is an implicit assumption that the
status characteristics catry weight unless proved otherwise. Information of status characteristics is sufficient to
trigger the deferential response; no evidence is required (Ridgeway, 2003, p 71).
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while others with low status characteristics fulfile role of followers (i.e. accept that
they do not possess the characteristics which coineitle the implied schema of
leadership and so become followes).Thus status beliefs not only identify those

regarded as competent but also direct the relationshgdlofver to leader.

There are some important differences between thesesstharacteristics and
typical in-group prototypes such that, within a real grobo@,ttvo operate separately, but
possibly interactively, in affecting emerging leadershipti® beliefs do not apply
specifically to the in-group. They are operative acalsgroups within a culture. Status
characteristics contain elements accepted by both in-grangsout-groups and are,
therefore, somewhat more complex than simple in-grpugiotypes. There can be
differences in status characteristics within in-groups subgroups but the evaluation of
status characteristics operates across groups — thetehistaxs can be the same in both
in-groups and out-group. There is some consensus about ekeo#ehy of respect and
deference even across what would normally be regardegpasing groups. In this way
there is less competition for status characteristicsthe acceptance of status
characteristics across groups automatically legitimibes authority and influence of

people possessing high status characteritics.

‘Because of the status belief, people expect leadensimp dtatus-advantaged actors,
and expect that others, who presumably share the kmBefexpect such leadership.
The presumption that others also expect such leaderslkigsnitaseem normative in
the situation so that when it occurs, people treas itright’ by acting deferentially

towards it.*?’

Much of the research into status characteristicdbbas performed within the
discipline of sociology, but similar work has been earout in the field of social
psychology. There has been considerable interesteinvtrkings of juries. Strodtbeck
and his coworkers, using specifically assembled mock juioesd that the position of
jury foreman almost always was conferred on people of ligtupational status
(doctors, teachers rather than mechari®s)This recognition of status effects is

125 Ridgeway, 2003, pp 66-67; Conway ¢ al, 1996, pp 25-38.
126 Ridgeway, 2003, pp 68-69.

127 Ridgeway, 2003, p 76.

128 Strodtbeck ¢f al, 1957, pp 713-718.

70



comparable to Bourdieu’s argument for cultural and symbaigtal which advantages
those who possess'ft’ Status-advantaged parents initially provide children wittucail
capital so that their attitudes and knowledge make d¢becational and social
environment a comfortable, familiar place in which tlbay succeed easily. In contrast,
those less advantaged find these environments aliencatitehThus there is inequality,
beginning in childhood, between those who have, or hase an advantageous
beginning in life. The cultural capital becomes embod®dtural habitus) within the
person, their attitudes, character, speech and waysnkirtg, and leads, inevitably, to
an uneven distribution of power in society for the habibf the status-disadvantaged

conditions them to accept the system’s legitimaty.

One important aspect of cultural capital is the abditygl confidence to speak
in groups. The readiness to speak reflects a right to speiak, in turn, is related to a

competence in speech.

The authorized speech of status-generated competemawexful speech which
helps to create what it says, is answered by the silehe@ equally status-linked
incompetence, which is experienced as technical incapatity

By means of language, therefore, cultural capital casebgonstrated within groups. The
status-advantaged member is more likely to speak in the graumore likely to be the
first to speak. Early studies in social psychology detnatesd that inequalities quickly
develop within groups as a result of language and that thedsecome stable within the
first hour of a session. In groups of members with homeges status, the most talkative
member of a group can occupy 40% of the ‘total speech.’dttde/she is the person
most often addressed by others and is rated by othersvam) the best ideas and
contributing most to the guidance of the group. In exgrtile most influence this
talkative member becomes, in effect, the emerging teafiéhe group* Subsequent
studies demonstrated that the same idea expressed kgtavéagiroup member was rated

129 Bourdieu, 1988.

130 Jenkins, 1992, pp 103-124.

131 Bourdieu, Distinetion quoted in Jenkins, 1992, p 147.
132 Ridgeway, 2001, p 353.

133 Bales, 1970, pp 200-208.
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more valuable by the group than when the same idea wasssa@rby a less talkative

membert3

Finally Hornseyet al. have performed some interesting studies on the
perceived legitimacy of the power held by leaders. Theyed that, where leaders of
subgroups exercise power over the superordinate groupe#usrship was accepted by
the superordinate group as a whole only to the extentttedeadership was viewed as
legitimate’®®> Where the power of the leader was deemed illegigntaere was a
perceived increase of bias for one particular subgroumaipense of the other groups.
Further there was the expectation by all subgroups legitimate power would be
abused, the subgroup from which the illegitimate leadeseawas expected to profit

from his power at the expense of the other subgrtiips.

2.5.4 Summary of the Social Scientific View of Emer  ging

Leadership

The factors contributing to the emergence of leaderkiwih group are many and
various. Contingency Theory proposes that a combinaficharismatic personality and
appropriate situation is requiréd. However, the emergence of charismatic leaders is
infrequent and seems to reflect the extraordinaryherathan the routine. In more
ordinary situations, where group-belonging is salient,nibwenal process appears to be
the selection of leaders who reflect the norms efgtoups — who are prototypical of the
group. However, many members will occupy this central pyptcal position. One
factor which seems important in determining which protagpomembers emerge as
leaders is the possession of status characteristieseTstatus-advantaged members are
endowed with the expectation of competence and influencstditys-disadvantaged
members. Status characteristics also instinctivelyir@ndively determine the leader and
follower roles within a group. The status characteristica status-advantaged member
can be demonstrated in the willingness and ability ta ®his influences less talkative
members and causes them to attribute competence tdkdteveamembers.

134 Riecken, 1958, pp 309-321; Ridgeway, 2001, pp 353-354.
135 Hornsey ¢ al., 2003.

136 Hornsey ez al, 2003, pp 224-226.

137 Fiedler, 1965.
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2.5.5 Leadership in the Graeco-Roman World

In looking at leadership in the Graeco-Roman world | neturn to the groups identified

as possible models for the early church communitiegeearlthis chapter (see pp 44ff).
2.5.5.1 Leadership of the Household

The leader of the household, thaterfamilias exercised authority over all, and all were
defined in relation to him. Theaterfamiliasboth owned property and had legal control
of the people (slaves, family both minor and adult asd,ab a lesser extent, freedmen
who remained contracted to tpaterfamiliag but, by the time of the first century CE,
there may have been a lessening of this influence comparteeaviter'*® The influence
of the paterfamiliasextended over the religion of the household. The holdetes the
focus for the household cult and all members of the haldébok part in the rituals but
it was thepaterfamiliaswho was responsible for the correct observdfiten terms of
leadership, th@aterfamiliasdemonstrates the importance of cultural status. Hepoes

a prominent position both within the household and in the rwabammunity. His
ownership of the house and the people within it make atioib of leadership schemata
to him likely. His family and slaves will expect to@bhim. He is not a prototypical
member of the household but he, himself, determines thes edf the household.
Leadership within the household would appear to be primarigriehted by his cultural
status with members attributing leadership schemata tpatesfamiliasas well as he,
himself, expecting such attribution.

2.5.5.2 Leadership in the Voluntary Associations

As well as providing a social environment, voluntary asg@ns enabled those
individuals, who were not among the elite of societyptoupy positions of honour,
privilege and prestige. The voluntary associations sirad themselves on civic
principles and members could occupy and fulfil officiakpions, rejoicing in the titles

of magister, curator, pater collegii, quinquennalic*® There were privileges attached
to official leadership positions; officials often beibed from larger portions of food at

banquets than the ordinary members, and ordinary memivecs insulted the

138 Clarke, 2000, pp 86-90, 101.
139 Clarke, 2000, pp 95-101; Barclay, 1997, pp 67-72.
140 Clarke, 2000, p 68; Kloppenbotg, 1996, p 26; Lendon, 1997, p 97.
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quinquennalisat dinner were fined twice the amount charged for imgula fellow
member*! The quinquennalisat Lanuvium also had the honour of officiating at
religious rites, conducting the worship clothed in white.

Voluntary associations were often dependent on pajsotidom wealthier
people. Such patrons could provide finance which subsidizedratgtens — Lucius
Caesennius Rufus donated the interest on 15,000 sestercas btgial club in
Lanuvium* The wealthier members of the association might sigesihe expenses of
the association, in exchange for honour in the fofratatues and honorific decre®s.
House-based associations often met in a room inkieldhduse of their patrdfi® The
patron of such associations benefited not only from hbeours conferred but also
because he knew that his slaves and freedmen wetkemjoining outside associations
over which he had no contff Sometimes the patron would take little part in the
functions of the group; in other cases the patron could leader of the group (in ways
similar to the paterfamilias of the household}’” The Agrippinilla inscription of a
Dionysiac guild relates to a family-based associatiticlv had a membership of over
400 suggesting that the membership extended beyond the hou$&Nngidhin this guild,
official positions were often granted to members cipselated to the family of the

patron™*?

As in the household, high social status was a strongndieiag factor of

leadership. Patrons, and those who occupied office, djme@f energy, resources and
money in the common cause and received in return publicunpoappreciation, and
prestige™>® The similarity of this reward for input in the volungaassociation accords
well with the conclusions of Moreland and Levine as thegllysed the negotiation of

group roles during the maintenance phase of group developreensstd above®

141 Lendon, 1997, p 98.

192 Corpus Inseriptionum Latinarnm 14.2112 (second century CE).
143 Clarke, 2000, pp 65-66.

144 Lendon, 1997, pp 97-98.

145 Such as the inscription Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum 69148 referring to a collegium meeting in the house of
Sergia Paullina in Rome (second century CE).

146 Kloppenborg, 1996, p 23.

147 Wilson, 1996, p 11.

148 Clatke, 2000, p 157.

149 Clatke, 2000, pp 64-65.

150 Popkes, 2005, pp 331-332.

151 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 167-170.
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However, as described previously (see p 51), there were fotfeionaries
within the Voluntary Associations and, in some assms these were elected by a vote
of the membership, as in the lobacchi club in Attéd.ess honorific positions could be
held by members of lower social status and even leadepsisipions were available
within those groups whose patron was not directly involvedhenday-to-day activities
of the association. There is little information e occupants of these roles within the
group but, as they could be elected by ballot, it is yikbkat the membership elected
those most likely to comply with and further the ainfighe association — those who
were prototypical of the group.

2.5.5.3 Leadership of the Jewish Synagogues

The Jewish synagogue, itself, had much in common with a esjurtssociation
Adapting to their situation as a minority in a Hellemistillture, the Diaspora synagogues
replaced the priesthood with lay leaderstifbinscriptional data list a number of titles of
the synagogue officials includingapxicuvaywyos, opxwV, YEPOUGIAPXOS,
TPOOTATNS, TOTNP/UNTNE ouvaywyns — although the inscriptions give little
information as to the roles played by the occupanthesfe titles in everyday lif€® The
apxlouvaywyos is the most common title but, in gospel sources, canusexd
interchangeably with&pxcov.™® Early research suggested thgixiouvdywyos, the
leader of the synagogue, was responsible for worship angdagh&o-day running of the
synagogue. More recently this has been questioned as mokeha® been done on
epigraphic sources. Rajak and Noy, concentrating exclysireepigraphic data, claim
that apxiouvaywyos was a more honorific title afforded to patrons and fzeters,
similar to the status distinction given by civic insciap in Graeco-Roman sociéty.
Harland claims that the synagogues may have sought bemsftoim the local elite and,
by honouring them with titles and monuments, used thenopage as a way into the
wider civic life of the community®® Regularly &pxiouvaywyos was conferred on

benefactors who had personally endowed the community fh@m own finances and

152 Tod, 1932, p 85.

153 Richardson, 1996, pp 90-109 cf. pp 102-103.

154 Kraabel, 1992a, p 26.

155 Clarke, 2000, pp 126-127; Campbell, 1994, pp 49-54.

156 As Jairus who is an GpX10UVOY@Yos (Mk. 5.2) but apxeav in Mz 9.18.
157 Rajak, 2001, pp 410-419.

158 Harland, 2003, pp 224-228.
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can be associated with the building or renovation oyreagogue. If such benefaction
was expected of thepxicuvaywyos then the position was likely to be limitéd those
possessing wealth and educatidhSimilarly, thedpxcwv may have been an honorific
title — there are some inscriptions associated with @nlénd others are associated with
maons Tius — but others, even those given for life, carry public gdff®Sometimes
the apxiouvaywyos title could be granted for i or retained within the same

152 and even women could be granted the thid.evine questions the attribution

family,
of apxlouwvaywyos solely to benefactors; based on both epigraphic andrjteources
he sees the title as encompassing a multitude of functimhsding patronage and

worship-leading but also having some political connotatiths.

Theyepouciapxns was the leader of thespouaia, or council of elders, who
seemed to be responsible for secular concerns such iagimag the community
building and finance¥® They seemed to be occupied by older fférThe titles,
TpooTaTns and maTnpe/unTrpe ouvaywyns occur in inscriptions but their functions are
obscure.lTpootatns may be comparable to thgxiouvaywyos, and matne/unTnp

cuvaywyns appear to be honorifit®’

At least, in some cases, thépxiouwaywyos appears to be a
patron/benefactor and it seems reasonable to identdyléadership with the cultural
status of the person. According to Campbell, the eldecs,were older men who had a
high standing within the Jewish community. Elders wouldhl@micompass the status of
public respect and also be seen as upholding the ideals déttish community (i.e. as
prototypical of the group).

159 Clatke, 2000, pp 129-130; Campbell, 1994, p 49.

160 Clatke, 2000, pp 131-132.

W61 Corpus Inseriptionum Judaicarnm 744 from Teos (probably second or third century CE).
162 Corpus Inseriptionum Judaicarnm 1404 from Theodotus (probably first century CE).

163 Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarum 741 from Smyrna (probably second century CE).

164 Levine, 1998, p 201.

165 Clatke, 2000, p 133; Campbell, 1994, pp 51-52.

166 Feldman, 1993, p 59.

167 Clatke, 2000, pp 133-134.
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2.5.5.4 The Philosophical Societies

The leadership here is the ‘Great Man’ form of leaderahigady mentioned above (see
p 48) — the charismatic leader of Weber's anaf{f§isThere is little evidence of
leadership other than that of the great man and his ssmgealthough some
differentiation on the basis of the disciples’ agv@ment in learning was matfé Indeed
the general ethos of the school would prohibit any formgafrandisement. The schools’
purpose was to teach right living and right behaviour. Althotlgh prescriptions for
these might differ, generally philosophy helped to engerite social values of
devoutness towards the gods, and justice and right behatdawards humanity’®

Seneca summarises philosophical teaching thus:

We talk much about despising money ... that mankind may beliereeriches to
exist in the mind and not in one’s bank account, andtiigatnan who adapts himself
to his slender means and makes himself wealthy on aslittte is the truly rich man.
(Epistles108.11)

Thus, ideally, wealth itself was unimportant. What wagartant was:

utter simplicity of life; tranquillity of mind in all ecumstances; disdain for common
values, opinions, and sensual delights; disregard for sogrmlentions and status,
demonstrated in bold speech before one’s social bettetspapecially, fearlessness
in the face of death’*

The aristocracy generally mistrusted philosophy becauselltl tead to withdrawal from
civic life. It could be tolerated among the young as idealThe exception was Stoicism
which did not lead to withdrawal (as in the case ofe8aji’?

168 See Chapter 1, p 9.
169 Meeks, 1983, p 83.
170 Mason, 1996, p 33.
171 Mason, 1996, p 35.
172 Mason, 1996, pp 36-37.
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2.5.5.5 Assessment of the Models of Leadership from the Graeco-

Roman World

With the exception of the philosophical schools, the rsodé leadership from the
Graeco-Roman world have much in common. All seem tecside to the honour and
status values of the wider society. Those capable dfmege gave generously and were
rewarded with deference and concrete examples of regpie form of honorific titles,
statues and epigraphic inscriptions. Patronage often tod&rtineof providing places for
the groups to assemble and these patrons may then eaderdhip over the group.
Members who came from traditionally reputable familiegyhih expect to acquire
positions of leadership — those families who had influemeecular society might also
expect to exert influence in religious circles. Tgaerfamilias voluntary associations
and Diaspora synagogues all conform, to a large extentsotiology’'s ‘status
characterization theory’ discussed above (see p @8&.status characteristics of those
who exerted influence and leadership were defined by thereulif the wider society.
Wealth per semight not always have been relevant but family backgipineritage,
education, occupatiol? prestige and honour in terms of civic responsibilities status
(slave, freeman, citizen) were all determinants ob would assume roles of leadership
and who would not. Cultural status seems to be a majernd@ant of leadership.

2.5.5.6 Leadership in the Early Church Community

Like the values of most of the philosophical schools,dfaamdards of the early church
communities were counter-cultural if the evidence ofgbspels reflects the teaching of
the historical Jesus. The normal status values wdre teversed. The disciples must not
be like the Pharisees who love the places of honour.

They [the scribes and Pharisees] love to have tloe mlihonor at banquets and the
best seats in the synagogues, and to be greeted witlctresplee marketplaces, and
to have people call them rabbi. But you are not todded rabbi, for you have one
teacher, and you are all students. And call no one yherf on earth, for you have
one Father—the one in heaven. Nor are you to be cakdictors, for you have one
instructor, the Messiah. The greatest among you willdag gervant. All who exalt

173 A hierarchy of occupations can be detected in the order of listing of the various occupations following the
names of Jews and God-fearers in the Aphrodisias inscription (section 3.3.3 p 123).
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themselves will be humbled, and all who humble theveselvill be exalted.Mt.
23.6-12)

Nobody is to regard themselves as greater than another.

At that time the disciples came to Jesus and askedp ‘Withe greatest in the
kingdom of heaven?’ He called a child, whom he put among,thed said, ‘Truly |

tell you, unless you change and become like children, younaiter enter the
kingdom of heaven. Whoever becomes humble like thigl abithe greatest in the
kingdom of heaven.’Nit. 18.1-4 also 20.21-23)

The traditional status symbols of place at table speetful greetings are abolished and

the whole system of honour and shame is reversed.

Do nothing from selfish ambition or conceit, but in hutyiliegard others as better
than yourselves. Let each of you look not to your owerests, but to the interests of
others. Phil. 2.3-4)

But these values were the ideal not the reality. Huo¢ that they were not
always, or even often, adhered to is demonstrated bysP@gular admonitions.
Frequently Paul has to remind the believers that nostaaidards did not apply. In
Corinth, Paul objected to the boasting about leadershwlias causing factions within
the community T Cor. 3.21-22). He played down the gift of tongues which some people
were rating highly in themselves by stressing other giith @s prophecyl(Cor. 14.2-

5). In Galatia, Paul reversed the trend for some pd¢oplegard themselves as better than
others by enjoining on the believers to ‘bear one anatherdens’ and for all to test
their own work not that of their neighbou®dl. 6.2-4). In Philippi Paul implores Euodia
and Syntyche to be reconcileBhl. 4.2-3). Examples such as these provide significant
hints that the ideal, counter-cultural values of théyednurch were not always followed.

There is also ample evidence that householders and oftasderate to high
status within the wider community were highly respectedhiwithe Pauline churches.
There are examples of groups which met in the homel@vers. In conformity with the
paterfamilias being responsible for the household cult, there seembave been
conversion of complete households (Cornelius and hisdtwld -Acts11.14; Lydia and
her household - 16.15; the jailer and his househddts16.31 and 34; Crispus and his
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household Acts18.18; Stephanas and his househdldCor. 1.16 and 16.15), although
some slaves and women may have converted apart fromhtheseholds (cfPhm 1.10;

1 Cor. 7.12). Leaders of households appear to be people of inflveitiue the early
church communities, housing the meetings of the commyAttis 2.46; Rom 16.5;1

Cor. 16.19;Col. 4.15;Phm 1.2). Thus Stephanas is recommended to the believers of
Corinth (L Cor. 16.16)*"* Prisca and Aquila, who accompanied Paul on some of his
missions Acts 18.18), are described as fellow-workessvgpyol) and had a church
which met in their housel (Cor16.19). Philemon refreshed the heart of the saitisn(

1.7) and is a partner to Pakb(vcovos — Phm 1.17). Burke sees Paul taking on the role
of the paterfamiliasto the Thessalonians in considering this community akdusehold.

He exercises the twin attributes of authority and hadraover them; he has the right to
expect obedience from therh Thess2.7) and he instructs and sets an example for them
(1 Thess4.1-2)"

The evidence, therefore, is that relatively highenadatatus was a factor in
determining leadership. Such people had social capital aredouéturally predetermined
for leadership, and lower status individuals attributed lesdiie schemata to them.
However, the prestige associated with other charismgiits such as prophecy,
glossolalia and the interpretation of glossolalia appears to have been important.
These gifts were associated with possession of tiié ®pich was an important aim of
the group. Thus those exhibiting these gifts were prototymtahe group and their

leadership exhibits the characteristics of Social Idethipry of leadership (see p 66).
2.6 Group ldentity and Inter-Group Bias

There seems to be a need within people to belongtmpgrand, when individuals belong
to a group, they derive part of their identity from nibemship of that group. This is their
‘social identity’. There are a number of theoriesatount for the desire for group

belonging®’®

174 Chester (2003, p 242) claims Paul seems to be extending [to Stephanas| the sort of recognition a wealthy
patron might receive within an association’.

175 Burke, 2003, pp 135-142.
176 Hewstone ef al., 2002, pp 580-584.
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1. The Social Identity Theory — members of a group seek hadfresteem and
membership of an in-group serves to provide a positiveakitgntity’’’ Social

Identity Theory seems to be the predominant hypothesissirarea.

2. The Optimal Distinctiveness Theory — people have a needfbp@ssimilation
and differentiation; membership of groups fulfils this need assimilating
members into the in-group but differentiating them fromminers of out-
groups.’®

3. Subjective Uncertainty Reduction Theory — membership of grguyes clear
norms of behaviour for its members so reducing the subjaativertainty of how

to behave in different situations’

4. Terror Management Theory — people adopt a ‘cultural walVf° to provide
stability in the face of their own mortality. In-grp members share the same
cultural worldview and so are supportive of each other.dbatp members are
viewed as holding a different cultural worldview and, thos reason, are seen as
threatening®

These theories attempt to account for behaviour withinggoMembers of a group
categorize themselves in terms of the norms and expewatif their group. Group
norms dictate the types of behaviour which are acceptahilee groug®® Having such
norms removes anxiety from the individual who, otherwises, to determine appropriate
behaviour individually. This is one of the attractionsgodup membership, for people
need certainty that their behaviour is correct and ap@t&pim particular situations and
the group norms provide a frame of reference for such baa¥? In addition, to the
extent that members conform to the norms of the grdwgy, &re accepted within the
group for there is a social attraction which enhanesttractiveness of a group member
who is prototypical of the grouff? But any tendency to act against the expected norms

177 Tajfel and Turner, 2001.

178 Brewer, 2001.

179 Hogg, 2000.

180 Hewstone ef al, 2002 p 582.

181 Solomon ¢ al, 1991.

182 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 296.

183 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 246-247; Sherif, 2001, 64-70.

184 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 287-288; Hogg, 2001a, pp 63-66; Marques e a/, 2001, p 402.
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is viewed as deviancy by fellow group memb®rsThus there are strong social pressures
to adopt the norms of the group to which they belong (tiagroup) for this brings
acceptance. In-group members have a vested interest maypogtthe group to which
they belong in the best possible light for this reinferteeir own self-esteem. This leads
to ethnocentricity by which in-group members evaluate tbenms of the in-group
preferentially relative to other comparable grotifisThus, in-group members do not
only define themselves according to the norms of the omygrbut also derive their
identity from not belonging to other groups (the outug®). This is particularly true in
circumstances of scarcity and competition, where th&illition of available resources
is perceived as unfalf’ Thus membership of the in-group is also defined over and
against non-membership of comparable out-grdtfhés a way of strengthening the
identity of the in-group, the norms and characteristitow-groups are sometimes
vilified, particularly when the in-group feels threatenby an out-group®® Such
vilification leads to stereotyping of out-group members Whin turn, leads to
prejudice’® Negative characteristics are attributed to out-group lmeesnto enhance the
feelings of superiority of members of the in-group. Thusgratp members may be
characterised as lazy and vice-ridden as opposed to theagzodnd morality of in-
group members. Such negative stereotyping can also lehd tut-group being used as
scapegoats to account for the misfortunes of the in-grBuflverse situations as related
to the out-group are attributed to these internal ‘vicesile adverse situations for the

in-group tend to be attributed to external factdfs.

185 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 255, 288; Hogg, 2001a, pp 63-68; Marques, 2001, pp 403-419.
186 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 98-99.

187 Tajfel and Turner, 2001, pp 94-109.

188 Hewstone ¢ al, 2002, pp 578-580; Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 100-101.

189 Hewstone ¢ al, 2002, p 580; Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 371-376.

190 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 101, 372-373.

191 German attitudes to Jews prior to and during the Second World War would be a recent example of such
scapegoating attributing the decline in German economy to ‘miserly Jews’ (Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 101).

192 Hewstone ¢ al, 2002, pp 578-581; Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 98-99.
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2.6.1 Examples of Inter-group Bias in the Ancient M editerranean

World

There is evidence that inter-group bias/hostility waseaein the ancient world. Groups of
Jews and Gentiles seem to show traits of this type-gfoup/out-group relationship as
also do believing and non-believing Gentiles and believiagtiés and believing Jews.

The negative opinion/prejudice of the Gentile worldotdaiol is evident from
some of the literature of the time. Isaac has cotegla very detailed analysis of prejudice
and stereotyping in classical antiquit§.In particular he categorizes the stereotypes under
a number of headings: antisocial behaviour, Jewishionligfood restrictions, Jewish
Sabbath and circumcisidft In the social sphere, Tacitus records how Jews

regard the rest of mankind with all the hatred of erenihey sit apart at meals, they
sleep apart, and though, as a nation, they are singpiartg to lust, they abstain from
intercourse with foreign women; among themselves nothingnlswful. Histories
5.5.2)

In the third century CE, Philostratus similarly delses the Jews as

inveterate rebels, not against Rome only but againstialan society. Living in their
peculiar exclusiveness, and having neither their food, mair tibations, nor their
sacrifices in common with merLife of ApolloniusV.33)

The dietary restrictions were an element in the aciad charges aimed at Jews but their
avoidance of pig meat was also mocked. Petronius sdlfirisuggested that Jews

195
)

worshipped pigsRragment37),”> and Plutarch also asked whether the avoidance of pig
meat was from reverence or aversidialfle-Talk4.5.1). The observance of the Sabbath
rest was regarded as idleness and stereotyped the Jéxy.aRacitus reckoned that the
Sabbath rest was so attractive to idle Jews thatitieyduced a seventh year of idleness

too.

193 Isaac, 2004.
194 Tsaac, 2004, pp 440-491.
195 Schéfer believes that this idea of a ‘pig-god” is unique (1997, p 78).
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We are told that the rest of the seventh day was edopecause this day brought with
it a termination of their toils; after a while tikbarm of indolence beguiled them into
giving up the seventh year also to inactid#isfories5.4)

Circumcision also marked the Jews as different. Tacsuggested that Jews were
circumcised specifically to be different from othesssfories5.5).

Examples of scapegoating are also apparent. In theGéetie context,
Josephus attributes the pogrom at Antioch to falseisations that the Jews were
attempting to burn the cityJéwish Wat7.46-53). In the Christian/Gentile context, Tacitus
records the cruelty of Nero in blaming, and then persegu@hristians as a means of
allaying rumours that he, himself, was responsibletferfires in RomeAnnals 15.44).
There was an increase in anti-Jewish activity arobedfitst centuries BCE and CE and
Stanley attributes the outbreak of pogroms to groups ‘cmgpdor scarce social,
economic and territorial resourcé®’.Stanley attributes the competition for resources to a
variety of causes: 1) whereas the Greek populations itittbe had levelled out the Jewish
population continued to increase through immigration antigher birth rate thus
threatening the Greek majority, 2) the Roman civilrsvaf the time put additional
economic strain on the cities of Asia Minor but Bwwesources continued to be drained
away to Jerusalem in the form of Temple taxes, &ntesent of Roman rule and authority
by the Greeks found its outlet, not against the Romansnadigdbut against the weaker
Jewish contingency who were perceived as enjoying spetigibus privileges from their
Roman benefactors.

Similarly the Jewish attitudes to Gentilesrevless than favourable as can be
seen both in some Jewish and New Testament extrastsTdrah-observant author of
Jubileesadvocates complete separation from the Gentilesgasugp because of their evil
deeds.

Separate yourself from the Gentiles,

And do not eat with them,

And do not perform deeds like theirs.

And do not become associates of theirs,
Because their deeds are defilehlililees22.16)

196 Stanley, 1996, p 115.
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Similarly theFourth Book of Ezrassumes all other than Jews will be condemned for

they devised for themselves vain thoughts,

and proposed to themselves wicked frauds;

they even declared that the Most High does not exist.
And they ignored his ways! (7.23-24)

In the New Testament literature, Paul regards nonsedieGentiles as vice-ridden, being

fornicators and driven by lust.

For this is the will of God, your sanctificationathyou abstain from fornication: that
each one of you know how to control your own bodioliness and honor, not with
lustful passion, like the Gentiles who do not know Gadl tfess4.3-5)

Do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdofmGod? Do not be
deceived! Fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, male putssit sodomites, thieves, the
greedy, drunkards, revilers, robbers -- none of thabenherit the kingdom of God.
And this is what some of you used to deCpor.6.9-11)

The Gentiles are classed as sinners.
We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile sir{fais2.15)

The gospels, too, reveal the Gentiles as a classaphthe very opposite of the believers

who are to regard Gentiles as the out-group along withdbectors.

If the member refuses to listen to themlet.such a one be to you as a Gentile and a
tax collector. it. 18.17)

Partiality for his own in-group is very evident in Paukritings. The attribution of virtues
to those living by the Spirit (the in-group) in contrasthe vices of those not led by the
Spirit (the out-group) is clearly delineated in Palukster to the Galatians

The fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patienkedness, generosity, faithfulness,

gentleness, and self-contr@dl. 5.22-23)

whereas those who are not lead by the Spirit perform vaditke flesh
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fornication, impurity, licentiousness, idolatry, sasceenmities, strife, jealousy, anger,
quarrels, dissensions, factions, enggynkenness, carousing, and things like these’.
(Gal. 5.19-21).

Similarly those idolaters who have not worshipped the @oe are denigrated as

filled with every kind of wickedness, evil, covetousnesalice. Full of envy, murder,

strife, deceit, craftiness, they are gossips, slanslef@od-haters, insolent, haughty,
boastful, inventors of evil, rebellious toward parents,lisbp faithless, heartless,

ruthless. Rom.1.28-31)

Esler, in his sociological analysis of Paulstter to the Romanaygues that

Like other ethnic groups then and since, Paul and the dtickrans of his time were
ethnocentric, that is, they were strongly socialtedonsider that they were superior
to the other ethnic groups who surrounded thi&m.

Thus there seems ample evidence that the inter-grougs l@aseprejudices, described in
modern social psychology, were present in the anbdlediiterranean people and that they
would be major factors in any attempt to unite into onersanity believing Gentiles and
Law-observant Jewish believers — each coming, as theéy from very different
ethnic/cultural affiliations.

2.6.2 Processes for Improving Inter-group Relations  hips

Social psychologists have identified several procesdashwfacilitate a reduction in
inter-group bias. Although under experimental conditiores¢éhhave been studied in
isolation, in the real world many or all these sigEs operate simultaneousf. The
strategies entail both interpersonal and inter-groupgssss. With the dyadic personality
of the ancient Mediterranean people, it might besypneed that the inter-group processes

would be more effective in their situation.

197 Bsler, 2003, p 145.
198 Hewstone ¢ al, 2002, p 593; Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, pp 462-466.
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2.6.2.1 Decategorization

The process of decategorization aims to reduce the biasdswut-group members by
removing them from the context of the out-group. The @®de a formalization of the
assumed benefits of the Contact Theory. By persomabcbwith individuals of the out-
group, in-group members begin to differentiate the penson the stereotype of the out-
group. Contact with out-group members, which results in spl#a experiences,
challenges the preconceived perceptions of the out-groupebinttproup. It causes a
reappraisal of the out-group by the in-group. The in-group geEseadfective ties with
out-group members and gradually learns about the out-groupttenuating their
prejudices and forcing the recognition that the out-gromptisa homogeneous unit but is
composed of different individuaf€® The Contact Theory can be extended. Thus, even
knowing that an in-group member has befriended a member ofuggraup can
potentially reduce prejudice and bfd%.In contrast, contact with out-group members,
which results in unpleasant experiences, reinforcepeeived perceptions of the out-
group and can accentuate prejudiesBecause decategorization relies on the
transformation from group categorization into personal itieation, it might be thought

to be less relevant or successful in the contexheffitst century Mediterranean world

where identity was predominantly orientated towards groeptity?°2

Titus in Jerusalem

It is likely that the contact with Gentile believesss common-place in the Antiochene
church. It may be assumed that, by the time of the diemsConference, the Gentile and
Jewish believers in the church at Antioch had experéesoéficient contact to eliminate
much of the initial bias and prejudice of these opposiogms. However, if at this time,
Gentile believers were present only in early church conitiies of the Diaspora and not
at Jerusalem, the same may not be true of Jewistvédien the Jerusalem community.
Thus it may be significant that Paul, in going to Jeameakith Barnabas, decided to take
along Titus too Gal. 2.1). Titus was an uncircumcised Greé&kal, 2.3). In terms of
Contact Theory, this looks like an attempt by Paul tcatkgorize Gentiles as a group

199 Hewstone ¢ al, 2002, pp 589-590; Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, pp 457-458; Pettigrew, 1998, pp 70-73.
200 Wright ez al,, 1997, pp 73-90.

201 Hewstone ez al., 2002, pp 589-590; Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, pp 457-458; Pettigrew, 1998, p 67.

202 Malina, 1993, p 51; Esler, 1994, pp 29-30.
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and to change the preconceived stereotype of the &duatilever held by the Jerusalem
community. In this way he would hope to reduce the biamsgauch believers and so
facilitate a favourable outcome in his attempts to haeatile believers accepted as
uncircumcised Gentiles. No doubt Titus was chosen adeah example of such Gentile
believers who would create a favourable impression witrénJerusalem churéf? Thus
the presence of Titus may well have represented amgattten Paul's part to promote
contact between the Jerusalem community and a leadember of the believing
Gentiles at Antioch in the hope of reducing inter-gro@s faind prejudice.

2.6.2.2 Recategorization

In contrast to decategorization, recategorization doesattempt to reduce group
categorization but rather to establish a higher l@fegroup categorization which is
inclusive of the in-group and out-groff. The origins of the recategorization theory
derive from observations/experimentations by SH&tiSherif showed that, in situations
where there was inter-group conflict, the provision of suginate goals, to which the
warring factions could all contribute, significantigduced the conflict. These studies
have been confirmed by a number of workers in the ffldThe provision of
superordinate goals appears to operate by providing anottial skentity beyond the
normal group identity. This recategorizes both the membiketkeoin-group and out-
group as members of a super group, thus giving them all a eorimyroup identity°’

In these studies the one-group categorization was founddiace ‘bias primarily by
increasing the attractiveness of former out-group merhB¥r€o-operation within the
one, super group transformed members’ representationg ofi¢imberships ‘from “Us”
and “Them” to a more inclusive “We®° It is generally acknowledged that
recategorization operates alongside Contact Theorgrthances #°

203 Watson, 2007, p 103.

204 Brewer and Gartner, 2001, 459-461; Hewstone ¢/ al., 2002, p 590.

205 Sherif, 2001, pp 64-70.

206 See Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 427-428.

207 Gaertner and Mann, 1989, pp 239-249; Gaertner ¢ al, 2001, pp 356-369.
208 Gaertner and Mann, 1989, p 239.

209 Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, p 459.

210 Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, pp 466-467.
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Examples in the Pauline Literature

Recategorization seems to be a familiar ploy in muddPaml’'s writings. There are many
occasions in which he attempts to remove or downgradeopie\group identity by
replacing it with the new, more inclusive, identity. ThustheLetter to the Roman$e

replaces the distinction between Jew and Greek bynéwe identity which is the all

encompassing Lordship of Christ.

For there is no distinction between Jew and Greeksdah® Lord is Lord of all and is

generous to all who call on hinR¢m.10.12).

In the Letter to the GalatiansPaul uses the ritual of baptism into Christ Jesusnite
Jew and Greek, slave and freeman, man and woman, egehdt idea of belonging to

include descent from Abraham, which was previously artigenarker of Jews only.

As many of you as were baptized into Christ have ctbtywurselves with Christ.

There is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longeesr free, there is no longer
male and female; for all of you are one in Christ gesund if you belong to Christ,

then you are Abraham's offspririgirs according to the promis&4|. 3.27-295

A similar new identity conferred by baptism is arguechiltetter to the Colossiarand,

in this case, the validity of a variety of previouggioup identities is negated.

Seeing that you have stripped off the old self with its timas and have clothed
yourselves with the new self, which is being renewedhmvwkedge according to the
image of its creator. In that renewhére is no longer Greek and Jew, circumcised
and uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave and frgeChbrist is all and in all!
(Col. 3.9-11)

In 1 Corinthians it is the gift of the Spirit, which accompanies baptisvhich is the
common identity of all members. This Spirit unitestdd members into one body so that

all together form the one body of Christ.

For just as the body is one and has many members, at@ atlembers of the body,
though many, are one body, so it is with Christ. Fothe one Spirit we were all

211 Paul devotes a considerable portion of the Lester to the Galatians to arguing that this descent from Abraham is
applicable to all believers in Christ Jesus (Gal. 4.22-31).
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baptized into one body — Jews or Greeks, slaves orfiemad we were all made to
drink of one Spirit. Indeed, the body does not consisinef member but of manyl (
Cor. 12.11-14)

Thus Paul seems to use the ploy of creating a superadjnatip to give a new identity
to his Gentile converts and to unite them to, and reducdictonith, the existing group
of Jewish believers. In addition, as was observed preyio®slul contrasts this new
superordinate group favourably with out-groups such as noevbedi Gentiles (as id
Thess4.3-5;Gal. 5.19-23;1 Cor.6.9-11;Rom 1.28-31).

Romans

Esler has done substantial work to reveal this approacthe Pauline literature,
particularlyRomansHe has identified Paul's strategies to create sup@atadidentities
which could reduce inter-group, or subgroup, bias that was apgmtsveen some Jews
and Greeks in Rome. In hi€onflict and Identity in RomansEsler perceptively
highlights the variety of tactics Paul uses to unitehbh#ewish and Gentile believers
within a single identity. Only a brief summary of sonfd¢l@ salient points can be given
here but, hopefully, this will illustrate how appropeidhe use of recategorization was to
the early communities of believers. In the openingtdg of the letter, Paul attempts to
remove any feelings of superiority of Jewish believetsr d&sentile believers because of
their observance of the Mosaic Law by recategoriziotp lisentiles and Jews under the
all-encompassing identity of sinne@dm. 3.9)?*? Following the same tack, Paul then
seeks to redefine righteousness not as a prerogative d¢ws but as the benefit of those
who believe in and belong to Christ JesB®orfi. 3.21-24Y"* As in theLetter to the
Galatians, Paul, inRomans redefines the ancestry from Abraham such that it ribkgpe
not on the flesh but on the promigga|. 4.22-26). Thus it is those who believe in the
promise who are heirs of Abraham. Abraham becomeprtitetype of all believers, not
exclusively of Jews, for his righteousness preceded tugmtision Rom.4.10)?* Yet
Paul does not wish to undermine totally the cultural emtf the Jewish believers.

212 Esler, 2003, pp 142-154. “What then? Are we any better off?! No, not at all; for we have already charged that
all, both Jews and Greeks, are under the power of sin’ (Roz. 3.9).

2B3Esler, 2003, pp 155-170. ‘But now, apart from law, the righteousness of God has been disclosed, and is attested
by the Law and the prophets, the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all who believe. For
there is no distinction, since all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God; they are now justified by his
grace as a gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus (Roz. 3.21-24).

214 Esler, 2003, pp 171-194.
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Descent from Abraham and righteousness are stillitgentirkers of Jews but the move
which Paul makes is to claim that they are identitgrkars which the new Gentile
believers now share through their faith. Paul reafithe importance of Israel; it is the
olive tree of Israel to which the wild olive of the Géag is grafted Rom.11.17). Thus
the ethnicity of the Jews is still relevant but onlyaasubgroup of the more important
common identity of believers in Christ JedtisPaul then puts forward the positive
aspects of common group identity. He specifies the narnie superordinate group
(Rom.12.6-21; 15.5-3}° which apply equally to Jewish and Gentile believers. Tfurs
Esler, theLetter to the Romans

represents an elaborate and profound attempt to re-ptésekentity of the Christ-
movement in a manner dominated by the recognition of ethfferences. It is a
communication in which the theological truth of the me®s of the God who
righteouses all without distinction constitutes thendation for the common identity
advocated by Padt’

2.6.2.3 Dual Identity

As Esler recognized in his analysis, forming a superordinatgpgrowhich Jews lost
their own identity was likely to cause problefi$Modern social psychologists have
recognized this pitfall associated with recategorizatifnolonged co-operation between
(sub)groups can result in a blurring of boundaries and Ibgkentity within subgroups.
Although this seems desirable as a way of reducing intempgconflict/bias, over time
the members of the subgroup tend to resent their ladewmtity and take steps to reassert
it leading to increased confliét? Forcing individuals to focus only on the new
superordinate identity threatens subgroup identity and supgmembers can become
aggressive in attempting to restore the original group bousdati€he threat is greater
if the loss of group identity is also apparently assediavith loss of status; then the

perceived threat can result in enhanced subgroup solidadtya strengthening of group

215 Esler, 2003, pp 298-305.
216 Esler, 2003, pp 308-338.
217 Esler, 2003, p 365.
218 Fisler, 2003, p 364.

219 Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, pp 460-461; Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, pp 428-429; Hewstone ¢ al, 2002, p 591;
Hornsey and Hogg, 2002, pp 204-205.

220 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000b, p 254.
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boundaries, which ‘produces a more focused and polarized upgpoototype that
renders the subgroup more orthodox with a more hieraicleadership and power
structure’®* Brewer postulates an ‘optimal distinctiveness thedy’'which there are
two opposing motives involved in group membership — the needhdrsion and the
need for differentiatioi”> Members seek to belong to groups in which the boundaries
between the in-group and similar out-groups are cleadyvdf*® This supplies the
required need for inclusion but not necessarily the needdifinctiveness for, if
superordinate groups are too inclusive, or too large, thetpfarovide for the member’s

need for distinctiveness.

To overcome these difficulties of lost identity, anm® complex model has
been proposed in which the superordinate group is introduceé wiaintaining the
original in-group and out-group categorizatidhA number of studies have shown that
this dual identity produces less inter-group conflict than doesnbership of a

superordinate group aloA&.

Yet there are a number of difficulties associatechvdtial identity and a
delicate balance has to be maintained. The perceptipovedr and influence is a highly
sensitive area. If a previous out-group exerts excessivemnte within the superordinate
group, it may be perceived by former in-group members asgakier the superordinate
group and assimilating them into a previously perceivedgoutp®?® Similarly the
leadership of the superordinate groups and the individual subgro@bsoi a sensitive
area. Unbalanced representation of leadership from amgrauyb may be perceived as
influencing decision-making in favour of one particulabgnoup and thus being unfair.
Under-represented subgroup members can feel threatened, snd thrn, encourages
identification with the subgroup rather than the superoteigeoup so increasing inter-
group bias and prejudi®’ In contrast, the leadership of the subgroups need® to b
prototypical of that group so that, if the superordinate grio@mtity comes to be

perceived as threatening, the subgroup leadership can ‘atanspbgroup identity

221 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, p 145; Hewstone ¢ al, 19806, p 24.
222 Brewer, 2001.

225 Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, p 460.

224 Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000, pp 155-183.

225 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000b, pp 242-255; 2000a, pp 143-157.
226 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 149-150.

227 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 150-151.
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vigorously’??® Where subgroups of the superordinate group are of unequas stier
problems can occur. The majority and minority subgroups rhave different
preferences for the organization of the group. Dominanbnityajgroups will tend to
favour total assimilation of the minority group into theperordinate group, whereas the
minority subgroups will prefer a more pluralistic integya with greater retention of the
characteristics of each subgrodpThus the minority subgroup will generally be more
content with a dual identity than will be the dominaniariy group*°

The Examples of the Hellenists

Before the Jerusalem Conference, there is an epigtated inActswhich suggests that
the early church was prepared to adopt a dual identity nod@elmmunity membership.
In chapter 6 ofActs Luke relates the story of the dispute between the Mesbend
Hellenists Acts6.1-6). In general, Luke attempts to portray harmoniowioaships in
the early church communities. For this reason it woplgear that the Hebrew/Hellenist
dispute is not his own invention but is derived from a hisabrtradition?** Further
evidence of a pre-Lukan tradition comes from the detdigtdof names of the seven
(Acts6.5), many of whom are not mentioned in the subsequentina/7¥ and that this
is the only time that Luke mentions ‘the twelé& Luke portrays the dispute as being
over the neglect of the Hellenist widowsc{s6.1).

However, most commentators agree that the conflag probably related to
the deeper issue of the different language and cultufeedfvo group$* Thus it seems

that two culturally distinct groups existed within the Jelersa community of

228 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, p 151.
229 Hornsey and Hogg, 2002, pp 203-218.
230 Hewstone ef al., 2002, p 592.

231 Hengel, 1979, p 71; Ludemann (1989a, pp 77-78) argues that the dispute may not have been over the welfare
of widows but that Luke had historical information concerning a dispute ‘between the two parties in Jerusalem
in the eatly period of the primitive community.” (p 78); Conzelmann (1987, p 44) similarly argues that the
dispute over the widows has been ‘artificially reconstructed’ by Luke to cover over some more setious dispute
within the early community.

232 Liademann, 1989a, pp 78-79 who also argues that there was a dispute between the two groups but not
necessarily over the widows.

235 Haenchen, 1971, p 262.

234 Dunn, 1996, pp 80-85; Barrett, 2004, 1, pp 308-309; Haenchen, 1971, pp 265-269 (who also argued that there
wete theological differences); Slee, 2003, pp 14-16 (who argues that the dispute concerned table fellowship
between Torah-observant Jewish believers and less observant Hellenists); Liidemann, 1989a, pp 36-38;
Wedderburn; 2004, pp 44-47 (who argues that the widows were passed over because the Hellenists attended
separate community gatherings at which charity distribution did not occur; Dunn (1996, pp 83-84) and Sim
(1998, p 66) also conjecture that the Hebrews and Hellenists met in separate house churches).
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believers’*® The situation was resolved by calling on ‘the twehss, it would appear
that the Hellenists were, in some way, accountablbdadeaders of the Hebrew faction.
The Hellenists’ situation conforms to the feelings lmfeatened identity described by
Hornsey and Hogg in subgroups which lack representation derglap and decision-
making?®® Such feelings reinforce the subgroup identity and lead otuflict with
opposing subgroups. The decision of ‘the twelve’ wagreside over an election and
appoint ‘the seven’ to perform the necessary serices.3). The seven men appointed
all appear to have Greek names and can be presumed toiasl deom the Hellenist
group?®’ It seems reasonable to assume, therefore, thattiblve’ acceded to the
protests of the Hellenists by giving them their own leslipr Some commentators
speculate that ‘the seven’ were already leaders ofidienists>*® If this were the case,

then ‘the twelve’ were recognizing their leadership ddflg.?3°

Seland performs an interesting sociological analysis tfie
Hebrews/Hellenists dispute. In these terms, the condlia matter of honour and shame
and, given the embeddedness of the individual in his/heupgrthe insult would be
perceived as against the whole group. The apostles dedit the conflict by
‘conservative changé”’ They addressed the cause of the discontent by giving the
Hellenists their own leadersHip' In this way they seem to have placated the Hellenists
without incurring any dissatisfaction from the Hebrewtimgent?*? The strategy of the
leadership of the early church, therefore, when facéd eainflict, seems to have been to
encourage the maintenance of dual identity, preserving subgdentity alongside the

new identity of belief in Christ Jesus — conservativengfe.

235 Dunn puts the situation succinctly: ‘the suggestion of a church already marked by two distinct groups is strong’
(1996, p 84).

236 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 150-151.

237 Seland, 1998, p 181; Wedderburn, 2004, p 46; Lidemann, 1989a, pp 77-78; Dunn, 1996, pp 83-84; Barrett,
2004, 1, p 314.

238 Dunn speculates that ‘the seven’ wete leaders of Hellenist house churches (1996, pp 83-84); Wedderburn,
2004, p 46; Klauck, 2000, p 13; Hill, 1991, p 26.

239 Hill, 1991, p 26 ‘Luke’s description in 6.3 does not debase them [the seven] but presupposes their recognition
and authority’.

240 Seland, 1998, p 183.

241 It is apparent from the subsequent narratives of Stephen (A 6.8-8.3) and Philip (Aes 8.5-40) that they were
not simply to ‘wait on table’ (Aezs 6.2) but were evangelists comparable to the apostles.

242 Sederberg, 1989, p 88: ‘Conservative change, however, presumes the regime controls sufficient resources to (1)
distribute to the dissatisfied, while maintaining the support of most of the establishment and (2) control those
who remain or become disgruntled.’
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Some commentators dispute the historicity of the whdddrew/Hellenist
saga?*® While some of the details, such as the list of nameske this unlikely, it is
possible that Luke exaggerates the ease with which the disprgsolved. Yet even if
the reconciliation is exaggerated, there still seemshdve co-existed two distinct
subgroups within the Jerusalem church, both adhering to faitGhrist Jesus but
differing in their language, culture and leadership. Someutks arose, possibly
reflecting frustration with the status of the Hellesisand the reconciliation seems to

have involved accepting the Hellenists’ position and recagniheir separate identity.

Jews in a Diaspora World

There is considerable evidence that Jews living in a GfReman environment took steps
to preserve their Jewish identity. Three broad categdeése the Jews in the Diaspora,
which Barclay has classed low, medium and high assiamildt* Of particular interest are
those who fall into the ‘moderate’ category and who sekerno favour a ploy of
maintaining a dual identi§*> Many seemed to do this by attempting limited assimilation
into the Hellenistic culture but preserving the distirecboundary markers which set them
apart as Diaspora Je#8.As Philo reports Roman citizens, who were also Jewiere
entitled to collect the monthly dole of corn-handoway late when the distribution was
timed for the SabbatOh the Embassy to Gaid$8), ‘documenting their dual identity as
Jews and Roman$'’ The right of the Jews to observe the Sabbath waset®gnised in
their exemption from military serviceléwish Antiquitiesl4.226)**® The collection of
Temple tax was another concession gained by the JemsRioman authorities? Whilst

the general population was expected to pay tribute to theaRg@ods, Jews were exempt

243 Watson, 1986, pp 26-28, although in the revised edition he says ‘it may be that Luke here conceals a significant
theological disagreement’ (2007, p 60).

244 Barclay, 1996a, pp 103-123, 320-334. Also Zetterholm (2003, p 60) uses much the same classes (traditionalistic,
innovative, secular tendencies).

245 Many of the examples, which Barclay (1996a) gives under his ‘Medium Assimilation’, seem to illustrate the dual
identity model.

246 Tellbe (2001, p 41) argues ‘the Jews reacted when their status was threatened or when crucial identity markers
wete violated. It seems thus not to have been the right of citizenship per se that was the most vital matter for
Jews, but gaining and retaining the rights and privileges that enabled them to live according to Jewish Law and
traditions in Graeco-Roman society.’

247 Barclay, 19906a, p 293.
248 Tellbe, 2001, p 44.
24 Tellbe, 2001, pp 44-45.
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from such sacrificé®® However, they were allowed to collect and transpiwir offerings
to the Jerusalem Temple in accordance with their LathoAgh there was opposition to
the Temple tax, the right of the Jews to send th@lection to Jerusalem was generally
upheld®* Whilst, from the Roman point of view, these concessiprobably represented
sound political alliances and strategies for maintainirecel co-existence? it is of
interest that the concessions extracted by the dexs those which most defined their

Jewish identity in the Diaspofa’

One specific incident illustrates well the Jewish ¢ffdo assimilate into the
wider society at the same time as upholding their Jewdsntity. Josephus reports an
interesting event concerning the use of oil at Antioah.edplains how the Jews, being
reluctant to use oil prepared by foreigners (becauskeopossibility of its having been

offered to idols),

receive[d] a fixed sum of money from the gymnasiarchgay for their own kind of
oil. (Jewish Antiquitied2.120)

Barclay argues that the oil was probably associated tnaihing in the gymnasium as
this was the only institution in which oil was supplied freeltents?* If so, this implies
that some Antiochene Jews were attempting to asgenihto Hellenistic culture by
attending gymnasia (possibly on the way to citizenship)dithe same time, maintained
their Jewish identity by insisting on the externals ofahoobservance — monotheism
being a principal identifier of Judaism. As Barclay clairttf®e oil privilege was a
‘particularly galling symbol of the ‘separateness’ o thews’, even at the time when

their attendance at gymnasia indicates their attempsémtitgion into Greek cultur&?>

Harland presents evidence that it was not just individeak who assimilated
with their Diaspora environment; he claims that thereev&dence that synagogue

250 Thus Josephus (Jewish Antiguities 12.126) records how those Jews claiming citizenship were not obliged to
worship the gods which other citizens worshipped; similatly Against Apion 2.65.

251 As in Miletus (Jewish Antiquities 14.244-6) where the Jews’ rights to observe the Sabbath, perform their sacred
rites and offer the first fruits were maintained; so also at Ephesus (Jewish Antiquities 16. 167-168) where the
‘sacred money’ is to be protected from theft and the Jews ate to be allowed to follow their laws and customs
and offer their first-fruits taking them to Jerusalem (Jewish Antiquities 16. 172-173).

252 Barclay, 1996a, pp 291-295; Tellbe, 2001, pp 62-63.

253 Tellbe (2001, p 41) argues that the concessions granted to Jews by Roman authorities were those specifically
requested by Jews and Harland (2003, pp 220-223) also argues this.

254 Barclay, 1996a, pp 256-257 n 63.
255 Barclay, 19906a, p 256.
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communities did likewisé® In his study of the associations of Roman Asia aroued th
time of the first centuries CE, Harland demonstratedl ittecriptions, monuments and
dedications were common; he asserts that these wenesrbgawhich a given group
could

stake a claim ... within the civic context, making a sta&einregarding its place

within the networks and hierarchies of polis, empire arshms?>’

The same appears to be true of the Jewish synagogues Dfasgora. As evidence
Harland cites the decree which the Jews of Asia affearehonour of Augustusiéwish
Antiquities16.165) the wording of which was to be placed on a monur@e@ or more
synagogues had, apparently, followed the custom of assosiand passed an honorary
decree for the emperor, making sure that they forwarded wfcthe decree to Augustus
himself?*® Harland argues that this public declaration of an hogatacree could be
interpreted by those viewing it as a sign that synagoguesyell as associations,
participated in the customary civic and imperial prasidNor was the practice limited to
the emperor; there was a second honoree in the erigpdearee — Marcius Censorinus,
an imperial official of senatorial rank. No doubt thisspiwe contact with an important
official would yield favours and benefactions in the fuftifeln Cyrenaica (N. Africa)
three inscriptions have been found, one of which appeais aononument erected by a
Jewish ‘corporate body’ to Marcus Tittius, a Roman prowinefficial.”*° The language
used towards the official is honorific but it also dentcates the community’s concern
for the wider civic populatiof®® Thus it appears that the Jewish synagogues were very

similar to Graeco-Roman associations in workingcfeic recognition and benefaction.
2.6.2.4 Cross-Cutting Categorization

People do not just belong within superordinate groups. Maftiduals belong to a
variety of groups which can overlap to varying degreesobiat all. It is this aspect that
can sometimes be utilized to reduce inter-group bias. Reduatibias appears to occur

236 Harland, 2003, pp 219-228.
257 Harland, 2003, p 219.

258 Harland, 2003, pp 219-220.
259 Harland, 2003, p 224.

260 Dated 24-25 CE.

261 Harland, 203, pp 224-227.
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because it makes social categorization more multifdce®dme out-groups may contain
members who are fellow in-group members in a differeougrstructure. This can
decrease the importance of any one group; it enables in-gneaypbers to see that out-
group members are not a single category so that othersadéegorized in multi-
dimensional term&? In practice, cross-cutting categorization seems tokweell in
situations where a majority subgroup (perceived as ouwtpyrgains a powerful influence
over a superordinate group, threatening the identity of ¢éke influential in-group.
Where the threatened in-group can also identify withrerotseparate group to which
the dominant out-group does not belong, they experiencahess to their identity as

their identity is not solely dependent on membership@superordinate grodp’

However, there is a danger in cross-cutting categasizati membership of
one group is more important or meaningful either sgcmtl functionally, it can more
than outweigh the benefits of crosscutting categorimafithe more important grouping
becomes dominant for identity, especially where groupistf@éeatened, and bias can
increase rather than decrease.

Jews in the Diaspora

As recorded above (see p 91) the strategy of dual tgefoti Jews in the Diaspora
appears to have functioned well as long as the Jeva#hoh the identity remained
unthreatened. But the Jewish identity was threatenedaasionis. The special privileges
which the Jews enjoyed from the Roman authorities Wer@ccasion of resentment and
irritation for their Gentile neighbouf8? Thus Josephus relates a number of incidents
where the Jewish privileges were violated. In Sardie, Greeks disputed the right of
Jews to have their own meeting place and settle themr affairs Jewish Antiquities
14.235). Opposition to the Jewish Temple tax, associatédamitimplication that more
money ought to be donated to the civic funds, caused @odalitproblems Jewish
Antiquities 16.45). Finally the refusal of the Jews to participatéhen traditional cults
resulted in tensions between Jews and their neighboursieligious and political
interests were so intertwined that any refusal toshipr the local gods had serious

262 Hewstone ez al.,, 2002, p 592; Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 150-151; Brewer and Gaertner, 2001, pp 463-464.
263 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, p 151.
264 So Tellbe, 2001, pp 39-43.
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implications for the local civic sociey> When their rights were threatened the Jews
reacted strongly and protested to the Roman authofdes@sh Antiquitied6.31-40). As
Tellbe points out, it seems that it is not their cinghts over which the Jews were most
concerned but their ability to live according to thewdaand traditions; ‘these privileges
were theconditio sine qua norfor Jewish life in the Diaspora®® Where their rights
were violated the Jews insisted on the reinstatemehedgdrivileges. When dual identity
proved impossible, the Jews of the Diaspora took refugdndim tiniversal Judaism,
suffering persecution rather than abandon their JewisAtfelgader adverse conditions
the dual identity broke down and, when choice had to beemtt identity of
importance was Judaism. When threatened within the swjiemte identity of the
Graeco-Roman culture, Diaspora Jews fell back on th@inal Jewish identity which

was not shared by other superordinate group members.

Jews and Jewish Sympathizers in Jerusalem

A possible example of cross-cutting categorization énahcient Mediterranean world is
the position of ‘sympathizers’ to Judaism. In the Diaspsympathizers’ appear to have
been accepted and welcomed as adherents to Diaspora Jtmlaiarious degre€$® In
some way they could consider themselves as membettse ofuperordinate group of
‘Diaspora Judaism’. However, when these ‘sympathizensinpyed to Jerusalem on
pilgrimage to offer sacrifice in the Temple, theyihal that they were excluded from the
grouping of ‘Torah-observant Judaism’. Their exclusion wasaeent physically by the
prohibition on their entering the Temple beyond the Caidirthe Gentiles Jewish
Antiquities3.318-319). In Jerusalem, if not in the Diaspora, the Jemesttity was too
important to include Gentiles within the inner courts of fhemple no matter how
sympathetic to Judaism they were. The exclusion of &srftom the Temple reinforced
Jewish identity. Whereas the ‘sympathizers’ may, in smang be part of Judaism, their

adherence to Judaism did not overlap with the Judaisne afittumcised Jew.

265 Josephus illustrates this connection between religious observance and civic responsibility in Alexandria as he
quotes Apion, If the Jews (says he) be citizens of Alexandria, why do they not worship the same gods with the
Alexandrians?’ (Against Apion 2.65).

266 Tellbe, 2001, p 41.
267 Philo (Against Flaccus 62-96) reports the outrages suffered by the Jews at Alexandtia.
268 The evidence for this is given in Chapter 3 on the Gentiles at Antioch.
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2.6.3 Summary of Inter-Group Relationships

Hornsey and Hogg have developed a diagrammatic represaraétive various possible
inter-relationships among groups, or of subgroups withinpererdinate group which
might prove helpful in analysing the situation at teridalem Conferencé®

Figure 2.3 Diagrammatic representation of inter-ratatigps among groups.

XXX XXXXX> X X X
XXX XXX X XX X X X
X
XX XX XXX X X X
X X X X X X X
X X XXX X XXXXX
X XXXX XX XX XX X

Model A represents Model B represents Model C represents the
the superordinate group the superordinate group cross-cutting boundaries
in which members (x) in which some members group in which some
forsake any previous undertake a dual identity members derive their identity
group identity and derived not only from not only from the
derive their identity the superordinate group superordinate group (x) but
solely from the (x) but also from their also from another group (B)
superordinate group. original subgroup to which they belong and to
identity (A and B). which other members of the

superordinate group do not

belong, while others belong

to the cross-cutting group (B)

but not to the superordinate
group.

269 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, p 150.
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2.6.4 Superordinate Groups and Schism

In the discussions of the use of superordinate identtines dual identities, note was
made of the problems which can result when the deliatnbe of identity in super- or
subgroup is disturbed (see p 91). Similar situations cae ai®en previous subgroup
identities become more salient/dominant. These dandeos cecur in cross-cutting
categorization. If membership of one group becomes mup®riant or meaningful
either socially or functionally, it can more than oeigh the benefits of membership of a
superordinate group in a superordinate, dual identity or crosgcaituation. The more
important grouping becomes dominant for identity, espgcialhere groups feel
threatened, and bias within the superordinate group can secrather than decrease. In
extreme cases members may revert totally to theirnnadigdentity and forsake the

identity of the superordinate group completely, effecyiveausing schism.

Sani and Reicher, analyzing the dispute over women pmresite Church of
England and the schism within the Italian Communist yPdmave concluded that
disputes which involve a ‘change of essence’ of the gronbeaviewed as threatening
not only the identity of the group but also its existefielf such changes are
implemented, the group is deemed no longer to exist by sdnts members. Such
situations then tend to result in schism as the disgemiembers can no longer accept

the new identity of the group.

The trigger that may eventually lead some membersincajgchism is the perception
that the change implies a radical subversion of thegientity, a denial of its ‘true’,
deep essence. A strong and acute sense of identity sobvesi generate negative
emotions, perceptions of group disunity, and a decreased sdnkeyalty and
identification with the group’*

When dissenting members perceive that advancing theirtmiojeds unlikely to bring

about a return to the group’s original identity, thegvke rather than belong to the group
which has changed in its essential characteristfcBheir existence in the superordinate
group relied on cohesion around an ideological contedtcamtinues so long as that

270 Sani and Reicher, 1998 and 2000; Sani, 2008.
271 Sani 2008, p 727.
272 Sani and Reicher, 2000.
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ideological context is maintained. But, when some mesnbee this ideology as being
denied or contravened, schism becomes a realistic pagsibihe situation is
exacerbated when the dissident members feel thatdbjeictions are not being heard —

when they feel voiceless.

The schismatic option, however, will be more or lgssly undertaken depending on
how much voice those who are dissatisfied perceiveat@ within the group. Fear of
isolation and discrimination will increase the likeldd of joining a schism. On the
contrary, a sense of being respected and valued wi#taserthe chances of deciding to

stay in the group’®

Feelings of dejection,
agitation and — in
some cases — anger

: ) Intention to join schism
Perceived subversion Intensified by perceptions
of group identity of low ability to voice

dissen

/

Reduced group
Groupseenas| ___ , | identification and
divided and not group-related pride
cohesive

Figure 2.4 (taken from Sani, 2008) A pictorial illustratafithe social psychological
model of the schismatic process.

When schism does become a realistic possibility, tgtlines’ along which the group
will break tend to be the subgroup divisions which exishenguperordinate grodp® In
this way, ‘schism and superordinate identities are twiessiof the same theoretical

273 Sani, 2008, p 727.
274 Hart and van Vugt, 2006.
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coin’.?” This tendency towards schism is more prevalent in groupstiaged on
ideological principles than those groups established @masis of task performance or
interpersonal relationshipgs®

It may be pertinent to mention, at this point, somdaday social
psychologists working in modern Isr&él. Although modern, there do seem to be
parallels with the situation in the Jerusalem churchenfitst century. In their first study,
Bizman and Yinon examined the ability of secular andyi@lis Israeli Jews to handle
conflict over the right of the religious sector tdluence law-making in the State of
Israel. Conflict arises because the religious sectaintain that ‘the state should be
conducted according to laws dictated by the Jewish religiw@reas the secular sector
oppose such moves and claim that ‘the state should idedyby the needs of modern
society’?’® The findings of the study showed that, when the idenfitthe secular and
religious sectors were defined mainly by the superordinksetity of being Israeli, dual
identity was not as effective as would be predicted leytiodel in aiding problem-
solving between the two groups. Bizman and Yinon proposengber of reasons for
their findings.

1. ‘The demands of the religious Jews are based on their that secular people
are still defined as Jews; therefore, the religioussJgwuld feel responsible for
the behavior of their nonobservant brethren. This seriseesponsibility is
manifested in religious Jews’ attempts to introduce vaneligious laws into the
Israeli legal systent’® The secular sector do not attempt to impose theirafay
life on the religious sector and resent the attemptthe religious sector to
impose their religious code of behaviour on them. Theggdee an asymmetry in
the relationship which is unacceptable.

2. The problems presented reflected conflicts ‘directhatesl to typical religious

laws. It might be that the religious participants’ passes to the conflict

275 Sani and Todman, 2002, p 1653.

276 Sani and Todman, 2002, p 1654.

277 Bizman and Yinon, 2000, pp 589-596; Bizman and Yinon, 2004, pp 115-126.
278 Bizman and Yinon, 2000, p 591.

279 Bizman and Yinon, 2000, pp 594-595.
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strategies were dictated primarily by what they thoughietdhe religious ruling

rather than by their personal inclinatioA%’

3. Bizman and Yinon suggest that, although the secular semtoepts the
superordinate identity, they do not accept the interdeperdas it exists. From
past experience, ‘the perceived infeasibility of the mwbolving strategy under
these circumstances is rooted in the perception that thieological basis
underlying the religious people’s behaviour prevents themm froaking any

compromise 23!

These studies clearly illustrate the difficulties @admpromise when strong religious
beliefs and legalities are involved. The problem of redutitey-group bias is bound up
not only with the normal subgroup relations but alsdstirongly held religious beliefs
which have been held for a life time and handed on geserations. Identity and
salvation are at stake. Although the studies were pertbnwith present day Israeli
people, they seem pertinent to the current thesis amilmate to the understanding of
the difficulties facing the early church in its attempasform a united community of
Gentiles and Law-observant Jewish believers. Theoresbility for their secular

brethren felt by the religious Jews seems very sirtoldhat of the Jewish believers who

came down from Judea and were teaching the brothers,s&Jyai are circumcised
according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be savedt$15.1)

The ‘Weak’ and the ‘Strong’ in Rome

Paul describes a potential conflict in Rome which setmiave been caused by the
subgroup identity being stronger than that of the superordynatgp Rom14), assuming
that both ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ refer to members of tlaelye church?®? The ‘weak’ are
adhering to food restrictions, eating only vegetables, wthée ‘strong’ eat anything
(Rom14.2); the ‘weak’ keep some days as special while tinerig’ treat all days alike

280 Bizman and Yinon, 2000, p 595.
281 Bizman and Yinon, 2004, p 125; also Amir and Ben-Ari, 1989, pp 243-257.

282 Watson (2007, pp 175-177), Barclay (1996b, pp 288-292) and Esler (2003, pp 339-344) take this section to
apply to a real situation in the Roman church. Nanos (1996, pp 85-165)) believes that the situation describes
contlict between believers in Christ and Jewish non-believers and Elliott (1999) argues for a difference based on
ascetic practices.
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(14.5-6)?® These appear to be subgroups of a large group containingwizstk’ and
‘strong’, for the eating of only vegetables suggests commteals where some
prohibited food is also served probably by the ‘stréfiThe ‘weak’ are clinging to
their (subgroup) Jewish identity, as embodied in th&iske food laws and Sabbath
observance, which the ‘strong’ see as denying and opposingdéntity as followers of
Christ (superordinate group) with its beliefs that thesblo Law is not binding®®> The
result is that the ‘strong’ are judging the ‘weak’ ah@re are quarrels and disputes
between the subgroupRd@m.14.1) which Esler claims seems ‘more like schism than
consensus?®® Paul employs the interesting tactic of stressingmotharacteristics of the
superordinate group of ‘righteousness and peace and joyhwahé&cmore important than
food and drink Rom.14.17). He can then turn the tables on the ‘strong’ by suggest
that the ‘strong’ themselves are not adhering to #tees of the superordinate group. He
stresses the importancefomn, the predominant trait of the believing community, and
calls upon the ‘strong’ to exercise this trait so as ndizton the ‘weak®’ Nonetheless,
Paul does undermine the observance of the Torah lfowfers of Chris£®® The ‘strong’
must allow it to continue if the ‘weak’ need it foreithidentity as Jews, or for the more
practical purpose of maintaining their social and cultpraitions in the synagogd®,
but, from the point of view of the early church commusit{the superordinate group), it

was ‘indifferent’ and ‘not positively harmfuf®®

The Jewish Christians of ‘Inadequate Faith’

Brown, in his analysis of the Johannine community, idiestia number of groups
associated with the early Johannine church which had fspiit its community over

theological/ideological issues. Firstly, he identifi@gswish Christians of ‘inadequate
faith’.?®* The faith of this group, referred to im. 6.58-66, could not incorporate the

283 As Barclay (1996b, p 291) and Esler (2003, pp 342-344) comment, there is no need to identify the ‘weak’ with
Jews and the ‘strong’ with Gentiles although Esler does think that the ‘strong’ are predominantly Gentile
believers and the ‘weak’ Jewish believers.

284 Hsler, 2003, pp 348-351. This is also reminiscent of Daniel who ate only vegetables and drank water when rich
food and wine were offered by Nebuchadnezzar (Daniel 1.8-12).

285 Esler, 2003, p 343.

286 Esler, 2003, p 349.

287 Esler, 2003, p 351.

288 Barclay, 1996b.

289 Barclay, 1996b, pp 298, 303-308.
290 Esler, 2003, p 352.

21 Brown, 1979, p 73.
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Johannine understanding of the Eucharist as the body andl di@zhrist. Brown argues
that these unbelievers were Jewish Christians (theye weing addressed in the
synagogue and they were named as disciples). This discyepbideologies resulted in
these Jews leaving the commurfity.

A second reference to ‘the Jews who had believed in daturs inJn. 8.31.
Here the issues seem to be the freedom of Jews ainddé@scent from Abraham — both
issues hitting directly at Jewish identf§. The implication is that, as descendents of
Abraham, they are still slaves, for Jesus is promidhegn freedom through trutldr.
8.32-33). The dispute increases with Jesus’ pejorativendlzat their father is the devil

(In.8.44) and culminates in Jesus’ claim to be greater thaah&im.
Very truly, | tell you, before Abraham was, | ardn(8.58)

This high Christological doctrine of the divine pre-exiseerof Christ conflicts with
Jewish dogmatic monotheism. Again the dispute over tkeges seems to have resulted

in some Jews leaving the Johannine commuftty.

The Qumran Community

The Qumran community is an example of separation wiflnidaism on ideological
grounds, particularly the purity of the Temple and itesthood. The settlement at
Qumran appears to have existed from the second centiEyt8 the first century CE.
They were probably associated with the Essenes aradadahemselves in the desert in
anticipation of the eschaton. Their isolation wasesponse to their belief that many
aspects of Judaism had suffered impurities especiallyeifotim of an invalid priesthood
during the Hasmonean dynasty. Purity appears to have bzeanial issue, for purifying
baths were an important part of their rit6&lThe antagonism to the Jerusalem Temple
and its priesthood are illustrated by the conflict betwdee community’s Teacher of
Righteousness and the Wicked Priest. Although the comynu@is not schismatic in

292 Brown, 1979, p 74.

293 The chatge of slavery evokes the whole Exodus history of the Jews as God freed his chosen people from
slavery and descent from Abraham is a crucial identity marker of Jews, being associated with the origins of
circumcision.

2% Brown, 1979, pp 76-78. Brown (1979, pp 103-109) also notes that there is also a reference to schism in the
Johannine community in 1 Jz. ‘They went out from us, but they did not belong to us; for if they had belonged
to us, they would have remained with us. But by going out they made it plain that none of them belongs to us’

(1 Jn. 2.19).
295 For example, Jewish War2.137-139.
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relation to Judaism, they separated themselves fronacoand they saw themselves as
the true Temple with the true priesthood awaiting thealypse when their fortunes will
be reversed and their isolationist stance justifé@lf/1 4.10-12). INLQS 5.1-2, the
community is described as those who

shall separate from the congregation of the men of fjecebrder to become a
community, with Law and property, under the authority led sons of Zadok, the
priests who keep the covenant.

The ‘men of deceit’ are those who do not adhere tortv@h/covenant in the way that

the community sees as appropriate for

one must not quarrel with the men of the pit in ordet tha counsel of the Torah
may be concealed in the midst of the men of decERSQ.16-19)

2.4 Summary and Conclusions

In this chapter | have outlined some of the theoaied processes occurring in small
groups. | have also attempted to provide examples of ghresesses from the available
sources of the ancient Mediterranean world to validseuse of these processes against
the criticism of anachronism. | began by defining alsgraup in the context of social
psychology and identified some small groups known to be opematihg ancient Graeco-
Roman world — the household, associations, synagogues argbphilal societies as well
as the early church communities. Secondly, | outlinedptioeesses identified as being
involved in the passage of an individual through such a gtbape include investigation,
entry, maintenance in the group and, where approprigiagethe group. Some of these
processes can be discerned in the activities of theialssns and synagogue communities,
as well as in the early church communities. During tle@ntanance stage there is the

possibility that group members take on positions ofauthand power within the group.

With the context of the Gentile believers operatinghiww a community
consisting of predominantly Jewish believers in mihdjext looked at the influence
minorities can have on small group development. Thitidtes the evolution of leaders
from the minority subgroups. Leadership in small groups baa bxtensively studied and
| outlined the factors involved in choosing leaders frgthin a group. These include the
cultural status of the proposed leader in the contekt dbthe small group and the wider
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community, the extent to which the proposed leader ggpithe norms and beliefs of the
group and the gifts and expertise that the proposed leadegs lia the group. All these
factors can be identified in the leaders of early chuw@mmunities, associations and

synagogues.

Finally, | looked at what social psychologists haveayp about separate groups
coming together to form single groups, the strategies waiehused to facilitate this
process and what can go wrong. The strategy which app@abedoperating in the early
church communities was what is known as dual identity. JEmash and Gentile believers
were each allowed to retain their original identities Wwithin the overall identity of the
superordinate grouping of the early church. However, maintathiial identity requires a
delicate balance of power among the subgroups and, thdlasce is disrupted there is the

ongoing danger of schism.

In subsequent chapters | shall utilize these processésols to elucidate the
events of the Jerusalem Conference and Antioch disputstly, however, it seems
appropriate to trace the background and history of the I&emtho became believers in
the Antioch church. This | do in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

The Gentile Believers at Antioch

3.1 Introduction

Luke, inActs of the Apostleslescribes the spread of the faith of the early chuaim f
mainstream JewdA€ts 2.5) to Hellenistic JewsACts 6.1-7) and Samaritan&¢ts 8.5),
thence to Gentiles associated with synagogées$s(8.27-39; 10) and finally to all
Gentiles Acts 13.46-9)" His account is generally regarded as unhistorical and & ow
much to his particular theology of how the gospel wasasiSr@he conversion of the
Gentile believers at Antioch fits appropriately withinstilsicheme. Luke describes the

spread of the faith to the Antiochene Gentiles tersely

But among them [those scattered because of the persgcwoe some men of
Cyprus and Cyrene who, on coming to Antioch, spoke toHb#éenists also,
proclaiming the Lord JesusA¢ts11.20)

Luke, in usingEAAnvioTas, uses the same term he has previously used to describe
Hellenistic JewsActs6.1; 9.29). However, the contrast with Jews which ocecutd i19
must indicate that Gentiles are referred to here edmtess, most commentators accept
that these Gentiles were, in fact, those who ajrded connections of some kind with
Judaisn? Such associations would satisfactorily explain howsa iontact with Greeks
could be made, through the existing association with vaisiecommunity. Some
knowledge of the Hebrew Bible and beliefs of Judaismldvalso seem important for
the understanding of Christ as messiah and for somausReachings in his lettefdf

the Antiochene Gentile believers were derived from @Geeek adherents to the
synagogue, it is relevant to look, initially, at the Jéwpsesence in Antioch in the first
century CE, the Antiochene Gentiles who were assativith Jewish synagogues and

! Barrett, 2004, 1, pp 49 and 420; Witherington (1998b, p 369) describes Luke as ‘presenting a complex picture of
the origins of the proclamation of the good news to the Gentiles’.
2 Barrett, 2004, I, pp 49-56; Dunn, 1996, pp xv-xix.

3 For example Esler, 1987, pp 39-40 and 1994, p 39; Holmberg, 1998, p 405; Dunn, 1996, pp 154-5; Hengel and
Schwemer, 1997, p 155, 200; Zetterholm, 2003, p 93. Zetterholm envisages ‘the existence of a synagogue
consisting of mainly Jesus-believing Jews’. Further evidence comes from the Letter to the Galatians (2.11-14)
where the Antioch community is obviously composed of Jews and Gentiles.

4 Such as the references to Abraham in Gal. 3; 2 Cor. 11.22; Rom. 4.

109



the position of these Gentiles in relation to both dawish and early church community

in Antioch.

3.2 The Jewish Presence at Antioch

The Jewish presence in the city of Antioch dates ftbenvery foundation of the city,
according to Josephus. He claims that Jews were awardedalsgeivileges
(citizenship?) by the founder of the city, Seleucus datdir, as a result of war service
with the king Against Apion2.39;JewishAntiquities12.119). The exact legal status of
these Jews is debated and the translatiomodfitelor as legal citizenship has been
disputed’ Irrespective of their status in the city, the Jewishtingent at Antioch seems
to have prospered, for Josephus can maintain that thishlJeace was especially

numerous in Syria.

But it was at Antioch that they specially congregapaatly because of the greatness
of that city, but mainly because the successors of Kimgpchus had enabled them
to live there in security ... Continuing to receive samitreatment from later
monarchs, the Jewish colony grew in numbers, and tlobityrdesigned and costly
offerings formed a splendid ornament to the tem@ew(shWar 7.43-45)

The Jewish contingent continued to prosper under Roman Amtioch, a large and
prosperous city of the Roman Empire, has been assumedrg¢oshpported a Jewish
population of about 22,000 to 50,000, representing aboutsewenth of the city’'s
population® The religious observances of the Jews seem to beea accepted and
protected, at least by the Roman authorities, for, eften the Jewish War, Titus refused
either to expel the Jews or to revoke their rights despéeepresentations of the city
(JewishWar 7.100-110Y. Relations with the Greek populace may have beere mired.
Malalas reports a riot between Jewish and Geeglporters at the circus resulting in the
deaths of many Jews and burning of their synagogues (40r@&subsequent retaliation
described by Malalas seems extravagant but, nonethéesxjicative of ill feeling
between Jew and GreeRHronicle of John Malalas244-245) Such conflicts may have

> Barclay, 1996a, p 243; Zetterholm, 2003, pp 32-37.
6 Kraeling, 1932, p 136; Hengel and Schwemer, 1997, p 196; Longenecker, 1990, p 68; Zetterholm, 2003, p 37.

7 Kraeling (1932, p 147) says that, under the Romans, the Jews were ‘in a position to claim and find protection
against chicanery’.
8 So Barclay, 1996a, pp 251-252 and Zetterholm, 2003, pp 114-116.
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developed as a result of the plans of Caligula to erstEtae of himself in the Jerusalem
temple. The plan came to nothing but the troops destinezke¢oute the plan were
assembled at AntiochLater (66 CE) Antiochus, an apostate Jew, accuseditherf a
respected Jewish leader, and other Antiochene Jewstihglto burn the city. The
accusation aroused the rest of the city’s population agdieslews and they demanded
that the accused be burnt. Antiochus then further agitgjenist the Jews by demanding
that the Antiochene Jews should sacrifice in the m@apohthe Greeks as proof of their
loyalty. Those Jews who failed to sacrifice werens{dewish War7.46-53). Yet, apart
from these isolated reports, relations between JedsGaieeks seem to be peaceful until
the outbreak of war in 66 CE. Indeed, Josephus relatesth#ntioch,

they [Jews] were constantly attracting to their relig ceremonies multitudes of
Greeks, and these they had in some measure incorporietiemselves.Jéwish War
7.46-53)

It is this aspect of the association of some Greelts Jawish synagogues and Judaism
that will be considered next.

3.3 Hellenistic Sympathizers with Judaism

There is ample evidence for an interest in Judaisnm@mart of some Gentiles although
the degree of interest is variable, from completevemsion including circumcision to
admiring some aspects of Judaism such as the ethicabwaueking a day off on the
Sabbath. Gentile sympathizers donated gifts and sacrifices éoTémple and benefited
the Jewish people. In Rome, Fulvia, ‘a woman of high rankl, one that had embraced
the Jewish religion’ was defrauded when sending purple gartdl to the Temple at
Jerusalem (whether she was a God-fearer or prosetjgbadable for, without the mark of
circumcision, this distinction is less obvious for waomh JewishAntiquities18.82). Luke
tells of a centurion at Capernaum who built a synagdigkier.5). Similarly, first century
CE inscriptional evidence attributes the building of aagypgue at Acmonia to Julia
Severa (who may also have been a High Priesteseahperial cult)!® Harland views
the mention of Severa, the benefactor, as an illistraf the ties that existed between the

? Cohen has enumerated the various levels of interest and these are summarised later in this chapter (see p 116).

Y0 Corpus Inscriptionum [ndaicarnm 766 from late first century Acmonia.
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synagogue and the local efiténother inscription tells how Capitolina, a God-fearer
(Beocers), decorated the synagogue at Tralfedn Acts Cornelius (eUoePns ko
doPouuevos Tov Beov) gave alms for the people and was well spoken of by thesdewi
nation @Acts10.2, 22).

But alms-giving was not the only way by which Gentilggressed preference
for Judaism. Greeks, sympathetic to Judaism, also alhersome Jewish customs.

Josephus describes how Gentiles have adopted ‘our rékgidrinow

there is not one city, Greek or barbarian, not a singfi®em to which our custom of
abstaining from work on the sabbath day has not spreadwhere the fasts and
lighting of lamps and many of our prohibitions in the nmanof food are not

observed.AgainstApion2.282)
With specific reference to the Greeks, Josephus cladimsrance to Jewish laws.

From the Greeks we are severed more by our geogragdos#lon than by our
institutions ...On the contrary, many of them have agreed to adopamst bf whom
some have remained faithful, while others, lacking theesgary endurance, have
again secededAgainst Apior2.123"

In more general terms, Josephus tells of pilgrims whoecwith contributions to the

Temple and

Jews throughout the habitable earth, and those that wpeshiGod geBoueveav],
nay, even those of Asia and Europe, had been comgbta it for a very long time.
(JewishAntiquities14.110)

Although the meaning afefopevcov here is disputetf Josephus’s report on those who

came on pilgrimage to Jerusalem from beyond the Euphtatgsjrney of four months,

11 Harland, 2003, pp 227-228.
12 Levinskaya, 1996, pp 65-66.

13 It is debatable whether this refers to ‘sympathizers’ or proselytes. Cohen understands ‘to adopt the customs of
the Jews’ to be synonymous with ‘to be circumcised’ (1989, p 27 citing Lsfe 23.113 and 31. 149).

14 Josephus uses oeBopeveov Tov Beov (Jewish Abntiguities 14.110) either as a description of "louddion (so Lake,
1933, p 85) or as a separate category of God-fearers (so Cohen, 1987, p 419 and McEleney, 1974, p 328) or
even as a term covering both. Marcus (1943, p 509 footnote a) identifies oefopgvol as ‘undoubtedly pagan
semi-proselytes’.

112



undertaken from veneration of our temple and involvingagmperils and expense’ is
clearly not referring to Jews for

some without sacrificing at all, others leaving tlezcrifices half completed, many of
them unable so much as to gain entrance to the temgjewtnt their way, preferring
to conform to the injunctions of Moses rather thanctaraaccordance with their own
will, and that from no fear of being reproved in thisttea but solely through
misgivings of conscienceJg¢wishAntiquities3.318-319)°

As Gentiles, clearly they were not allowed into tieeir Temple but were confined to the
Court of the Gentiles. Josephus makes further refereentee presence of Gentiles at

sacrifices when God was pleased to be present.

And he [Moses] was willing this should be known, nothlte Hebrews only, but to

those foreigners also who were thedewish Antiquities3.214)

These foreigners also experienced the radiance ofdhesson the high priest’'s garment
which indicated the forthcoming success of the Idmalimy so that

all the people were sensible of God’s being presenthigir aissistance. Whence it
came to pass that those Greeks, who had a venemtioarflaws, because they could
not possibly contradict this, called that breastpthte Oracle.(Jewish Antiquities
3.217)

He is sympathetic to those who adopt a Jewish widifeotlaiming that Moses, himself,

welcomed such people.

The consideration given by our legislator to the equitaiglatment of aliens also
merits attention ... To all who desire to come andUinder the same laws with us, he
gives a gracious welcome, holding that it is not famig talone which constitute
relationship, but agreement in the principles of condDa the other hand it was not
his pleasure that casual visitors should be admitted tmtiheacies of our dally life.
(AgainstApion2.210)

15 Schiirer (1979 p 309) discusses at length the ‘real Gentiles’ who did not intend by their actions any affiliation to
the God of Israel beyond the respect they would show to the pagan gods of any other country. But Esler
(1987 p 155) disagtees, claiming that some God-fearers who were associated with synagogues of the Diaspora
would certainly have made pilgrimage to Jerusalem and to the Temple. Cohen associates this text with those
who ‘adhere’ in some way to Judaism (1987, p 419) and locates them in his categoties 2 or 5 (1989, p 24).
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There may be an indication in this passage of diffegemtips of ‘aliens’ who adhered to
Jewish practices to a variable extent; some who tiivéer the same laws’ may indicate
proselytes or those attending synagogue while ‘casual gisiioay have had only a
passing respect for Judaism. There certainly seenesdalistinction between those who
adhere to Judaism and those who go the whole way anpt agcemcision, for Metilius,

a Roman soldier who promised to judaizeudcilev) in order to save his life, is
prepared to go ‘even as far circumcisigpéxpt mepiTouns) (Jewish War2.454). As
Feldman points out, this implies that it was possiblacudoilev but fall short of

circumcisiont®

While the evidence of Josephus might be disputed as estejdrecause of
his bias in favour of Judaism, the evidence which comes fren-Jewish sources cannot
be questioned in this way, as it often opposes the negdd some Gentiles to value the
Jewish traditions. Juvenal blames the conversion ofelyte sons on the Jewish
tendencies of their Gentile fathers.

They [the sons] learn and practise and revere thésldaw; and all that Moses
handed down in his secret tome, forbidding to point oet wWay to any not
worshipping the same rites, and conducting none but thenaiised to the desired
fountain. For all which the father was to blame, vgawve up every seventh day to
idleness, keeping it apart from all concerns of (&aturaX1V 96-106)

Here, it is evident that the sons are to be distingdiffoen the fathers in having taken the
further step towards Judaism of being circumcised, wheheatather merely kept the
Sabbath and abstained from pork. Feldman argues carmglyc¢hat such satire on the
part of Juvenal is only explicable if these ‘fathergrava well known phenomenon to his
audienced! The tendency of some Greeks to follow Jewish pracike#iculed by
Epictetus when he asks

Why do you acfumokpiv] the part of a Jew when you are a Greek? Do you not see
how each is called a Jew, or a Syrian or an Egyptiatt®hen we see a man inclining
to two sidegémaudotepifovtal, we are accustomed to say, This man is not a Jew, but

he acts as one. But when he has assumed the affecte wwho has been imbued with

16 Feldman, 1993, p 349-50.
17 Feldman, 1993, p 348.
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Jewish doctrine and has adopted that sect, then hefastiand he is named a Jew.
(The Discourseg.9.19-21)

Again, there seems to be a distinction between thoseanéh‘inclining to two sides’ and

the one who has ‘been imbued with Jewish doctrine ascthapted that sect’. Epictetus
is using this distinction to illustrate the point thatilosophers admonish us not to be
satisfied with learning only, but also to add study, dmehtpractice’ The Discourses

2.9.17). Again Feldman agues persuasively that, to betieffexrs an example, those who
are ‘inclining to two sides’ must have been a famibacurrence, ‘one that is actually
»18

proverbial = Tacitus, supporting the evidence of Josephus that somileSebrought

sacrifices to the Temple and/or generally acted benayptewards Jews, relates how

The most degraded out of other races, scorning themnahtbeliefs, brought to
them [the Jews] their contributions and presentss ahgmented the wealth of the
Jews. Histories5.5.1)

Augustine preserves Seneca’s low opinion of Jewry yedtatte their widespread appeal,
guoting Seneca as follows:

When, meanwhile, the customs of that most accurseahnaive gained such strength
that they have been now received in all lands, timgqwered have given laws to the
conquerors.City of God6.11)

In this particular passage Seneca is talking of thedalbst observance. He continues:

For those [Jews], however, know the cause of thes,rivhilst the greater part of the
people know not why they perform theirs.

This distinction between the Jews who understand thes and the others who do not
understand is interpreted by Feldman as evidence thagriglager part of the people’ are
Greeks sympathetic to Judaism but not proselytesit could also refer to the general
populace.

18 Feldman, 1993, pp 346-347.

19 Feldman, 1993, p 346. However, the extent of commitment to Judaism by those who only observe the Sabbath
rest might be debated.
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Thus the existence of Gentiles who adhered in sometavélye practices of
Judaism cannot be doubted. Yet these descriptions cdwerad spectrum of practices.
Benevolence to Jews, lighting Sabbath candles, keefadlaath rest or fasting involved
little direct association with Judaism or commitmenthe God of Israel but synagogue
attendance or monotheism were stronger signs of oblig&tiother, attending synagogue
or purchasing and consumikgsherfood were public demonstrations of Jewishness.

Cohen has categorized the spectrum of meaning of ‘Gemdpect for

Judaism?°

1. Admiring some aspect of Judaism. This implies no adopf Jewish practices or
conversion from polytheism but some level of adnomatior Jewish ethics and

unity.

2. Acknowledging the power of the God of Israel. This too lgpno conversion
from polytheism or adoption of Jewish practices, nyeegl appreciation of the
God of Israel alongside other gods.

3. Benefiting or being friendly to the Jewish nation. Itihtss category would fall
monarchs and rulers who dealt kindly with the Jews.sJewwwed Gentile
benefactors as motivated by some special attachment&isth but this was not
necessarily s&: Depending on whether he adhered to Jewish practicesgliDsrn
(Acts10.1-48) may fall into this category.

4. Performing some Jewish practices. This category inclise tGentiles described
by Josephus as lighting Sabbath candles, obeying someaasdpossibly also
attending synagogue. Many Gentiles would regard people snctiegory as
behaving Jewishly and may call them ‘Jews’ as a terabo$e but, for Jews, they
would still be Gentiles.

5. Venerating the God of Israel and renouncing polytheisng fEmunciation of
polytheism was a major step towards Judaism. Suchl€@entay attain the status
of ‘resident aliens’ observing the Noahide Laws and besngoned righteous. Yet

this still did not imply membership of Israel. If thesdaption of Cornelius as

20 The following categories are a shortened version detived from Cohen, 1989, pp 13-33.

2l Jews saw Cyrus in this way because he instigated the return from Babylonian exile and restored the Temple but
these were political judgements on the patt of Cyrus (Cohen, 1989, p 19).
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‘worshipping God’ can be interpreted as monotheism thdrelmged within this
category. However, as a centurion he may have had txipate in pagan

ceremonies.

6. Joining the Jewish community. Those males in thisgcayewere characterised by
circumcision. However, this need not imply sincerityoefief as circumcision was
common for slaves, conquered people in the time of thecdb@es or for male

Gentiles marrying royal Jewes<és.

7. Converting to Judaism and becoming a Jew. This fina¢gcay involved

monotheism, practising the Jewish Law and, for meoymcision.

In the context of the Gentile believers at Antiacho were initially associated with the
Jewish synagogue, it is mainly categories 4 and 5 whielns@ost relevant. They
represent some commitment to the beliefs of Judaish e@ontact with Jewish

communities but falling short of circumcision.
3.3.1 The Meaning of ‘God-Fearer’

The expressionspoPoupevoc and cefoucvoc Tov Beov, both translated ‘God-fearer’,
have had many interpretatiofidn the LXX2* and Josephus’ writings ¢poBoupevoc and
oePopevoc Tov Beov applied to devout Jews as well as righteous Gentiles. ¢ahkends
that both doPoupevoc and cefoucvoc Tov Beov are renderings ofere adonai— a
common description of a good Israelite but also a piousil&ant later Rabbinic
literature®® In Acts Luke applies the termisoBoupevoc [Tov Bedv] (10.2, 22, 35; 13.16,
26), oeBopeveov  (13.43,50%, oePBopgvn Tov Bedv  (16.14; 18.7) andoeBopeveov

"EAAnveav (17.4) more specifically to Gentiles who adhered in serag to Judaism and

2 McEleney, 1974, pp 320-322.
2 Take, 1933, pp 79, 85; McEleney, 1974, p 326; Cohen, 1987, p 419.

24 1In Jon. 19 €y oeopan is the prophet referring to himself; 2 Chron. 5.6 (boPoupevor) is ambiguous,
sometimes being taken as an example of ‘half-proselytes’, but for Lake (1933, p 82) it is the ‘whole house of
Istael’, so also for McEleney (1974, p 326 nl); Sir. 1.14-17 (doPeioBon and dpoPoupevor) refers to Isracl.

25 Josephus uses 0e00ePNG (Jewish Antiguities 7.153) to refer to King David but also to the consort of Nero (Jenish
Antiguities 20.195). 2eBouevoc (Jewish Antiguities 9.205, 255) is a worshipper of foreign gods. Tzates (Jewish
Antiguities 20.41) before circumcision was able To B€lov oeRetv. For oeRoueveov Tov 8eov (Jewish Antiquities
14.110) see footnote 14 this chapter.

26 Lake, 1933, p 85.

27 Aats 13.43 also has ToAol 0ePOUEVGIV TTPOOoTAUITV which would appear to be circumcised Gentiles.
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who formed a bridge between Jewish and Gentile Christihidowever, the actual
existence of a distinct group designated as ‘God-fearebdws disputed. Kraabel argued
that the evidence ‘of such a class of Gentiles’ e@Roman Diaspora was not convincing
because of the lack of archaeological evidéidde claims that, in over a hundred
inscriptionspoPouuevos andoePouevos are never found, whilBeooefeis is found only
about ten times but as an adjective describing 3&Wke discovery of the inscription
from Aphrodisias however, shows thdizooeBeic could specifically designate Gentile
sympathizers with Judaism. Here there are threendistategories: the first being Jews
and consisting of biblical/Jewish names, the secondylzeismall number of proselytes,
and the third beindeooeBelc and consisting of predominantly pagan names. Yet even
here, there appears to be a lack of a precise definitisinat it was to be 8sooefrc.
Those included in the category included city officials wiey well have had parts to play
in ‘public pagan sacrifices’, eliminating the possibilitf/strict monotheismi* Another is
described as’Bikiapioc — a ‘maker of mincemeat’ who possibly dealt in pork products,
suggesting that the strict food laws may not have been gallyeiobserved by these
people®* Two other appear to be athletes. Ofizenceic seem to be more committed to
Judaism for two are included with Jews in theav(ias) — which Reynolds and

Tannenbaum conclude to be a private group (a decany) witto stedy the law®

Thus an exact definition dEooeBeis may not have existed even in tHE @
3 century CE and the level of law-observance of tiesecPeis at Aphrodisiasmay
well have varied considerably. The term does not $eemap exactly onto a well-defined
group. Whether or not ‘God-fearer’ wastechnical term for a Gentile adherent to
Judaism in the *1 century CE remains unclear, but the literary evidegiven above
demonstrates that such adherents, whatever term magedokfor them, did exist. As
Overman has rightly argued, there is convincing eviddioc Gentiles sympathetic to

28 Levinskaya, 1996, p 120 citing .Aets 10.22; 16.14; 17 4.
29 Kraabel, 1992b, pp 123-124.

30 Kraabel, 1992b, p 123. The difficulty associated with BeooePrc is exemplified by the second century CE
inscription found on a theatre bench at Miletus (Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarum 748). The inscription reads
“TOToS £10USELV TAW Kal BeooePV’. Lieu (1995, p 496) translates as ‘place of Jews who are also god-
fearers’, while Schiirer (1979, 3, p 167-8) assumes an error in the inscription which should read “TOTOS
glouSEcov kol TAV BeooePdv’ — place of the Jews and god-fearers’. More recently, Rajak (2001, pp 366-367)
agrees with him.

31 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987, p 58.

32 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987, p 120.

33 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987, pp 28-30.
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Judaism who associated themselves with the Jewish synagagadiehis evidence is not
only derived from Jewish sources but also from morélagsgan source$.lt is in this
non-technical way that the term ‘sympathizer’ will bged in this thesis — designating
only those who had some sympathy for Judaism and werselipassociated with the
Jewish communities and their regular congregation. Tdusé’ association with the Jews
and their meetings would explain the ease with whidmstidpproach could be made by
the Jerusalem ‘hellenistsA¢ts11.20).

3.3.2 The Social Status of the ‘Sympathizers’

The most detailed evidence of the social status offthesBcic comes from the
inscription at Aphrodisias. On these stone tabletethee the names of sixty nine Jews,
three proselytes and fifty folleooePeic. All are male and Reynolds and Tannenbaum
suggest that they represent heads of households, givingianate of at least a hundred
and twenty six families represented on the pladu®ghat proportion of the synagogue
community contributed to the construction is unknown; samee probably too poor to
do so. Even so, estimating the congregation at no tharea thousand, the names on the
stones probably represent at least half of the kasrglttending the gatherings. Of these the
BeooePels may have represented about a third or more. Of the fiifty 6sooePeis
mentioned nine are designated as a city councflovAeutns) and about a dozen are
craftsmen of some kind, one being a dealer in the igi@ss purple dye. Two others
appear to be athletes. Thus it seems likely that a signifiproportion of thésooepeis,
who appear on the stone, were people of considerablel statas in the wider
community*® However, the Aphrodisias inscription only gives us infation on the
BeooeBels of Asia Minor at around the"2 3° century CE. Unfortunately similar

information is not available for Antioch in th& éentury CE.

Nevertheless, the Jewish literature around that smggyests that some of
the ‘sympathizers’ were people of wealth and importancéh@r own (non-Jewish)
communities. The rich, women especially, have beentiomad as benefactors of the
Jews. Josephus gives an account of how a Roman Jesrepgutable character defrauded

34 Overman, 1988, pp 17-26.

35 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987, p 54, but they also comment that the 8eooeels may not have brought their
households with them to the synagogue as sympathizers.

36 Feldman (1993, p 367) claims that the 8e00eRels were ‘of a higher social group’ than the Jews at Aphrodisias.
However, this may be an exaggeration as one Jew is described as 2 Xpuooxo0s (goldsmith).
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Fulvia, ‘a woman of great dignity, and one that had endatate Jewish religion’,
inducing her to send gold and purple for the Temple in Jemdsalit then retaining them
for his own use Jewish Antiquities 18.81-84). Poppaea Sabina, the wife of Nero, is
described by Josephus asacePrs and she interceded with Nero on behalf of the Jews
in order to retain a protective wall which shielded the glenfrom observation from the
palace JewishAntiquities20.195). Philo describes Petronius, the governor ad Sgs a

man with some

sparks of the Jewish philosophy and piety, since he Imgdago learnt something of it
by reason of his eagerness for learning, and had studidtnicse ever since he had
come as governor of the countries in which there aste niambers of Jews scattered
over every city of Asia and Syria; or partly becabhsewas so disposed in his mind
from his spontaneous, and natural, and innate inclindtiorall things which are
worthy of care and studyOfr the Embassy to GaiG8.245)

If this is somewhat fanciful, it suggests that PHiimks it plausible. Even Philo attributes
mixed motives to Petronius but his good disposition towaseldekws is illustrated by his
successful attempts to avert the disaster of erectingteef Caligula in the Jerusalem
Temple®” According to inscriptional evidence, Julia Severa, ativelaof a senator, is
credited with erecting a synagogue at Acmdhiadnother inscription tells how
Capitolina, a God-fearefsooePrc), decorated the synagogue at Tralles (third century
CE)2 Inevitably, inscriptional evidence suggests only thatesbemefactors were among
the socially elite but gives no indication of their rhers in relation to the total company
of ‘sympathizers’; those who were financially unaldamake such a contribution left no
lasting evidence of their association with the synagodtikswise, there are likely to be
strong elements of exaggeration and bias in JosephusBhalo’s accounts, but, for them
to have been taken seriously at all, there must hase $@me truth associated with the

claims.

Evidence is also given of the conversion of eminemplgeto Judaism. In
Joseph and AsenegtAseneth, the daughter of the chief of all Pharaa@tass and lords,
‘from the moment she heard Joseph speaking to her inaime of God Most High ...

37 Feldman sees this evidence as suggestive that Petronius was a ‘sympathizer’ (Feldman, 1993, p 349).
38 Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarnm 766 (first century Acmonia).
% Levinskaya, 1996, pp 65-66.
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wept bitterly, and she repented of her gods she usedrship’ (Joseph and Asenefh?),
and subsequently married Joseph. Although fictitious, guggestive that such things
were possible. Josephus narrates an account of thersionvef the king of Adiabene,
Izates, and his mother, Helena. Both became interestdataism independently. |zates
was attracted to the Jewish religion while at Ch&pasini. There

a certain Jewish merchant, whose name was Ananiasangotg the women that
belonged to the king, and taught them to worship God accordirttpet Jewish
religion. gewish Antiquitie20.34)

In a similar way Ananias convinced lzates too. At tmestime, Helena was instructed
by another Jew in Adiabene and convertéem{shAntiquities 20.34-47). Because the
desire of Izates for circumcision was judged to be pdlgiceawise, 1zates was advised to
adhere to Judaism without circumcision. However, EleaaaGalilean ‘who had a
reputation for being extremely strict when it came tbe ancestral laws’Jéwish
Antiquities 20.43), expressed a contrary view, insisting on circuowigor the king;
otherwise he was ‘guilty of the greatest offence agddwd’, so committing ‘impiety’
(Jewish Antiquitie®0.45). As well as showing Josephus’s desire to denadvashat royal
personages were attracted to Judaism, this episode alstoaties that diverse levels of
Law observance were expected by different Jews.

Whereas a considerable degree of care is needed ipreiieg these data
because of the differences in time and place and beottse obvious bias (both for and
against) on the part of the various authors, there siee&® to be sufficient evidence that
some of the Gentiles who were attracted to Judaisomdped to the middle to upper social
and/or financial/leconomic echelons of Graeco-Romaietsoc

3.3.3 The Status of the ‘Sympathizers’ within Judai  sm

Meeks, in his assessment of the social level of Pa@hméstians, lists ‘classyrdo and
status’ as the factors which determine social statibin. Of these three, class, which is
primarily a function of income level, is perceived adelpful in ‘describing ancient

society'*® Wealth as such had little social prestige. Its vatyein the extent to which it

40 Meeks, 1983, p 53.
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could be used as an inducem®&rithus Petronius’s satire on Trimalchio’s dinner shows a
freed and semi-literate slave (i.e. someone of latustin terms of birth and education)
lording it over those of higher status in terms of batid education because his wealth
enabled him to exert considerable patronddes (Satyricon).Ordo, or orders, being the
highest estates of imperial Rome society (i.e. thatsex and knights) constituted only
about 1% of the population and was unlikely to be reptedein the communities of
Judaism or the early church. It is, therefore, stathigh is the principal indicator ‘for
forming a picture of stratification in Greco-Romaies’.*? Further, status is a multi-
facetted marker and status can vary according to the yartgroup in which one finds
oneself. Malina has enumerated fanostitutions in which status can be considered:
kinship and fictive kinshif? politics, economics and religidf.These four correspond to
‘ranking criteria’ of loyalty/belonging, power, inducenmteand influence respectively.
Meeks, too, recognises the importance of seeing ‘socigdtifsition as a
multidimensional phenomenon’, with the need to assksesstatus of an individual
according to each group to which he/she bel8h¢owever, the overall status does not
necessarily correspond to the average of the individn&imgs. Indeed, Meeks introduces
a further category of social consistency/congruencectwhilows for the degree of
dissonance a person might experience when their stathis whe various groups to
which they belonged differed substantidifyModern studies have shown that, in
America, people suffering high levels of social inconasyeexperience psychological
stress or generally unpleasant feelings which lead tbeng to remove the incongruities
by changing society, themselves or their perceptidgheshselve§®

If this can be extrapolated to the ‘sympathizerdatioch then the possibility
of a degree of inconsistency in their statuses witienJewish community and the wider
community emerges. According to JosephlesMsh War7.45), the ‘sympathizers’ were
Greeks and so probably ranked higher than the Jews stdhes categories of birth and

41 Malina, 1995, p 371.
42 Meeks, 1983, p 54.
43 The cwllegia which were common in the Graeco-Roman cities formed a kind of fictive kinship.

4 Malina, 1995, p 370. Also included in some of these categoties ate other factors such as gender, age, legal
status, occupation, language and place of birth (Reekmans, 1971, p 124).

4 Malina, 1995, p 372.

46 Meeks, 1983, p 54.

47 Meeks, 1983, p 55.

48 Meeks, 1983, p 55 citing Lenski, 1954.
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language. In other regions some seem to have been weatihgh to exercise patronage
over the Jews and their synagogues, presumably expeesipgct and loyalty in return
(e.g. Fulvia, Capitolina and Julia Severa). If the Aydligias inscription is in any way
typical, others may have held public office and may hawked highly in the political
arend® Again relying on the evidence of the Aphrodisias insaipti their
occupations/trades may have generally, but not exclysiketked higher than those of
the Jews? If this extrapolates to Antioch, then some of theripwmthizers’ may have

occupied positions of moderate to high social status.

In contrast, although some of the ‘sympathizers’ mase lemjoyed an elevated
status within the general community, their status withidalsm seems to reflect their
incomplete fulfilment of the Torah (i.e. lack of circaision). The fate of those visitors
from the Euphrates, who were unable to complete therifisas in the Temple, has
already been notéd.They travelled to Jerusalem to offer sacrifices butewferced to
leave their sacrifices as they were not permittechterehe Temple beyond the Court of
the Gentiles. Josephus puts a good face on the incidettdsging their compliance, for
they ‘conform to the injunctions of Moses rathemtha act in accordance with their own
will' ( Jewish Antiquitie.319). Nevertheless, a degree of disappointment adtezlling
such a long distance must have been experienced. Hovieigeithe inscription from
Aphrodisias that gives most information on their staReynolds and Tannenbaum see
the 6eooePeis as ‘in some way not the same as, and, indeed, sometienioii to, the
majority of those in the synagogue, the Jstrsto sensti They argue this on the basis of
the positioning of the names of tbeoceeis in relation to the Jews. In the decany on face
A the twoBeooefeis are placed low on the list, whilst, on face B, theylsted below the
first category which consists primarily of Jewish naraed is presumed to represent the
Jewish contingent (the first line of the inscriptiom face B is missing). This is
particularly noteworthy since nine of theooefeic are designated as city councillors — a
category which would normally rank high in any fi&Similarly, the purple dye trader
who is afeooePric comes below Jewish traders of lesser importance supbudierers

and rag traders. Thus it seems that the Jews rank higaerthe6sooePeic on the

4 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987, p 55.
50 See n36 of this chapter.

St Jewish Antiquities 3.318-9 quoted at p 113.
52 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, 1987, p 55.

123



inscription irrespective of their social or economiatss. But, within theBsooePeis
section, the normal protocol seems to operate; the nine councitiops the list,
immediately followed by the purple dye trader. It woulgh@ar, therefore, that, whatever
their social status within the wider community, flaecePeic appeared to rank lower in

the social order within the synagogue than did the Jews.

A similar conclusion on the inferior status of ‘incosiezan be reached when
the position of proselytes is considered. The proselygek taken the further step of
circumcision compared to thBsocePeic. Both Philo and Josephus have numerous
passages which ‘praise the proselyte and enjoin upon Jewegtilable treatment of those
who have entered their mid$# So Josephus claims kinship with proselytes for *kinship is
created not only through birth but also through the chofitke manner of life’ Against
Apion 2.210). Later, the rabbis declare that, when th&afiih ceremonies are completed,
the proselyte is ‘like an Israelite in all respecfsYet Cohen says that the proselytes
probably had ‘an ambiguous status in the Jewish commadnitifor instance, they were
still not equivalent to the Jew ‘circumcised on the @igtay’ (Phil. 3.5) when it came to
that most intimate of relationships - marriage. Thit®an Jew was forbidden to marry a
bastard but a proselyte was permitted to d schile a female proselyte was not allowed
to marry a priesf but could marry a castrated or mutilated man, unlike a beness?
The Qumran documents similarly distinguish between bewsJand proselytes. The
Damascus Covenamndivides the people of Israel into four groups: priests, kesyit
Israelites and proselytéSEven Philo seems to make a distinction in his descnitidhe
exodus from Egypt. After describing the going forth of then, elders, children and

women he continues (my italics):

Moreover, there also went forth with them a mixed itude of promiscuous persons
collected from all quarters, and servants, likeillgitimate crowd with a body of

genuine citizens. Among these were those who had bmentd Hebrew fathers by
Egyptian women, and who were enrolled as members offtteers’ race. And, also,

53 Cohen, 1989, p 29.

>4 Babylonian Y ebamot 47b.

55 Cohen, 1989, p 29.

56 Yevamoth T9b; Qiddushin 67a.
5T Yevamoth 6.5; Qiddushin 4.7.
58 Babylonian Y ebamot 8.2.

59 Damascus Covenant 14.3-6.
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all those who had admired the decent piety of the men, anddieej@hed themand
some, also, who had come over to them, having leagnight way, by reason of the
magnitude and multitude of the incessant punishments wWiaidnbeen inflicted on
their own countrymenL(fe of Mosed.27.147)

If Cohen is correct in supposing that Josephus regardddiat ghe customs of the Jews’
as synonymous with ‘to be circumcised’, then Josephusséems apprehensive over the
commitment of proselytes to Judaism for, in discustiegattitude of Jews to Greeks, he

says:

On the contrary, many of them have agreed to adoptaos; lof whom some have
remained faithful, while others, lacking the necessadyeance, have again seceded.’
(Against Apior2.123)

The evidence, therefore, suggests that even thosdeSemho had converted to Judaism
up to and including circumcision were not totally integratéo the community of Jews.

If this is so, then theBeooefeic must be expected to have had even lower
status/acceptance than proselytes within Judaism and wittimidual synagogues.
Perhaps the absence of inscriptional references eofsboePeic, rather than raise
guestions as ttheir existence, as Kraabel suggests, might merelyctéHeir lower status
and lack of influence and authority in the day to day adwnation of the synagogue and
their inability to hold office within the community of tlsgnagogue.

It might, therefore, be concluded that some of tifesecsic experienced a
degree of dissonance with respect to their positiohdrsynagogues. In the wider society
some of they may have exerted influence and possiblyrzaedout, apart from donations
to the synagogues and Temple, their opportunities for skeycleadership and power
within Judaism were limited. For tfieocePeic the only way of improving this situation
was to take the further step of circumcision and beapreselyte. Obviously this was an
unattractive and drastic option for md¥tooeReic and they probably endured their

ambiguous position rather than undergo the painful procesicamcision.
3.4 The ‘Sympathizers’ and the Antiochene Church

Having looked at the background and history of the Gentilevek at Antioch, it is

now time to translate this understanding to their pmsiwvithin the early church. Crucial
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in this translation is an insight into both their sostaltus in the wider community and
thus their expectation of the status that others attlibute to them and their status
within the Antiochene church, which will be determined by timderstanding of their
position as members of the community as well as théigosvhich other members of
the Antiochene church attribute to them.

3.4.1 The Social Status of the Gentile Believers at  Antioch

Paul, inGalatians gives no evidence of the social status of the Gettitererts in his
account of the Antioch church. Some deductions, thatesat least were wealthy
enough to contribute to the collection for the poor agnitre saints in JerusalemRdm.
15.26), may be derived from Paul's ready conformity with thquest of the ‘pillars’
that they should ‘remember the pod&4d]. 2.10). As this request comes in the context of
the ‘pillars’ adding nothing to the gospel which Paul wasaphing to the Gentile&el.
2.2-6), is seems obvious that the request for charity wasted particularly at the
Gentiles. There is information by name on only onéhefGentile believers at Antioch,
Titus. Little is known of Titus during his time at Antioabther than that he went with
Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalgbal( 2.1), but afterwards he became a co-worker with
Paul @ Cor. 8.23) and travelled around, going to and from Corinth irgén@f the
collection @ Cor.7.2; 8.6) and possibly to Trog Cor. 2.6). To be able to travel in this
way implies a degree of wealth, either through his oceupatr personal resources (see
p 168).

In Acts Luke seems to make a point of focusing on the ‘elevasgdss of
Gentile convert§? Cornelius, who is described aseRnc kai dpofoupevoc Tov Bedv,
is a centurion of the Italian cohoA¢ts 10.1-2). Esler claims that such soldiers held a
high social status and often their ‘mustering-out pagswnough to allow entry into the
ordo decurionun* Philip baptizes an Ethiopian, @ourt official of Candace, queen of
the Ethiopians,’ Acts 8.27). Theproconsu] Sergius Paulus, who was ‘an intelligent
man, who summoned Barnabas and Saul and wanted to beaotith of God’ believed
in the Lord after witnessing the blinding of the magicialyntas Acts13.7-12). At
Beroea many women of high standing believadt$17.12). Unfortunately Luke gives
no details of social status in his account of the Aheme Greeks. The only information

& Esler, 1987, p 184.
6! Esler, 1987, p 184.
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we have about individuals at Antioch is the list of eamited by Luke as the leaders of
the community there.

Now in the church at Antioch there were prophets anchieFa: Barnabas, Simeon
who was called Niger, Lucius of Cyrene, Manaen a merabéne court of Herod
the ruler, and SauRActs13.1).

AlthoughActs of the Apostles a theological rather than historical work, it ingelly
agreed that some of the content comes from distiaditions which have a historical
basis (see pp 21fff. Barrett argues that a list such as this is unlikely davehbeen
introduced by the author as most of the names add nothihg twarration; it probably
depends on an Antioch traditiShBarnabas, according #cts had been a land owner
(Acts4.36) and Saul claimed to be a Roman citizertg22.25). Little can be deduced
from the names of Lucius and Simeon, but Manaen may heen a person of
importance in the political field. He is described asiarpodos of Herod,the tetrarch,
which was generally a court title meaning ‘intimatierid’®* Thus it may be inferred
that the leaders of the Antioch community at that teoatained some who were of
reasonably high wealth and political status but that doesiecessarily imply the same

social status for the Greek converts.

Apart from the ability of the Antiochene Gentilesamntribute to the Pauline
collection for the poor of Jerusaler®dl. 2.10) and what can be inferred from the
information on Titus, the social status of the Genbélievers at Antioch can only be
derived from their origins as ‘sympathizers’ within Judaisht. the time of the
evangelization at Antioch, the early church was nanatitution distinct from Judaism.
Thus the general attractions of Judaism, such as tigudy, wisdom or ethical laws,
were likely to apply equally to the early church and siieagogué® Therefore, if the
social status of some of the Jewish ‘sympathizers’raiodh was as has been presented
above, it is likely that some of the Antiochene Hrists who joined the early church as
believers Acts11.20) were of a similar social status. There is nea®#o suppose that

02 Witherington, 1998b, pp 111, 367.
03 Barrett, 2004, I, p 599.

64 Barrett, 2004, I, p 604, Dunn, 1996 p 172; Witherington (1998b, pp 392-393) adds that, if translated literally, it
could mean that Manaen had the same wet nurse as Herod suggesting they grew up together as children.

%5 Feldman (1993, pp 177-287) gives a thorough analysis of the factors motivating pagans to associate with
Judaism.
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those Hellenists who converted to the early church gameferentially from the lower
social strata of the ‘sympathizers’. It is true tHa¢ tarly church seems to have taken
good care of its poorer membe#sctstells of a daily distribution to the widow#¢ts
6.1) and Paul had no hesitation in undertaking to ‘remeniigepdoor’ Gal 2.10) and
organize a collection for the ‘poor among the saintsarusalem’ Rom. 15.26). But
Judaism, also, prided itself on taking care of its poor.oAtiog to Josephus, those
Greeks who imitated Jewish practices also imitated ‘outuat concord with one
another, and the charitable distribution of our gooAsjajnst Apion2.283). Certainly
poverty-stricken proselytes could depend on retiethe form of charity and interest-
free loans from other Jew®.There is even thesuggestion that some proselytes
converted in order to profit from this charitable suppbihus, if the ‘sympathizers’
were attracted by the possibility of charitable handdutsearly church had no greater

attraction than Judaism.

Besides the general motives of antiquity, moral codésgjom and the more
self-interested motive of provision for the poor, Feldrisis economic factors among
the reasons which attracted pagans to Jud&idihe Jews became influential as traders
in many cities to which they were dispersed and a daspeofit from associations with
successful commercial traders may have been an ineefai some Greeks to draw
closer to Judaisi?. ‘Sympathizers’ who attached themselves to Jewish synag@gues
commercial motives might be supposed to have rankedvpbeloat least equal to, the
Jews in the categories of wealth and/or occupationalsstaid so represent the poorer
segment of the ‘sympathizers’. Again it is unlikely thag garlychurch attracted Greeks
such as these who wished to profit commercially fribwn association. It is doubtful
whether pagans would distinguish the early church fromigiindidout, even if they did,
commercial motivation is unlikely to have provided an its@nto join. The early
church was an eschatological movement. If the evidehdcts is indicative of their
commercial attitudes, the provision of future wealth naisa priority. Luke reports how

%6 Feldman, 1993, p 336 citing Sifre Behar 5.1 and Gerim 3.4.
7 Feldman, 1993, p 3306 citing Yalqut Shimoni, Emor 7145 and Eleb Devarim Zuta 1.
%8 Feldman, 1993, p 336.

9 Josephus (Against Apion 2.283) cites the diligence of Jews in their trades as something admired and imitated by
those Greeks and batrbarians who were inclined to follow Jewish religious observances.
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as many as owned lands or houses sold them and brougihotiezds of what was
sold. They laid it at the apostles' feet, and it dig&ibuted to each as any had need.
(Acts4.34-5)

A similar lack of incentive to social improvement isdamt in Paul's instructions to
slaves and freemen: ‘In whatever condition you weltlead;abrothers and sisters, there
remain with God’ { Cor.7.17-24).

It seems reasonable to assume, therefore, thatothial sanking/status of
those Antiochene Greeks who converted to the earlychhwas similar to that of the
‘sympathizers’ to Judaism and included some who were ofderate to high status in
terms of birth, language, politics and wedRht is unlikely that it was the poorer
sections of the ‘sympathizers’ who particularly changésbmnce. Indeed, it could be
argued that it was those Greeks who experienced thestatgs inconsistency in their
relationship with Judaism that were particularly mogdato change their situatidh.
Within the synagogues ‘sympathizers’ had little opportunity mprove their status
without undergoing circumcision but, in the early churcheoftcriteria were emerging
which acted as validation of a member’s position and st8astism, as an initiation
rite, and the gift of the Spirit, as confirmation obd>s approval, were becoming
significant rites of entry in place of (or alongsidggrumcision.

3.4.3 The Status of the ‘Sympathizers’ within the E  arly Church

The previous discussion has argued that the Greek cernweethe early church were
derived from the ‘sympathizers’ who adhered in some wajuttaism. Some of these
‘sympathizers’ were of a higher status in relation to thegdolitics and birth than the
Jews but were of a lower status within Judaism becaugddbkiof circumcision meant
they could not be initiated as full members. This staitensistency may have been one
of the factors which prompted their change to the newsbesect of believers in the
Christ. It is time now to address the status of tHegmpathizers’ within the early
church at Antioch. In particular, | want to ask the gioes'Was baptism practised as an
initiation rite for Gentile believers at Antioch prito the Jerusalem Conference and, if
so, what status did baptism confer?’

70 Meggitt (1998) has argued for low economic status of the eatly church communities but his rather restricted
divisions of rich or poor have been challenged as by Martin (2001).

7 Lenski, 1954, pp 405-413.
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3.4.2.1 Baptism as Initiation Rite

Baptism seemed to be the principal initiation rite @ #arly churcH? but baptism did
not take place in isolation. lActs Luke makes it very clear that the administration of
baptism is the work of the believing community but God sesadhose whom he wants
by his outpouring of the Spirit as evidenced in the Caraeharrative Acts 10.44).
Dunn identifies three elements in the initiation ofedidver and these three elements
belong to three distinct parties: the initiate, theehétig community and God.

1. The initiates are required to undergo a change of head/riNle tavonoaTe’ is
the command given by Peter as he addresses the Jewsisalder Acts 2.38;
3.19), repentance is demanded by Philip as he addressesntheit&as Acts
8.22) and by Paul in Athen#&¢ts 17.30) and is part of Paul's preaching as he
describes it irActs26.20.

2. The community is required to baptize the initiate. Aflepentance the Jews in
Jerusalem are to be baptizekt(s 2.38); the Ethiopian eunuch was baptized as
he and Philip came to wateAdts 8.36). Cornelius was baptized after receiving
the Spirit Acts10.48).

3. Finally God will give the gift of the Spirit. It is thigift of the Spirit that is the
most important of the three elements. This is evidénbughout Acts but
especially in the Cornelius narrativ&cts 10.1-48) and in the comparisons with
the water baptism of JohA¢ts 1.5; 11.16; 19.4). Ultimately it is the gift of the
Spirit that constitutes God’s choice of a person. Dundsehis chapter on
‘Awpea as the gift of the Spirit’ by saying

| conclude that) dcopea Tou Beou was well known in the early Church as a
standard expression for the gift of the Spirit which stibutes a person a
Christian’*

McDonnell and Montague, similarly, contend that ‘[t]h& gf the Spirit is the way of

incorporating converts into the community of disciples’.

72 Beasley-Murray, 1979, pp 99 and 102; Hartman, 1997, pp 29 and 47.
73 Dunn, 1970, p 91.

74 Dunn, 1996, p 209. Witherington makes a similar comment, ‘receiving the gift of the Holy Spirit is essential to
being a Christian, as is believing in Jesus as the Christ and Lord of all’ (1998b, p 361).
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Although the gift of the Spirit is the ultimate criten for determining God’s
choice of who is to be a Christian, baptism is sl essential component. The
outpouring of the Spirit on the Cornelius household mpl@én God’'s choice but
baptism must still be administereflofs10.44-48). In explaining his position to the Jews
in Jerusalem Peter says:

‘If then God gave them the same gift that he gave usiwiee believed in the Lord
Jesus Christ, who was I that | could hindenjuoai] God?' Acts11.17).

Hartman asks perceptively

Peter should not prevent God. From what? From givingSpeit which he had
already given?

Obviously the gift of the Spirit, even though it was tinest important of the three
elements associated with the initiation of the beliewas incomplete without baptism.
Baptism was still a necessary prerequisite. Hartmatirages

he [Peter] could not prevent God from fulfilling his rptien of these new, Gentile,
Christians ... and from giving them life. They would, asérgy be deprived of both of
these divine gifts if humans prevented them from beingizegpt’

McDonnell makes a similar point when he argues th#tpagh God had taken the
initiative by giving the Spirit in the case of Cornelasd his household, ‘this important

sign of their belonging [i.e. baptism] is not to baidd them'’®

Baptism, therefore, performs the function of a typri® of passage for the
entry of the initiate into the new group, as describetthenMoreland and Levine model
in Chapter 2.3° It is performed by the group (or a representative ofjtbep) and is an

outward sign that the initiate has been found to becserfitly acceptable to the group to

75> McDonnell and Montague, 1990, p 37.
76 Hartman, 1997, p 135.
77 Hartman, 1997, p 135.
78 McDonnell and Montague, 1990, p 36.

79 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 137-192; 1984, pp 181-195; Moreland ez al, 1994, pp 527-555; Levine and
Moteland, 1994, pp 305-336.
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be included as a group memB&it is also a sign of the commitment and conversibn o
the initiate. In this way it corresponds accurately i description of a rite of passage
which symbolises a role transition acceptable to bbéhgroup and individual during

group development (see pp 55ff).

The symbolic rituals associated with baptism also dpngtosely with
traditional rites of passage which mark the role tramsitissociated with incorporation
into the group. The reclothing with Christ that occurbaptism is strongly symbolic of
new beginningsGal. 3.27). Beasley-Murray sees this new beginning symbolizelaein t
‘necessity of literally stripping off and putting on cleh in the course of baptism by
immersion®! Even more symbolic of endings and beginnings is the metaimptism
as a dying and being buried with Chrigtofn 6.4 and 8Gal. 2.19)% for death is not
the end for the initiate because baptism also prontigelsdpe of resurrectioRom 6.4;
8.11;1 Cor.6.14;2 Cor.4.14;Col. 2.12) — a resurrection not to the same existence as
previously but to a new creatio®4l. 6.15;2 Cor. 5.17). Such symbolism is a strong
public statement of the change taking place as a res$ulie transition and of the
discontinuity with the individuals’ past identity as theke on the identity of group

members.
3.4.2.2 Baptism in the Early Church?

Much of the information available on the understandihbaptism is derived from the
letters of Paul and, it could be argued, represents Raedine theology not the
understanding of baptism current in the early, mixed @éwish churches such as
Antioch. There are some arguments that baptism was not prartites very early days

of the church but was a later developni€nthese arguments are based on the lack of
evidence in the gospels that Jesus, himself, baptizedstiplds Mk. 6.8-11;Mt. 10.5-

16; Lk. 10.1-12) and the episodes Acts in which disciples, like Apollos, apparently

80 Dunn also emphasises the importance of baptism to the community stressing the commitment which the ritual
symbolizes on the parts of both the initiate and the community (1970, p 101) but also baptism as the sign of
commitment for the initiate; baptism can be ‘regarded as the occasion on which the initiate called upon the
Lotd for mercy and the means by which he committed himself to the one whose name was named over him’
(1970, p 97).

81 Beasley-Murray, 1979, p 148.

82 In Col. 2.20 this dying is also associated with a dying to the ‘elemental forces of the universe’ — the spirits which
govern this present age.

83 These arguments and the opposing arguments are summarized in Beasley-Murray, 1979, pp 93-99 and
Hartman, 1997, pp 29-31.
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knew of Jesus but had only received the baptism of Jabis {8.24-19.7). However,
there can be no doubt that baptism was an accepteatiamtrite for Gentile believers
once the Pauline churches were established. There arenade to baptism at Corinth
(1 Cor. 1.1-13-16; 12.13; 15.29), Galatiadl. 3.27) and Colossa€0l. 2.12). But these
postdate the situation at Antioch prior to the Jerus&emference.

Despite the arguments against the very early developaidydptism in the
church, there is evidence that baptism was an establistesdice by the time the
Antiochene church came into existence. Firstly, Paiaiself, refers to his own baptism
when he uses the inclusive ‘we’ rather than ‘you’aferences to baptisr Cor.12.13;
Rom 6.4), thus suggesting that Paul was himself baptized. Tiane indication of
when Paul was baptized but the most likely time wouldHoetly after his conversion
(i.e. some 14-17 years before the Jerusalem Conferempeeasthe chronology ial.

2). Luke also envisages the baptism of the Israeliteshg&had the preaching of Peter at
Pentecost Acts 2.22-41) although this may reflect the understanding of the n_uka
community rather than accurately reflect the evantkerusalem. Secondly, baptism was
an established practice in the Pauline churches and itsseelikely that Paul would
have initiated such an important entry rite without @ap@roval of the mother church in
Jerusalem. Paul demonstrates how important it is totbimave the approval of the
mother church to ensure that ‘he was not running, or haduno in vain’ Gal. 2.2).
Furthermore, the perception of an eschatological coemoto baptism, which Paul
develops into a dying and rising with Christ, would seenbéopresent, at least in
rudimentary form, in the earliest understanding of baplfsit was present in the
preaching of John the BaptfStand is the message attributed to Jesus at his first public
appearanceVk. 1.15;Mt. 4.17).

3.4.2.3 The Origins of the Baptism of the Early Church

The idea of washings is evident in Hellenism. Sacred bathdoand in the cults of
Bacchus and Mythras, in Egyptian religions and the worshigis outside Egypt® The
underlying motif in these baths is the idea of washing aednsing so as not to be

84 Hartman, 1997, p 47.
85 Mt. 3.1; Lk. 3.3; Acts 13.24 and 19.4 also Josephus Jewish Antiquities 18.117.
86 Oepke, 1933, pp 530-532.
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unclean before the go85.This same idea of purification is evident in the sacre
washings of Judaism. Pharisees underwent ritual bathing afteact with anything
polluting® Entry into the cult of the Essenes seems to havelviedobathing or

baptism®® But these washings represent purification rites ratlzer itfitiation rites.

Early in the rabbinic era male proselytes were baptiredediately after
circumcision while the entry rite of female prosedyteas baptism alor8. This
proselyte baptism conforms more closely to the initiatmaptism of the early church.
However, there is some debate as to when proselytsiapame into beind: There is
evidence of proselyte baptism in the rabbinic texts whosditions date to the late
firstcentury concerning the debate over the status odirelmil born of Jewish women
from proselytes. The issue revolved around what makes arpprpselyte; Rabbi
Eliezer ben Hyrcanus taught that a proselyte who wesimcised but had not
performed the correct ablutions was a proper proselyte eabeRabbi Joshua ben
Hananiah held the opinion that the reverse was true —atipmbselyte who was not
circumcised but had performed the correct ablutions wasger proselyté? Epictetus,
in the early second century CE, seems to refer to lgptesleaptism in theéDiscourses
(2.9.21-22). But there are no definite references to priesbhptism early in the first
century CE which could indicate that this baptism wasotiggnal model for baptism of
the early church. Some commentators argue that ciisioncwith baptism was the
means of entry into Judaism even in the early firstwwgrCE. The argument rests on
the assertion that Judaism was unlikely to imitateualrélready practised by the early
Jesus movemerit.Yet proselyte baptism differed from the baptism of¢hely church
in various ways; it seems to have been a purificaticthe impure Gentiles rather than
an act of repentance and an entry into the approachscpa®n. It was also
administered by the person themselves rather than Begraction of the community.

87 Oepke, 1933 , pp 532-534.

8 Torrance, 1958, p 167.

89 O’Neill, 1997, p 97 citing 705 3.9.

% Torrance, 1958, p 161; Oepke, 1937, p 536.
91 Beasley-Murray, 1979, p 23.

92 Babylonian Yebamoth G64a. Collins (1989, p 34) notes that these rabbis belonged to the second generation of
Tannaim active around 90 — 130 CE.

93 Hultgren, 1994, p 8.
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The immediate origins of baptism in the early chum@ns to be the baptism
of John the Baptist? Jesus, himself, received this baptidvtt.(3.13;Mk. 1.9; Lk. 3.21)
as did some of his discipledn 1.40). John’s baptism had been a baptism of repentance
anticipating the coming messianic adét.(3.7-12;Mk. 1.4-8;Lk. 3.4-20). (The very
location of the baptisms in the Jordan recalled the emous passage of the Israelites
into the Promised Land Josl). With the coming of Jesus, the messianic age had
arrived. The baptismal formula

You were washed, you were sanctified, you were justifiethé name of the Lord
Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our GadQor.6.11)

probably reflects a pre-Pauline understanding of baptisisely related to that of the
Baptist's baptismi> The baptism of the early church symbolized, in some,way
repentance and entry into this messianic age even thoegfulthrealization of the
eschaton was still awaited Cor.1.7;Gal. 5.5;1 Thess1.10).

The ritual of baptism in the early church would be gaadcounted for if
there were continuity with the baptism of the Baptidbwever, the absence of any
mention of Jesus baptizing in the synoptic gospels amaukright assertion that Jesus
did not baptize in John’s gospeln( 4.2) suggests that there was not this continuity.
Beasley-Murray suggests that baptism was practised isatg ministry of Jesus but
was abandoned as Jesus moved away from the Jordart@ukkeiwvillages of Galile&®
More recently, Collins has presented a convincing argunhentthere was continuity
between the baptism of John and that of the early chDredling with the contradictory
accounts of Jesus’ baptizing dm. 3.22-23 and 4.2, Collins suggests that 3.22-23
represents an earlier tradition than 4.2, which is actede’ In contrast, Schmithals
regards any reference to Jesus’ baptizing as having ‘ne ibaie older tradition’ but
being ‘explained by the redactional interests of the foeviingelist®® Yet this seems
unlikely for, as Collins points out, this is an embarrassnfior the evangelist given the
Johannine theology of baptism and the Spiri€ollins’ claim is that Jesus did baptize

% Hartman, 1997, pp 29-35; Dunn, 1970, pp 23-37; Beasley-Murray, 1979, pp 45-66.
% Hartman, 1997, p 84.

9 Beasley-Murray, 1979, pp 70-71.

7 Collins, 1989, pp 36-37.

%8 Schmithals, 1998, p 215.

9 Collins, 1989, p 36.
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throughout his earthly ministry but that this was eitfeggotten or suppressed as the
understanding of baptism changed following Jesus’ deathesndrection. Firstly, in the
post-resurrection period, baptism became closely asstaate the gift of the Spirit

and it was integral to the Johannine theology that theofythe Spirit could only be
given after Jesus’ deatln(. 7.39); thus Jesus’ baptizing before his death was a potential
embarrassment. Secondly, the denial of Jesus baptizingd vewoid any allegations
from the Baptist’s followers that Jesus’ ministry vekependent for its authority on John
the Baptist for, after Jesus’ death, baptism conferredSghirit and so was different
from, and superior to, that of the Baptistt(3.11;Acts19.3-4;Jn. 1-33)*%°

If Collins is correct in this analysis, and | think ise there was continuity
between Jesus baptizing and the baptism of the earlglthlirwas the theological
interpretation of baptism that changed as a resuliefieath and resurrection of Jesus,
not the rite itself. Hence there is no requirememaain baptism in the early church; it
merely continues what Jesus did. However, there isl neeexplain the baptism of
Gentiles in the early church. The baptism of Jesud,cdnJohn, seems to have been
addressed to the people of Israel (aMin3.7; 10.5-6; 15.24Mk. 1.4-5;Acts 2.36-38).

At some point this seems to have been extended to Geeligvers.

3.4.2.4 Gentile Baptism

Few commentators address directly the chronology ofti@ebaptism. Hengel and
Schwemer, arguing that it was the ‘Jewish Christiamb established a church at
Damascus which consisted of ‘sympathizers’ as well as,Jsay of the community at

Damascus:

[tlhey will also have given baptism in the name of Jest®w else? — not only to
Jews but probably also to uncircumcised godfeaférs.

Schmithals gives a definite opinion that Gentile baptamginated very early in the
development of the church, probably at Damascus. Heagessthe apocalypticism of
the Jerusalem church encountering a Jewish Gnosticismatgyoin Damascu&>? This

led to a ‘universalist and Torah-critical' church whichswadependent of the local

100 Collins, 1989, p 36.
101 Hengel and Schwemet, 1997, p 85.
102 Schmithals, 1998, pp 74-80.
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synagogue$®® It was this church that Paul persecutéal( 1.13) and to which he was
converted with its law-free theolod$? At the same time the early church spread within
the Hellenistic synagogues of Syria which had a liberaltudé to Gentile
‘sympathizers’ so that the attitude of the Antiochenarcihwas not dissimilar to that of
the surrounding synagogues. It ‘opened its arms early tmetoumerous God-fearing
Gentiles within the synagogu&® At Antioch Schmithals suggests that the baptism of
Gentile believers was a baptism of ‘forgiveness 0§'siif In this way it corresponds
more closely to the proselyte baptism of Judaism (destm@bove p 134) as a ritual of
cleansing and purification from pagan impuriti®sSchmithals sees Paul’s theology as
an amalgamation of the liberal Hellenistic theologyAotioch and the universalism of
Damascus but, from the point of view of this thesiss tis interpretation of the early
baptism of Antiochene Gentiles which is interesting.

Paul gives little direct information on the subject Géntile baptism at
Antioch in Galatians The main evidence must, therefore, be deduced Aocts Most
commentaries octsdo not seem to address the topic directly but the opinidheo
commentators can sometimes be inferred. Dunn appeadi¢oebthat baptism of the
Gentile believers had taken place. He says:

James seems to imply that even for a non-Chrigean a genuine turning to God by a
Gentile should be sufficient ground for the former topdmaost of the ritual barriers to
associate with the latter ... In this case, presunabk genuineness of such a
conversion would be sufficiently attested by belief mri€t, the gift of the Spirit, and
baptism in Jesus’ nanté&

Witherington is more tentative. He says:

103 Schmithals, 1998, p 79.

104 Schmithals, 1998, p 73. Schmithals sees the ‘no longer Jew or Greek’ baptismal formula as originating in
universalist environment of Damascus (p 74).

105 Schmithals, 1998, p 79.
106 Schmithals, 1998, p 79.
107 Schmithals, 1988, p 223.
105 Dunn, 1996, p 204.
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The issue to be decided is what will be required of Genso they can be full

participants in the fellowship, fully accepted by Jewisti€ians'°

This seems to imply that the Gentiles were alre@dytial ‘participants in the
fellowship’. If this involved baptism then the conclusiomist be that baptism was not
regarded as sufficient for full participation. Conzetmaseems to assume that the
Gentiles had not yet entered the early church for 5& sa

It [the Jerusalem Conference] does not have to dothattadmission of the Gentiles

as such, but with the conditions of their entrah@e.

To some extent, Barrett and Haenchen avoid the issuthéy argue that the events
portrayed by Luke are totally unhistorical; in particulag baptism of Cornelius which
Luke represents as Gentile baptism prior to the decidhe Jerusalem Conference

seems totally improbable. Haenchen says bluntly;

The whole theory with which Luke reconciles the legittsnaf the Gentile mission
without the law ... with Antioch’s struggle for the rgodtion of its mission to the

Gentiles is an imaginary construction answering to riofiis reality**

Barrett cannot reconcile the Cornelius story amsdcibnclusions with the subsequent
debate at the Jerusalem Conference. His opinion is:

There were neither artistic nor chronological consitiens that determined Luke’s
plan; he simply presents a handful of sallies intopidgan world*?

However, he does appear to believe that the AntiocGemtiles were baptized prior to
the Jerusalem Conference for he regards them as ‘i@hsst'® Becker is the most
positive. He understands the church at Antioch to dmposed of Jews, Jewish
‘sympathizers’ and Gentiles previously outside the synagoguereBéhe Jerusalem

Conference he sees both groups of Gentiles as baptizadereof the church.

109 Witherington, 1998b, p 456.
110 Conzelmann, 1987, p 115.
111 Haenchen, 1971, p 463.

112 Barrett, 2004, 1, p 52.

113 Barrett, 2004, 11, p 711.
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If God-fearers could be baptized without first being wincised, then the
uncircumcised in general could also be baptized, espedidiiey also accepted the
part of the Christian message that Jews did not neaddept anew, that is, if they
abandoned the pagan cult and adopted Jewish-Christian medsmt**

Esler argues that the admission of Gentiles may wet Istarted as early as the first
church communities in Jerusalem where they associaidd the Greek-speaking
believers (such as Stephen) mainly because of the maéiegition they felt in being
excluded from the Temple worship at Jerusal&mWhilst the evidence for this
association in Jerusalem is slight, Esler does go give an interesting and convincing
argument for the early baptism of Gentile believessaaresult of their spontaneous
outbreaks of glossolalid® This account of Gentile baptism may have implicatifoms

the church at Antioch and, hence, | shall elaboraté iargreater depth.
Cornelius and Gentile Baptism

Esler links Gentile baptism with the story of the aension of CorneliusActs10). This
story occupies an important place in Luke’s account ofspitead of the early church.
Dibelius describes it as ‘an elaborate narrative’ Whias ‘no equal in the whole book
[of Actd’.**" Its importance is obvious from both the length of therative (one and a
half chapters) and the way parts of the story are repE&tThe various elements of the
narrative are repeated two or three times so that Qasizevision is first told in the
third person, then Cornelius repeats his vision to Petefigally Peter relates the vision

to the Jerusalem Jewadts 10.3-7; 10.30-31; 11.13-14). Yet there are a number of
problems with Luke’s use of the story of the conversib&ornelius.

1. The emphasis on God’s choice of the Gentiles andhtpessibility that men should
stand in the way of God’s choice in some ways makesJénusalem Conference
(Acts15) unnecessary. The decision to accept the Gentitswricircumcision has
previously been madéy God and that decision has already been tested and

accepted by the Jerusalem Jews (everk mepiToune) ending in  their being

114 Becker, 1993, p 86.

115 Esler, 1987, pp 154-159.

116 Esler, 1994, pp 37-51.

117 Dibelius, 1956, p 161.

118 Luke uses the technique of repetition at another important — the conversion of Paul (A 9.1-30; 22.5-15).
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silenced and glorifying God, saying, ‘Then to the Gentiles &®d has granted
repentance unto life/Acts11.18).

2. Peter’s vision of the sheet full of clean and uncle@atures is obviously about food
and the Jewish food laws, and it is set in the corgéReter's hungerActs10.10).
But the vision is then interpreted figuratively by Luke, anthaut any preliminary

preparation, as referring to clean and unclean people.

3. There are contradictions between the accounégiaand that given in Paullsetter
to the Galatians Most obvious of these is the representation of Patel his
missionary role. Luke has Peter claiming the resportgidfir the mission to the
Gentiles from the very beginnin@d’ nuepadv apxaiwvy) for it was through his
mouth that the Gentiles should hear the Good News ahdvée(Acts 15.7).
However, it is very clear from tHeetter to the Galatianghat Paul, at the time of the
Antioch dispute, regarded Peter as the apostle tortemcised (Gal. 2.7) for God
was at work in Peter in his apostleship to the circaett{TéTpoc €1 amooToAnV
e mepitoune) while Paul claimed for himself the mission to the @est(Gal.
2.8). Peter’s action in separating himself and withdrawingn ftable-fellowship
with Gentiles Gal 2.11) also contradicts Peter’s personal mission t&Gtmiles and

tends to negate his visionary experience as relat&dtin

Commentators have debated these problems for some Itinsegenerally
agreed that Luke used traditional sources for these nasaiut adapted them liberally
to suit his own theological and historical perspectivésdis principal aims were to
show how the gradual spread of the gospel worked outwartisgeotgraphically and
ethnically to all peoples and places, and how thatsiniead was primarily the work of
the Spirit**® To this end he used his traditional sources but added hiscomments
and interpretations and was more concerned for thealogistory than for chronology

or factual accuracy.

119 So Liidemann (19892, pp 130-3); Dunn (1996, pp 131-4); Plunkett (1985, pp 465-479), Conzelmann (1987, p
80); Esler (1987, pp 93-7); Haenchen (1971, pp 357-63); Witherington (1998b, pp 339-341); Dibelius (1956, pp
95, 109-22); Barrett (2004, I, pp 49-56.

120 So Witherington (1998b, pp 339-340). In his opening chapter Luke hands this commission to the apostles:
‘But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be my witnesses in
Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the end of the earth’ (Aes 1.8).
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Esler concludes that the Cornelius narrative has a lafst but not in the
context of Cornelius. In analysing modern research ossglalia in modern research by
researchers such as SamafinHinel?? Goodmar®® and Kildahl*** Esler arrives at

several conclusion€® The more relevant of these are given below.

1. Glossolalia utterances agree in several important wensss a number of cultural
settings and languages, some of these settings beimgiyei and others more
developed societi€g®

2. The recipients of glossolalia tend to see it aswhek of the Holy Spirit and, as
such, it is regarded as a prestigious event. Goodman, Eamearin and Kildahl all
rate as important in achieving glossolalia the desirspeak in tongues and the
acceptance from the rest of the group that the speakintprigues brings.
Goodman claims that glossolalia ‘cements the congregatimhacts as a strong
identifier of the community?’ For the individual, glossolalia brings reassurance
and acceptancg®

3. Goodman concludes that glossolalia is a secondaryt effdnitial ‘dissociation’
into a trancelike staté? She further concludes that the entry into the trdsce
facilitated by a number of factors. The actions of ldaer/orator can ‘drive his
audience into a high state of excitement’ — a technigaecalls ‘driving’ - which
leads to hyperarous&f The entry into a trance is aided by conditioning factors

such as music and repetitive chantifg.

121 Samarin, 1969, 1972, 1976.
122 Hine, 1965, 1968, 1986.

123 Goodman, 1972, 1987, 1994.
124 Kildahl, 1986.

125 Esler, 1994, pp 41-43.

126. Goodman (1972) uses her own field data from an Apostolic Spanish-speaking Pentecostal movement in
Mexico City (Cuarta Iglesia Apostoléca de la fe en Cristo Jesus) and a Maya-speaking, American Indian,
Apostolic congregation in Yucatin Peninsula and, in addition, tape recordings of glossolalia from a Streams of
Power movement in Saint Vincent (Portuguese-speaking), a Tent Revival meeting from Columbus Ohio and a
main-stream Protestant church in Texas.

127 Goodman, 1972, p 88.
128 Goodman, 1972, p 89.
129 Goodman, 1972, pp 58-60.
130 Goodman, 1972, p 60.
131 Goodman, 1972, pp 76-84.
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4. Glossolalia is contagious. Goodman, Hine, Samarin alaai regard speaking in
tongues as a learned experiefiteWhile Kildahl is insistent on the ‘learned’
aspect of glossolalia, Goodman does allow for a niyaf people who ‘achieve
dissociation spontaneously’, but she also says thaat'wooks like a spontaneous

occurrence is not really that*?

5. It is easy to understand how outsiders can become egobhen present at any
enthusiastic group activity, carried along by the atmosppenerated by such a
group. Yet this involvement and participation of outsideas be threatening to
insiders, for the outsiders do not, in fact, belong. Goodmates that ‘great
anxiety’ arises if a person speaks in tongues and has ndieget baptized by
immersion. Such persons, although ‘very close to Gad’jragrave ritual danger,

from which only water baptism can save théff’.

It is easy to see how outbreaks of glossolalia ntight occurred in the early
church for many of these characteristics are evidetiteirNew Testament. PauFsrst
Letter to the Corinthiansuggests that the glossolalists were, at the very, iedsemely
enthusiastic in their outpouring; so much so that dle the necessity to curb and
regulate the glossolalia at Corinth Cor. 12-14). Paul also says that outsiders and
unbelievers were present when believers were speakiaggues and would think that
they were insanel(Cor. 14.23)!% A lack of rational focus may be implied by the

distinction Paul draws between spirit and mind:

For if | pray in a tongue, my spiritmpsupa] prays but my mind vouc] is
unproductive §kapmoc]. What should | do then? | will pray with the spitit | will
pray with the mind also; | will sing praise with thergpbut | will sing praise with the
mind also. { Cor.14.14-15)

The liturgy of the early church did consist, in pafthgmns and psalm<pl. 3.16;1
Cor. 14.15) and certain words or phrases appeared to be in couseas formulae (as
Mapava Ba in 1 Cor. 16.22). Both Goodman and Kildahl stressed the importance of th

132 Goodman,1972, pp 70-86; Kildahl, 1986, p 355.
133 Goodman, 1972, p 71.
134 Goodman, 1972, p 87.

135 potvopat could be translated as ‘possessed” which could be either positive or negative. However, it is used
also in Jz. (10.20) in a negative sense when Jesus is accused of having a devil and being mad.

142



leader and his oratorical powers in facilitating glod&f4® The leader was certainly
important to the Corinthians as Paul demonstrates itettés (L Cor.1.12; 3.4-6). Paul
does not specify exactly what the attraction of hims&ffollos or Cephas was; he
simply uses the genitive in each case implyirgengingto Paul, Apollos and Cephas
or the faction associated with theth Cor. 1.12), a belonging which might suggest the
sort of dependency on the leader mentioned by Kildahl. LR&rd makes another
allusion to the importance of the leader, referringipalerly to oratorical skills, when
unfavorable comparisons seem to have been made beltvgeanwn public speaking and
that of othersZ Cor. 10.10). Thus some of the factors associated with gldssolahe
findings of the researchers would appear to be applidabiglossolalia in the New

Testament (or at least in Corinth).
Returning now to the Cornelius narrative, Esler clairasAlets 10 expresses

a fundamental fact of the dawn of Christian historjie-éxplanation for the admission
of Gentiles to the early communities — even if theipalar dramatic setting provided

in Actsfor that explanation is a development of Luke or thdition before hint*’

He contends that there were places where the Gemage allowed into the early
church communities and, once present at the meetinge we affected by the
preaching, chants and glossolalia of the believersttiet, too, broke into ‘ecstatic
utterances®*® Once the Gentiles had experienced glossolalia, thevbes are confused
but interpret this as the work of the Holy Spirit as Luk&ports of Peter and his Jewish

companions.

The circumcised believers who had come with Peter astieunded that the gift of
the Holy Spirit had been poured out even on the Gentiter they heard them
speaking in tongues and extolling God. Then Peter said, ‘Ggna withhold the

water for baptizing these people who have received the Satit just as we have?’
So he ordered them to be baptized in the name of Jesiss. Gkuts 10.45-48).

136 Goodman, 1972, p 60; Kildahl, 1986, pp 354-359.
137 Esler, 1994, p 50.

138 Both Goodman (1972, pp 71-2) and Kildahl (1986, p 359) relate experiences of how strangers can easily
become involved in emotional group proceedings.
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Esler gives no indication of exactly where this outkref glossolalia by
Gentiles may have occurred but | suggest that the churchn@och is a prime
contender. The chronicle of the conversion of Couselb situated strategically between
the stories of the origins of the Hellenists who weéseattered because of the
persecutions’ and their subsequent exploits in Antioble. Story is used to validate their
actions in Antioch. Luke has given a very detailed accofinhe Cornelius narrative
but, in contrast, has produced no details at all of theversions of any of the
Antiochene Gentiles. This is striking as the Antiochrse which Luke seems to use is
quite detailed in other respects (e.qg. it lists the saofiehe leaders of the community at
Acts 13.1). It is difficult to imagine that the original soarcontained none of the
legendary conversion stories which were preserved by odinlgr ghurch communities.
Therefore, in view of its situation iActsand the contrast in detail with the subsequent
narrative of the Antiochene church, it is tempting to sagtet Luke has used some of
the details from his Antioch source to expand the Caus@larrative.

In particular, the account of the spontaneous outburgiosisolalia by the
Cornelius household does not fit with the understandirgpeéking in tongues which is
available from anthropological and sociological sour(@s summarized above). A
spontaneous outbreak of speaking in tongues, such as appAatsiif.44-48, is more
likely to have occurred in a community where the Gentilad been witnesses to
glossolalia previously and probably in the context afdjyy in which there were hymns,
chants and effective oratory from a leader of the camiy. We know that such an
environment could exist. The church at Corinth provides amele of such an

environment.

In addition, the fact that Luke records an occasion vghessolaligoreceded
baptism is so unusual and contrasts so markedly witkckigsiology that it is likely not
to be Lukan redaction but to be based on an early tradifisach a situation actually
occurred in the early church (of glossolalia precediagtism) then this glossolalia
would certainly be a significant contributing factor i thaptism of the early Gentile
converts (Goodman, above, notes that glossolalia outsigism is regarded as
dangerous and a situation which requires rapid regularizatlopropose that the
tradition of this early outbreak of glossolalia is likeb have originated in one of the

original churches in which Gentile observers were pre3dms, combined with the lack
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of conversion accounts in Luke’s account of the Antidalrch, makes it possible, even
probable, that the church at Antioch was the origiredtirgy for the story. Such a
conclusion would suggest that the Gentile believersntibgh were baptised at an early
stage in the development of church and had received bptisim and the outpouring of
the Spirit prior to the meeting in Jerusalem.

3.4.2.5 New Testament Evidence for Gentile Baptism at Antioch

Although there is no real proof on the baptismal statushe Gentile believers at

Antioch, some evidence can be gleaned from RalatiansandActs

Luke’s Understanding of the Baptismal Status of Ear ly Gentile Believers

Actsprovides some circumstantial evidence that Luke considbeg¢dhe early Gentile
believers were baptized prior to the Jerusalem Conferéfitie conclusion can be
derived from Luke’s use of theSeAdos in Acts Luke usesxSeApos predominantly in

three different way$*°

1. He uses it for familial blood relations as Acts 12.2 (James, the brother of
John), 7.13 anécts1.14.

2. He uses it for Jews speaking to, or of, other Jews Rst&r’s speech to the ‘men
of Israel’ in Acts 2.29 (also 3.17) and their response to himActs 2.37.
Similarly Stephen addresses the High Priest and CoasciBeAdol, as does
Paul in the synagogue at Antioch in Pisiddets 13.26 and 38), to the people at
the Temple Acts22.1 and 5), to the Council in Jerusaleket6 23.1, 5 and 6)
and to the Jews at Rom&aqts28.17 and 21). When used as an address, the form
is oftenavdpes adeldol, as inActs2.29 and 37; 7.2; 13.15, 26 and 38; 22.1;
23.1 and 6; and 28.17.

3. He uses it for Jews who are also believers, aacis 1.16; 6.3; 9.30; 11.29,
12.17;15.1, 3, 7, 13 and 22.

4. After the Jerusalem Conference, he uses it for Gebéleevers. InActs 16.40
Luke seems to use the term for the household of Lyds Hfeir baptismActs

139 Batrett (2004, I, p 95) notes that adeAdOs is used ‘frequently throughout the book, sometimes of Jews, often
of Christians. Christian usage reflects Jewish; believers are now all members of God’s reconstituted family.’
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16.14)1° Similarly, &8eAdol is used of the mixed Jewish and Gentile
community at Corinth Acts 18.18) who had been baptized following Paul's
preaching Acts18.6).

The first occurrence of the teradeAdol in Acts which does not refer to a Jew, is in
Acts 15.23 when the ‘brothers’, both the apostles and eldenrst greetings to the
‘brothers’ who areef eBvcdv in Antioch, Syria and Cilicia. The repeated use of
‘brothers’ in this verse to refer both to the people irus@em and the Gentiles of
Antioch, Syria and Cilicia suggests strongly thatsth&entiles were regarded by Luke
as comparable members of the early chafthn Acts15.23a8eAdol is used as a form
of address to the Gentiles but later, the texdzAdot, is not only used in direct speech
but is also used descriptively in the narrative of thaoshiene community to whom the
Apostolic Decree was senfts 15.32, 33, 36 and 46%? | suggest that Luke’s use of
adeAdol in Acts15 is evidence that Luke considered the Antiochene Géitiievers to
be members of the early church prior to the Jerusalemfie@znce. But this represents an
understanding some 20 to 30 years after the event.

The Evidence of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians

Paul's only mention of baptism in thetter to the Galatiansccurs inGal. 3.27 where
he is addressing the Galatian community of believenstatiking about the Antiochene
church. However, in his autobiographical introduction to lghier, Paul states that he
had been preaching his gospel for at least fourteenX/&pr®r to the visit to Jerusalem
for the Jerusalem Conference. By Paul's own accoust,nhission to the Gentiles
originated at the revelation of the Lord Jesus to Ial.(1.11-12; 15-17) at the start of
his ministry. It is difficult to believe that Paul's gjel, which he preached to the
Gentiles, had not included baptism during a period of evaragiein as long as twelve to
seventeen years, especially as he had, after tleags,yisited and stayed with Cephas
for fifteen days Gal. 1.18). Paul's letters give verification that Gentileptem was

140 This assumes that Lydia, a oeBopévrn Tov Beov, was a Gentile ‘sympathizer’ (as those €K ... TGV Te
oePopeveov EAAfveov ARBos in Ads 17.4) and not a devout Jew.

141 Tidemann sees this verse and those surrounding it as originating from Luke and not being part of the
tradition (1989a, p 168).

142 Barrett uses the same argument saying ‘the letter takes up the use of adehdol ... [tlhey are nevertheless
brothers because they are Christians’ (2004, 11, p 740).
143 Because of the Jewish dating of years this is a minimum of twelve years but, if the dating is from the previous

visit to Cephas (Gal 1.18), the period of Paul’s evangelisation could be as great as seventeen years (Dunn,
1993, p 87).
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definitely practised shortly after the Jerusalem Camfee as is evidenced in the
Galatian and Corinthian churchésg]. 3.27;1 Cor.1.14).

The evidence oActsandGalatianssuggests, although not conclusively, that
the Gentile believers were members of the early t¢thygor to the Jerusalem
Conference and that their entry weis. the baptismal rite of initiation. Yet, if the
Gentiles in the early churches such as Antioch hadrbedosaptized members of the
early church prior to the Jerusalem Conference, hadakén place independently of
the authority of the mother church in Jerusalem? On\lueece of botActsand the
Paul's Letter to the Galatiansit seems unlikely that such an important decision as
baptizing pagans could be taken apart from the mother chtiddrusalem.

In the Letter to the GalatiansPaul is attempting to walk a narrow path
between emphasising that his own apostleship is from @Gddreence, independent of
the Jerusalem church, but, at the same time, stredsingpproval of the Jerusalem
church for his gospel as totally compatible with their ghsgmemaintaining the unity of
the early church?* Typical of this attitude is his calling the principal apesto
SokouvTes, implying the recognised status of these people but alsandisg himself
from any overestimation of their importand@a(. 2.6)*> Paul gives no indication that
the Jerusalem church summoned him to appear before teenook the initiative of
going to Jerusalem because of a revela@arokaAuis). Nonetheless there are strong
indications that Paul was seeking the approval of thédenathurch for his gospel. He
laid before them the gospel that he preackedcTifnui has a sense of presenting for
approval, consideration, consultation or for someongision.**® The possibility that, if
the mother church did not approve Paul's gospel, he, Pauld berunning‘eis kevov’
(Gal. 2.2) suggests that the consultation/consideration wats between equal
partners-*’ The Jerusalem church might disapprove of Paul's gosphlthat he might

144 Dunn, 1993, pp 91-94; Bruce, 1982, pp 107-111; Martyn, 1997, pp 190-191; Longenecker, 1990, p 48.

145 Holmberg, 1978, p 24, desctibes Paul’s attitude to those of repute as ‘ambivalent’ in that he ‘implicitly
recognises their authority to judge his gospel’ but also declares himself independent of them as his gospel
came directly from God by divine revelation (Ga/. 1.8, 12).

146 Witherington, 1998a, p 133; Dunn, 1993, p 91; Longenecker, 1990, p 47; Martyn, 1997, p 191; Bruce, 1982, p

109. The emphasis may be on that of inferior to supetior as in 2 Mace. 3.9 or between friends as in Plutarch’s
Moralia 772D.

147 So Witherington (1998a, pp 133-134) who desctibes the relationship as ‘asymmetrical’ — Paul was in no
position to require something to be added (Ga/ 2.6) to the gospel of the mother church but the Jerusalem
church could have added something to Paul’s gospel. Also Longenecker (1990, p 49) who claims that Paul’s
‘commission was not derived from Jerusalem, but could not be executed effectively except in fellowship with
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be running in vain but Paul's disapproval of the gospel ofJgresalem church was
unlikely to carry similar consequences for the mother ahuAt the very minimum,
Paul was dependent on the Jerusalem church’s approwaitbain the unity between
his gospel and theiré® he needed the authoritative weight of the ‘pillamshind him in
continuing his own mission to the Gentifé3.

A similar picture of the Antiochene church, which neg@dhe approval of the
Jerusalem church, emerges frévots Before the Jerusalem Conference the news that
‘those scattered because of the persecution’ had beguadoh the gospel to Hellenists
reached the ears of the Jerusalem church and theyBaemibas to investigaté¢ts
11.18-23). Luke presents Barnabas as an official representdtthe Jerusalem church
sent to inspect the Antiochene church and either appooyut an end to the practices
taking place therects11.23-24)>° The historicity of this is confirmed, at least partly,
by Paul'sLetter to the Galatiangn which Barnabas is recognized as a principal leader
of the Antiochene church and a suitable person to joumdgrusalem and confer with
the church there@al. 2.1, 9). Some commentators see this section as unhastand
the means by which Luke introduced Barnabas into Antiochyikgpof Barnabas’s
future involvement with the Antiochene church from higtiéch sourcé> However, as
Barrett correctly points odt? there is other evidence from the Pauline letters ttat
Jerusalem church (or at least some within that chueait)isvestigators out to supervise
the daughter churché® Paul'sLetter to the Galatianslemonstrates very effectively
how ‘some people from James’ came down to Antioch bading convinced Cephas of
their rightness in the matter, together were ablevestarn the normal practices of table
)1_54

fellowship which had previously existed in that chur@al( 2.12-13).”" Later, inActs

it was the interference of certain people from Judée#s 15.1) which precipitated the

Jerusalem’, and Holmberg (1978, p 15) who says that the ‘dialectic between being independent of and being
acknowledged by Jerusalem is the keynote of this important text’.

148 The emphasis on maintaining unity is stressed by Dunn (1993, pp 93-94) and Martyn (1997, pp 192-193).

149 Dunn, 1993, p 103. Also Holmberg (1978, p 15) who sees Paul as ‘careful to point out to his opponents and
detractors the incontrovertible fact that he was officially and irreversibly acknowledged by the Jerusalem
“pillars” as Apostle to the Gentiles, with a competence and gospel of his own’.

150 So Batrett, 2004, I, p 552 and Holmberg, 1978, p 62. Luke similarly has the Jerusalem church sending Peter
and John to confirm the work of Philip among the Samaritans (Aets 8.14).

151 Lizdemann, 1989a, p 134.
152 Barrett, 2004, pp 547-548 also Holmberg, 1978, pp 44-50.

153 The judaizers (Gal. 6.12) appear to have originated from Jerusalem according to the rhetoric against the
‘present Jerusalem’ of Gal. 4.25-26.

154 Whether the primary influence on the Antiochene Jews was Cephas or ‘those from James’ matters little. Both
symbolize the Jerusalem church.
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decision of the Antiochene church to send delegatesrtsalem Acts15.2). Holmberg,
rightly, points out that the dependency of the Antiochemech is demonstrated by this
decision to send delegates; only in Jerusalem could itiqesbe sanctioned®

Holmberg, who has performed a detailed analysis of powectstes in the
early church, concludes that the Antiochene church'b@sd to the mother church in
Jerusalem®?® He attributes the authority of the mother church varéety of reason$®’

1. Jerusalem was the centre of the church in terms oftgaivaistory. Jerusalem
was the theological and juridical centre of Judaism #ned place where the
second coming was expected to happen.

2. Jerusalem was the place where Jesus had died andisesfram the dead and
where the Spirit was first given to the disciples.

3. Jerusalem was the place where the first disciplegh@fLord, those who had
known Jesus in the flesh, resided. These people, albethers, were the ones
who passed on the traditions of the early church. Wene the indispensable
links between the historical Jesus and the present church.

Holmberg sees the practical application of this dependenéntdch on Jerusalem in
the collection Gal. 2.10). The Jerusalem Conference may have recognized tle afra
God equally at work in Paul and Barnabas’s apostleshthedGentiles as in that of
Peter, James and John’s mission to the circumciSadl 2.7-9) but, nonetheless, the
mission to the Gentiles in the Diaspora was expedaigoay tribute to the mission to
circumcised in Jerusalers4l. 2.10)%®

The evidence presented above would suggest that a dauginteln sbch as
Antioch was unlikely to take the important step of baptizGentile believers without

155 Holmberg, 1978, pp 18-19.
156 Holmberg, 1978, p 18.
157 Holmberg, 1978, pp 18-19, 27, 53, 183.

158 Holmberg, 1978, p 54. Taylor (1992, pp 116-122) atgues that ‘remembering the poot’ in the context of Gal.
2.10 was not a call for financial support for the mother church but rather a promise to ‘exercise their freedom
and independence with due consideration for the implications of their conduct for Christian communities in
Judaea’ (p 121). Taylor’s evidence for this different interpretation is not greater than that of the majority of
commentators who favour the financial collection for Jerusalem as the explanation of Ga/ 2.10, but even if he
is correct, this still shows deference and dependence of the Antioch church on the mother church of
Jerusalem.
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the explicit permission of the mother church at Jdewsa Perhaps it was at the
Jerusalem Conference that the question of Gentile bamiese. Yet this seems
unlikely for two reasons. Firstly, neither Paul nor Lukakes any mention of baptism in
their accounts; both do state that circumcision wasrequired of Gentile believers
(Luke stresses this iActs 15 and Paul refers to it in relation to TitusGl. 2.3) but
neither refers to baptism at this point. Secondlyhatlerusalem Conference, the leaders
(o1 SokouvTes gval T1) added nothing to Paul's gosp&d]. 2.6) which he preached to
the Gentiles and which he set before the Jerusalerariegdivately Gal. 2.2). They
acknowledged that God had entrusted the gospel of the uncismdto Paul just as the
gospel to circumcised had been entrusted to Peter ahdstid worked through them
both Gal. 2.7-8). Paul is adamant that nothing was added to his gospieg Bgrusalem
leaders, who would surely have added baptism to his gosplesaime if it had not
already been part of the gospel that Paul preachect tGetiles. The most that could
have resulted from the Jerusalem Conference was caifimmof baptism for Gentiles.

Thus the indications frorctsare that Luke considered the Gentile believers
to be baptized members of the early church prior toJdrasalem Conference. The
chronology of Paul, irGalatians suggests that the Gentile mission was more than a
decade old at the time of the Jerusalem Conference.effuttie conclusion must be
drawn that not only were the Gentile believers in twyechurch baptized but that the
mother church at Jerusalem approved of their baptisordo¢fie meeting in Jerusalem
took place.

3.5 Conclusions

| have attempted to trace, in this chapter, the origineeoGentile converts at Antioch.
They originated from the ‘sympathizers’ who were atgddio Judaism and attached
themselves, to varying degrees, to the synagogues of th&pdda, particularly at
Antioch. | have concluded that some, at least, wera bigh social status in some
respects in their wider community but would have bedowér status in Judaism. They
may have been benefactors of the synagogues but, withoutncision, they could not
exercise the influence of full membership. They would agpee some form of status
inconsistency and this status inconsistency may have provided nwotive for
conversion to the early church.
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In contrast, the early church was developing its ovtration rite of baptism
which appears to have been administered to believers the earliest days of its
history. Not involving circumcision, baptism was more atable to Gentiles. Gentile
believers experienced the initiation ceremony of baptidrareas the ‘sympathizers’ to
Judaism underwent no such initiation rite. Hence piredable that the Gentile believers
considered themselves more fully members of the eahiyrcb than had the
‘sympathizers’ within Judaism. It is this different understagdf belonging, and its

consequences, which will be addressed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

The Influence of the Gentile Believers at Antioch

4. 1 Introduction

So far | have identified the Gentile believers at Acti as derived from the
‘sympathizers’ to Judaism some of whom were of a modésat@h social status in the
wider community. Unlike these ‘sympathizers’ within Judaidm, Gentile believers had
undergone an initiation rite of baptism into the eatyirch community which could
confer a greater sense of belonging than would be appargat ‘sympathizers’. In this
chapter | want to investigate the effects that thistgresense of belonging would have
both on the Gentile believers and on the other menddg¢le Antiochene church, using
the tools of social psychology outlined in Chapter 2adidition, Acts testifies that
Gentiles became believers in significant numbers aioah® If there were significant
numbers of Gentile believers at Antioch the Gertiddéievers would become a distinct
subgroup within the Antiochene church introducing the poggilaf their exerting an
influence greater than would be possible for individumlkecomers into a group. The
facts of their significant numbers and their baptisstaius raises the possibility that the
Gentile believers had a different understanding of teitus within the early church
than did of Gentile ‘sympathizers’ within Judaism. Thelenstanding of the status of
the Gentile believers within the Antiochene church, itbthemselves and by the other
members of the church, determined the influence and powgrwere able to exert

within the early church community.

4.2 The Understanding of Baptism by the Various Fac tions
within the Early Church

The socio-psychological analysis of Moreland and Levixppoended in Chapter 2.3
(see p 48), identified four possible role transitions & phocess of passage through a

group. These are shown in the diagram below.

! Josephus acknowledges the large numbers of Gentiles interested in Judaism at Antioch (Jewish War 7.45). Acts
gives some confirmation of a large influx of Gentiles into the church (Aas 11.21) and it was the situation in the
church at Antioch that precipitated the Jerusalem Conference with its agenda regarding Gentile believers (Ads
15).
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In terms of initiation there are two important triéingis: theentry which symbolizes the
movement from enquirer to new member who is not getpdetely socialized and the
acceptancewhich symbolizes the movement from new member to riwdimber. As
Moreland and Levine point ofthese role transitions are fluid aedtry andacceptance
can often be combined into a single initiation riteitiAthese definitions in mind, it is
time to investigate the understanding of the Gentiléatmin rite of baptism by some of
the factions within the early church both at Antioctd aerusalem, especially the two
extremes of understanding as exemplified by Paul aendef the scale and his Torah-
observant opponents at the oth&al, 6.12-13). Inevitably this discussion on rites of
passage will focus not only on the importance of baphsatmalso on circumcision as a

prerequisite of entry into the community of Isriel.
4.2.1 Paul's Opponents’ understanding of Gentile ba  ptism

In the letters of Paul a number of opponents can batiited. There are the ‘false
brothers’ ofGalatians2.4 (euSadérdor), the ‘troublemakers’ also @alatians6.12-13
(o TapacoovTes), the ‘false apostlegipeudamootolor) of 2 Cor. 11.13 who may or
may not be connected with the ‘super apostlestpAiov amooTtohotr) of 2 Cor. 11.5
and 12.17, those who question Paul’'s apostolic credentials anagiytlil Cor.9.1-2;
15.3-11) and finally the ‘dogs and evil-doers’ who mutilateftéeh of Phil. 3.2-3. Of
these, the opponents th Corinthianswould certainly seem to be associated with the
Jerusalem church in some way (hence the reference®stespand super apostles) but
Paul does not explain explicitly what they teach, wha different gospel and different
Spirit involves which the false apostles (and super ap@3tlef 2 Cor. 11.4 are
preaching to the Corinthian churtlgimilarly, there is no indication of the teaching on
baptism and/or entry into the early church among #dr@us factions ol Corinthians

2 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 150-151.
3 Circumcision was a required sign of the covenant with Yahweh (Gen. 17.9-14).
4 Kreitzer (1996) summarises the diverse theoties on the identity of the “false apostles’ of 2 Corinthians (pp 74-82).

5> Theorties range from ‘Judaizers’ as in Galatians (so Batrett, 1973, pp 6-7 ; Kiésemann, 1942, pp 33-71;
Liidemann, 1989b, pp 80-97), proponents of the ‘Divine man’ Christology foremost of whom it is speculated
are the Hellenists (so Georgi, 1987; Friedrich, 1963, pp 1-12) and proto-gnostics including Apollos who preach
an emphasis on wisdom (so Bultmann, 1985; Schmithals, 1971; Sumney, 1990).
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(1 Cor. 1.12; 3.4-6) nor of how the questioning of Paul's apostolic authdsityelated

to Gentile initiation/baptisml( Cor. 9.1-2; 15.3-11). The Pauline opponents at Philippi
are certainly concerned with circumcision for theg ere ones who ‘mutilate the flesh’
(Phil. 3.2) and are those who ‘live as enemies of the croshast’ (Phil. 3.18). But
here Paul's description is terse in the extreme hatetis no indication of where these
‘circumcisers’ come from or even whether they aréeets’ This leaves the evidence
of the Letter to the GalatiansThis letter probably presents the most appropriate
information, for it is the letter in which Paul regus the dealings with the Jerusalem
church around the time of the Jerusalem Conference atidcArdispute. In relating
these events to the Galatian believers, Paul mustthie problems at Galatia as closely
connected with, and relevant to, these earlier eents

The ‘false brothers’ ofGal. 2.4) are described as coming ‘to spy on the
freedom we have in Christ Jesus and enslaveGa!: 2.4)° These ideas of freedom and
slavery recur in the context of the Galatian probl&al(5.1) where the troublemakers
are advocating Law observance including ‘special days, amths, and seasons, and
years’ Gal. 4.10) and ultimately circumcisios@l 6.12). It seems probable, therefore,
that Law observance and circumcision are the isseisat to the teaching of the ‘false
brothers’. This deduction is supported by Paul's commexitThus was not compelled
to be circumcisedQal. 2.3)!° Paul's use of the appellation, ‘false brothersstisngly
suggestive that these were Jewish belieVetBrothers’ could conceivably refer to
fellow Jews who were not believers, but the additibtfiedse’ identifies them as Jewish

¢ It is not baptism itself which is the issue but the allegiance to the baptizer.

7 So Holmberg, 1978, pp 48-49. Petetlin (1995, p 77) regards ‘attempts at a precise and universally accepted
definition of the opponents in Phi/. 3 [to] have failed’. Bruce (1989, p 104) identifies them as Jewish Christians
from the mother church in Jerusalem and so also does Liiddemann (1989b, p 106). Watson (1986, pp 74-77 and
2007, pp 136-150) identifies them specifically with the judaizers of Galatians. Marshall (1992, pp 79-80)
suggests that they are Jewish missionaries advocating circumcision as in Galatia. In contrast, Hawthorne (1983,
p 123) supposes them to be ‘evangelistically orientated Jews” similar to those described in Mz 23.15. There is
considerable debate as to whether such active Jewish evangelisation took place. Catleton Paget (1996, pp 65-
103) summarises the arguments for active proselytism (as for example Feldman) and against (as for example
Goodman and MacKnight following the argument of Munck) and concludes that Jewish proselytism did occur
but not necessarily in an aggressive sense; evangelisation may have been primatily to ‘change the morals’ (p 78)
of the Gentiles and/or to be an ‘educational, informative and apologetic mission’ (p 101) centred mainly on
the synagogue, possibly with the hope of a future full conversion including circumcision.

8 So Witherington, 1998a, p 136. Liidemann proposes that the Galatian problem is ‘a continuation of the
Jerusalem dispute’ (1989b, p 101).

9 YeuSahédol are also named in 2 Cor. 11.26 which may indicate the same opponents in Corinth as in
Antioch/Jerusalem.

10 So Dunn, 1993, p 95.
1 So Dunn, 1993, p 97; Longenecker, 1990, p 51; Bruce, 1982, p 113.
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believers; non-believing Jews could hardly be referredas ‘false’ because they
advocated Law observance. At Antioch Paul opposes ,Pbtdore everyone’ Gal.
2.14) because of his change of behaviour in withdrawing frdie tellowship with
Gentile believers. Here again the issue is Law obseevan the context of the food laws
and/or of association with Gentiles for Paul says Beer is ‘compelling the Gentiles to
judaize’ Gal. 2.14).

The ‘troublemakers’ of Galatia are referred to in fivegsmes? Gal. 1.6-9;
3.1-2, 5; 4.17; 6.12-14. Like the ‘false brothers’, the ‘troublemsgkare, apparently,
Jewish believers for they preach a ‘gospel’, even tholgh‘gospel’ is in some way a
different gospel from the one Paul preach&al( 1.6). They are, themselves,
circumcised Gal. 6.13) and their preaching emphasizes Law observance. This La
observance may also be associated in some way weithifthof the Spirit Gal. 3.5)*
They advocate circumcision for the Galatian Gentidievers Gal. 6.12). There are
indications that they originate from or, at least,ehthe approval of some in the mother
church at Jerusalem and that their preaching constaiélss to the Jerusalem churéh.
This would explain Paul's extended history of his own daegaliwith the Jerusalem
church Gal. 1.17-2.14) and also his contrived interpretation of the Hidemar saga
which ends in the condemnation of the ‘present JerusasmXisting in slavery.

Now this is an allegory: these women are two covenabhe woman, in fact, is
Hagar, from Mount Sinai, bearing children for slavery. Néagar is Mount Sinai in
Arabia and corresponds to the present Jerusalem, for she isvarys with her
children. But the other woman corresponds to the Jerasab®ve; she is free, and
she is our motherGal. 4.24-26)

It seems, therefore, that both the ‘false brothexsd the ‘troublemakers’ were
evangelists advocating circumcision for Gentile déogdrs, although not that they are
necessarily the same people or group. They were Laeradnt, but their adherence to
the Law did not cause them to eschew contact withetlagsntiles believers. On the

contrary they seem to have gone to a considerable arabtnmouble (in terms of travel

12 Martyn, 1997, p 118.
13 So Martyn, 1997, pp 123-124.

14 Martyn, 1997, pp 126, 457-466; Jewett, 1971, p 204. Barclay, too, says that it seems likely that the agitators
came from outside Galatia (1987, p 52) although does not go so far as to identify Jerusalem as their place of
origin.
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at least) to bring their ‘gospel’ to the Antiochene andaGn community — if their
home was Jerusalem. Their obvious desire for contadt thié Gentile believers
suggests that these Law-observant Jews did not regaf@etitdes as unclean pagans,
but as fellow members of the early church to some exien there was recognition of
their repentance, baptism and reception of the Spifibwever, it is evident that the
kind of membership which the Gentile believers enjoyed wésieia in the eyes of
both the ‘false brothers’ and the ‘troublemakérs’Although Paul sees them as
opponents and their ‘gospel’ as a threat to his chuochnwnities Gal. 5.4) and a
personal attack on himselg@l. 6.17), it is equally likely that the ‘false brotherstaie
‘troublemakers’ were acting out of concern for the @enbelievers rather than
specifically attempting to spite Pa§lTheir desire — that these fellow members of the
early church should be saved at the eschaton — promptedtthereach a gospel to
them which included circumcision as the only assured efghelonging within the
covenant. In the context of the Moreland and Levine mdéalethe passage of an
individual through a group, the ‘troublemakers’ view baptissn aarite of entry,
admitting the believing Gentiles as new members intocthamunity of believers.
However, this was not full membership, for full membegrshequired the rite of
acceptanceinto the covenant, which, for the judaizers, was umcision. Some
commentators have deduced that the teaching of the ‘troakés’ included this
concept of circumcision completing the entry base@&ah 3.3 as echoing the words of
the ‘troublemakers’,

Having started with the Spirit, are you now endiemy teAei0e) with the flesh?’

15 Based on the implied accusation contained in Ga/ 1.10 and 5.11, Barclay (1987, p 59) suggests that the
‘troublemakers’ may have argued that Paul had left the believers ‘in Galatia with an inadequate initiation’ for
they may have ‘described the Galatians’ baptism as the first part of proselyte initiation without its
completion in circumcision’.

1

>

Howard (pp 1-19, 19) suggests that the ‘troublemakers’ in no way saw themselves as opposing Paul but
finishing the work he had started. “The view presented here is that rather than assuming that the opponents
held the opposite position from the one they ascribed to Paul, they held in fact the same position they ascribed
to him and considered him as their ally’ (p 9). Similarly, Longenecker (1990, p 291), commenting on Paul’s
accusation that these opponents were motivated by self-interest in avoiding persecution (Ga/. 6.12), describes it
as a ‘judgement call’ on Paul’s part and ‘highly subjective in nature’.

17 See footnote 15. Also Betz (1979, pp 133-134) suggests that perhaps the term ‘played a role for the
opponents’ and that ‘in v 3 there could be a hint that Paul’s missionary efforts were taken as merely the first
step, and that the opponents claimed to provide the necessary and final measures to bring salvation to
completion and petfection’ (p 135). Longenecker (1990, p 106) suggests that the ‘Judaizers in Galatia, it
seems, claimed not to be opposing Paul but to be supplementing his message’. Jewett (1971, pp 206-207)
sees the ‘agitators’ as presenting circumcision as the final step on the road to perfection, prompted by the
“Lealot threat to the Judean church’; the Galatians complied because of the attraction of the ideal of
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Much the same picture emerges fréets The Jews, who went down from
Judea to Antioch, told the Gentile believers, ‘Unlesa gre circumcised according to
the custom of Moses, you cannot be savédt{15.1). Later Luke reports that similar
sentiments were expressed by people who belonged to dhefsihe PhariseeAfts
15.5). Again it is evident that, although Law-observantid®ves, Luke depicts these
men as not showing any hesitation in contacting theoAinéne Gentiles. Their motive
in journeying to Antioch, according to Luke, is concerntfee salvation of the Gentile
believers Acts 15.1). The baptism that the Gentile believers haweadlr received is
insufficient, in the eyes of the Law-observant Jetwsensure their salvation. It is likely
that the Law-observant Jewish believers regarded émilé believers in much the same
way that orthodox Jews regarded those Gentile ‘sympashizeno adhered to the
synagogues to some degréeThey were generally accepted as members of the
community but were inferior members.

It is easy to see that, in terms of the Moreland andinee model, the
opponents of Paul would view the baptism of the Gebgléeevers as corresponding to
the entry rite which established the recipient as a new memigr,not yet a full
member, of the community. Further socialization wagiired which would ultimately
result in theacceptanceite of circumcision. The Moreland and Levine model ldou
look like this for the opponents of Paul:

Investigation| Socialization Maintenance | Resocialization Remembrapce

o WU WU \W»

Baptism Circumcision Divergence Exit

perfection previously acquired in the mystery religions and classical Greek philosophy. Borgen (1982, p 39)
finds similarity with the writings of Philo (quoting especially On the Migration of Abrabam 92) on ethical and
actual circumcision and concludes that the ‘idea that the observance of circumecision should follow and
complete the ethical circumcision is supported by Gal 3.3’. Fredriksen (1991, pp 558-562) presents an
interesting but speculative suggestion that the impetus for circumcision resulted from the delay in the
coming of the parousia; an eschatological understanding of the admission of uncircumcised Gentiles to
Israel gave way to a drive for circumcision to normalize an irregular position as the eschaton failed to
materialize — a failure possibly attributed to the lack of success in the Jewish mission as more uncircumcised
Gentiles entered the community of believers.

18 See 3.3.3, pp 121F.
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4.2.2 Paul’'s Understanding of Baptism

Paul's own understanding of baptism and circumcisioadgally different from that of
his opponents? At no time does he accept that circumcision is resogsfor Gentile
believers. For the Gentiles, at least, circumcig®mrrelevant as is evident from the

following quotations.

For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncirasimn counts for anything; the

only thing that counts is faith workirigrough love. Gal. 5.6)

For neither circumcision counts for anything, nor ungicision, but a new
creation. Gal. 6.15)

Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is nothing; hbabeying the
commandments of God is everythindy.Gor.7.18-19)

Paul even seems to claim that circumcision is notgusatter of indifference but would
be detrimental to the Gentile believers.

Listen! I, Paul, am telling you that if you let yourseh®s circumcised, Christ will
be of no benefit to you. Once again | testify to evergn who lets himself be
circumcised that he is obliged to obey the entire laau Who want to be justified
by the Law have cut yourselves off from Christ; you h&alen away from grace.
(Gal. 5.2-4)

Paul appears to follow a more metaphorical interpoetaif circumcision — that it is not
the outward sign of circumcision that is relevant it inward attitude which matches

the outward sigA°

19 In what follows I shall use the evidence from the authentically Pauline letters. It may be argued that Paul’s
stance on baptism may have changed in the petiod between the Jerusalem Conference and his writing some of
the later letters, so that using letters such as Corinthians and Romans becomes invalid. However, it is evident
from chapter 2 of Galatians that Paul held a very definite opinion that Gentiles should not be subject to certain
Jewish Laws from the time of the Jerusalem Conference and Antioch dispute.

20 Philo seems to take a similar approach in The Special Laws 1.8. ‘First of all, it is a symbol of the excision of the
pleasures which delude the mind; for since, of all the delights which pleasure can afford, the association of
man with woman is the most exquisite’. However, Philo advocates physical circumcision in addition to its
symbolic effects (On the Migration of Abrabam 89 — For there are some men, who, looking upon written laws as
symbols of things appreciable by the intellect, have studied some things with superfluous accuracy, and have
treated others with neglectful indifference; whom I should blame for their levity; for they ought to attend to
both classes of things, applying themselves both to an accurate investigation of invisible things, and also to an
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Circumcision indeed is of value if you obey the law; tbytou break the law, your
circumcision has become uncircumcision. So, if theke are uncircumcised keep
the requirements of the law, will not their uncircusien be regarded as
circumcision? ... For a person is not a Jew whone outwardly, nor is true

circumcision something external and physical. Rath@eraon is a Jew who is one

inwardly, and real circumcision is a matter of therhgRom 2.25-29)

In this metaphorical way he can claim that it is bedevers in Christ who are the true

circumcision not those who exhibit outward circurnmais

For it is we who are the circumcision, who worshigha Spirit of Godind boast in
Christ JesusRhil. 3.3).

Thus circumcision has no place in the initiation foe tGentile believers for Paul.
Baptism into Christ has done away with the older mistons of Jew and Greekél.
3.28) and circumcised and uncircumcis€al( 5.6; 6.15:1 Cor. 7.19)*

If circumcision plays no part in the initiation of nemembers into the early

church, what is the role of baptism in Paul’'s thinkifg®il associates the rite of baptism

closely with baptism of the Spirit. He predominantlysiiee passive form of the verb,
baptize (asl Cor. 1.13, 15; 12.13; 15.29Rom. 6.3), probably to emphasize the

overriding role of divine rather than human actionudit is baptism in the Spirit which
is important for Paul. It is by faith that the Spistreceived Gal. 3.2) and through the

one who gives the Spirit that powerful works are pentxt in the believerGal. 3.5).

Yet baptism with water by the community does take piadbe Pauline churches as is

evident inl Cor. 1.14-16. Baptism in the Spirit means baptism into the lod@hrist

Cor. 12.13) and baptism into his deafofm 6.3). Baptism into his death gives to all the

promise of eternal salvation and death to Biarg 6.3-5, 23; 8.2Phil. 3.10-11). But, in

the present time, it is baptism into the body of &htihat gives all believers the gifts

necessary to serve the communiRpo(n.12.4-8;1 Cor.12.12-31). Thus, being members

of the body of Christ enables the gifts of apostlespiymphecy, ministry, healing,

itreproachable observance of those laws which are notorious’). Unlike Paul he is not advocating the neglect of
the rite but attempting an explanation of the interpretation of the physical act. Barclay (1998, p 543) concludes
that a ‘universalizing allegoty was acceptable for him [Philo] only insofar as it supported the particulatities of
the law, not if it threatened to undermine them’.

2l Horsley (1998, p 171) comes to the same conclusion in commenting on 7 Cor. 12.13 so that ‘not only Jews, but
also Gentiles “in Christ”, are now heirs of the promise to Abraham’.
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teaching, encouragement/consolation, administration aad kadershipRom.12.3-
9).% Yet none of these gifts is to be regarded as superite othersi Cor. 12.14-25).
Thus, the baptism in the Spirit confers full capacitythe Gentile believer to exercise
all the possible roles which members may perform withan group. In terms of the
Moreland and Levine model of group socialization, this capdoi undertake roles
within the group up to, and including, leadership is a sigrubbfriembership of the
group?® In the writings of Paul, baptism, therefore, repnéseentry into the full
membership of the group; it is the riteamiceptanceanot (or not only)entry. The concept
of circumcision as a second rite of initiation is irapible. Baptism into Christ has
already made the Gentile believers into Abraham’sl sl hence heirs to the promise
made to AbrahamQal. 3.29).

It is obvious that the understanding of Paul and his chuishesy different
from that of his opponents. Baptism is the initiatidte into full membership of the
early church. All the benefits and status of full mersbhg are available to baptized
members. They can exercise roles of leadership, autlaorit power within the group.
The Moreland and Levine model would look like this for Pamdi his supporters at
Antioch.

Investigation and Maintenance Resocializatign Remembrance
Socialization
Baptism Divergence Exit

4.3 The Minority Influence of the Antiochene Gentil es and

Pauline Faction

There is evidence from Josephus that the number ofil@&emvho were attracted to
Judaism was high in the city of Antioch. Although Josepmay have exaggerated
numbers, he relates that, at Antioch,

22 TTpoioTopevoc is used also as a form of manager/leader in 7 Titus 3.4, 12; 1 Thess. 5.12. Dunn (1988, p 73)
notes that it can also be used in a sense of ‘be concerned for’ or ‘give aid’ to. If this is the sense, then a
benefactor might be implied and Dunn favours this translation, suggesting it refers to a ‘protector’ of
substantial wealth and/ot social status. Bartrett (1962, p 239) concludes ‘it does not desctibe any office with
precision; it rather refers to a function which may have been exercised by several persons, perhaps jointly or in
turn’.

23 Moreland and Levine (1982, pp 167-170) “The group tries to define a special role for each full member that
maximises his or her contributions to group goal attainment’.
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they [Jews] were constantly attracting to their gielis ceremonies multitudes of
Greeks, and these they had in some measure incorpora&tethemselves.Jewish
War 7.45)

Acts gives a similar impression of large numbers of Gesmticonverting to the
Antiochene churchXcts11.21). Again Luke may be exaggerating for his own purposes
but a significant influx of Gentile believers can alsibferred from the facts that the
some Jewish believers in Jerusalem seemed eager tagateshe Antiochene church
(Acts 15.1) and the situation at Antioch was important enoogtarrant the general
meeting of the church at Jerusalefcts 15.2; Gal. 2.1-10). The influx of a group of
Gentile believers, rather than separate individuadsans that the Gentile believers
formed a distinct subgroup of the community at Antidakke, inActs(15.23) seems to
endorse this understanding of the Gentile believerssasaisubgroups within the early
churches for the opening greeting prior to the Apostolic®=addresses them directly.

The brothers, both the apostles and the elderthetdelievers of Gentile origim
Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greetings.

As distinct subgroups within the churches Gentile belewvesre in a position to exert
considerably more influence than would be expected frommembers of a group.

In Chapter 2.4.2 (pp 60ff) the effects of minorities in groupsawdiscussed.
The effectiveness of a minority grouping seems to be digmeron a number of factors.
Firstly, they need to provide a consistent and sustained pbview over a period of
time. Secondly, they need to be perceived by the majminaining members of the
group as being authentic members of the in-group in tlegtuphold the essential and
basic norms of the group; where their opinions and bediffesr from the majority must
be in areas which are conceded as peripheral. Thirdyattitude of the majority itself
is important, for it must also be moving slowly towarkde position expressed by the
minority or, at least, be disposed to accept originalaadtive movement; in this way
the influence of a Gentile minority would be likely te greater in the Diaspora than in
the more orthodox setting of Jerusalem. Finally, tifience of a minority will be
proportional to the number of members of the minoriifpgsoup; as the number

increases so will the minority influence. In additiaf the minority includes some
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members who are regarded as valuable to the group, suubsasaho already occupy a
moderate to high status in the wider society, thisaislb promote minority influence.

In Galatiansthere is evidence that the incorporation of Gentiléelefs in
the early church community at Antioch precipitated geawithin that church which
deviated from the behaviour expected by more law-abiding debesevers. Paul's
terse aside concerning the ‘false brothers’ who spietherfreedom of Paul and his
associates wanting to enslave the@ual( 2.4) suggests a movement away from the
expected behavior of Jewish believers into a freer typeonmduct unfettered by
‘slavish’, Law-observant, conduct. Similarly the epis@deAntioch demonstrates that,
without the influence of the ‘people from James’ théidehene Jews were prepared to
enter into a form of table fellowship which was unacceptédbkhe ‘people from James’
when they arrived from Jerusaler®d]. 2.11-13). It seems reasonable to conclude,
therefore, that the admittance of Gentiles into libkeving community at Antioch did
lead to changes in behaviour, beliefs and opinions onimedsues such as table
fellowship, corresponding to the social psychology madehinority influence. From
the limited evidence available, the circumstances arthwearal styles at Antioch
appear to conform to those described by socio-psychologicaels for minority
influence leading to change within a group.

Consistency is a prime factor in facilitating mingrihfluence. Although
there is no evidence of the consistency of the Gentiinority/Pauline faction at
Antioch, there is abundant evidence for the constah®aul, himself, in his belief in a
law-free gospel for Gentile believers. Paul argued for law-free gospel at the
Jerusalem Conferenc&dl. 2.1-10); he confronted Peter before everyone when Peter
withdrew from eating with the Gentile believers attidoh (Gal. 2.14-16); he argued
with the Galatians to resist the approaches made bgetlwho are advocating
circumcision (Gal. 5.2-3) and to rely on faith and the Spirit rather thaorks of the
law’ (Gal. 3.2; also 3.24-28); in Philippi, too, he advocated resistingdbgs’ who
want to mutilate the fleshPqil. 3.2). Paul consistently opposed those who advocated

ritual Law observance for Gentile believers.

Very important, too, is the perception of the minoriyb®ing ‘one of us’ and
not an out-group. The Gentile believers at Antioch weae of the community. They

were baptized, received the Spirit and took part in thegles and so, in most respects,
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were members of the in-group. Over a period of time theti& believers increased in
number Acts 11.19-21) so the size of the minority group was growing. Twexe
acquainted with the Jewish believers at Antioch in faci&te situations. In addition,
the Gentile believers are likely to have relinquished sfiimads, family and position to
become believers; their choice for monotheism couldmfergoing many public, civic
and private occasions of celebration and ceremony duetoldse association at these
times in both the public and private spheres with pagaifisado the god$? Thus the
Gentile believers are likely to have been perceivetdaasng suffered injury or loss of
some kind for the sake of their conversion to the eahlyrch community with its
associated commitment to monotheism. They were upholdiegessential norm of
monotheism and, as the Antiochene church would follaul'® understanding of
Gentile baptism, they were perceived as full membershefgroup. These are the
circumstances which would have resulted in the Jewistingmt at Antioch respecting
and attributing certainty and validity to any new or unodox position adopted by the
Gentile subgroup (probably under the leadership of Paul) asamcircumcision and

generally less adherence to the Torah.

The Jewish believers at Antioch, themselves, may baea disposed to the
idea of change so assisting their complying with minomtfjuence. Zetterholm has
analyzed the situation of Jews in the Diaspora, partigult Antioch?® Following
Kraabel®® he argues that the shift from their majority situaiiofPalestine to minority
status in the Diaspora promoted changes in value syéferktigration, and
accommodation to a more pluralistic environment, caecaffeligious beliefs and

practices in a variety of ways. Religious beliefs carmleakened by the migration or

24 Clarke (2000, pp 19-25) concludes that in both Rome and the Greek city-states ‘the ancient wotld conceived of
no clear separation between the secular and religious spheres’ (p 19) and that ‘integral to the ethos of local civic
politics was a belief in the important patronage of the civic deities’ (p 25). Religious and political buildings were
erected side by side and ‘official business was conducted within a cleatly religious context which reflected the
underlying beliefs and superstitions of the majotity of its citizens’ (p 25). Gooch (1993, pp 15-26) atgues that
many temples to the various deities had public rooms used for social gatherings which may not have been
associated specifically with temple sacrifice but would have ‘stood in an ambiguous relationship’ to the cult and
so presented some difficulties for converts to monotheism. In addition, Gooch (1993, pp 27-38) also
concludes that many celebratory meals in private homes ‘included food that had been sacrificed to the gods
before the meal or as part of the events of the meal’ (p 37). Popkes, too, concludes that the close association
of civic and religious dimensions of life made it difficult for Jews or Christians to hold any sort of public office
(2005, p 330). While Tellbe atgues that there was no legal requirement to take part in pagan cults he does
concede that non-participation would be ‘easily regarded by others as socially deviant or politically subversive’
(2001, p 47).

25 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 53-111.

26 Kraabel, 1992a, pp 21-31.

27 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 56-57.
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strengthened by it; they can also be changed drastiesllyfor example, by the
formation of sects or by innovatively attempting to agaatate previously held
religious beliefs in the context of the new environnféretterholm designated these
three alternativestraditionalistic, secularand innovative tendencie$® He illustrates
the occurrence of all three alternatives at Antiothesecularadaptation is exemplified
by Antiochus the apostate who ‘denounced his own fathertlze other Jews, accusing
them of a design to burn the whole citye(vish War7.46-47). Zetterholm describes
Antiochus as one who had ‘completely broken with heglition and in all essentials
become a GreeK® The traditionalistic alternative is less well atéesby Zetterholni®
However, he illustrates it by the example of those wiere prepared to die rather than
sacrifice ‘after the manner of the Greek3éyish War7.50-51), and suggests that the

proposed location for the writing of 4 Maccabees asoshtindicates some

torah ideology in Antioch that could be connected to aslegioup who considered
that obedience to the torah was worth dying*for.

Most interesting, however, is Zetterholm’s identfion of theinnovative alternative
with the messianic Jesus movem&ntle argues that, although the messianic Jesus
movement originated in Palestine, the distinctive featfrincluding Gentile believers
originated at Antioch at the instigation of Hellenistssts 11.20)** This inclusion of
Gentiles, together with its apocalyptic message, itelscahat the messianic Jesus
movement was ‘a new, innovative form of religious eent’, illustrating the
adaptation to the new pluralistic environment and repreggatidifferent way of being
Jewish® If Zetterholm is correct in his interpretation, théhe messianic Jesus

movement would be exactly the sort of group that wouldrbenable to innovative and

28 So also Hamberg, 1999.
2 Zetterholm, 2003, p 60.
30 Zetterholm, 2003, p 76.
31 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 80-88.
32 Zetterholm, 2003, p 82.
33 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 88-91.

3+ Although there is dispute about the historicity of Aets, Zetterholm contends that the naming of Antioch as the
origin of the Gentile mission and the nomination of Hellenists as the instigators of the mission have no
narrative significance for Luke and so are likely to be historically based (2003, p 89) (see also pp 211f).

35 Zetterholm, 2003, p 89.
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creative change and would be moving towards assimilatioepme ways, with their
new pluralistic and Hellenistic milietf.

This examination of the behavioural styles and situatiorthef Gentile
believers (and associated Pauline faction) is compatilblesome of the requirements
of the socio-psychological model for the influence ahiaority group on the majority.
The Gentile believers would have been influencing andhgihg the whole group of
believers at Antioch. However, the conditions whiahwld promote the influence of the
Gentiles at Antioch would not apply to the communitytled Jerusalem church. They
may have been aware of the Gentile believers as a itgirsubgroup within the early
church but they were not a subgroup of the Jerusalem coitynilihese believers were
not in face-to-face contact with Gentile believersl mot subjected to their consistent
views. The Jerusalem believers were probably unawatbeo$acrifices made by the
Gentiles in converting to the early church communitiBsey, themselves, were still
living in Palestine and so not subjected to the pluralisiiieu of the Diaspora. The
Zeitgeistin Jerusalem was likely to be unfavourable to innovaiivé creative change.
Quite the contrary, the Roman occupation precipitatslicter attitude to Judaism and
Law observancd’ Thus whatever influence the minority group of believing @est
exerted on the church community at Antioch, it is impide that any similar influence

was experienced within the Jerusalem church community.

The Gentile believers, along with some Jewish belgweuld have exerted
influence within the Antiochene church community. Butuefice of one subgroup on
another entails discussion, and discussion takes,plat®&etween complete groups, but
between representatives or spokesman of the varioupgfoThus minority opinion is
often vocalized through representatives, but these mpeds/es are also leaders of the
group, whether or not they are officially designateduash.

4.4 The Emergence of Leadership among Gentile Belie  vers

In Chapter 2 (section 2.5 pp 63ff) | attempted to outline thelospsychological
understanding of leadership and its emergence in groups, gwblpomodels of

36 Maass and Clark, 1984, p 432; Moscovici and Lage, 1978, pp 349-365; Paicheler, 1976, pp 405-427.
37 Theissen and Schlltz, 1982, pp 27-34.
38 Hogg and Vaughan, 2002, p 429.
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leadership in the Graeco-Roman world of the first centung/ the models of leadership
in the early church. Apart from the ‘great man’ thearyich is dependent both on
charismatic leader and apposite timing, the main faatoesnergent leadership seem to
be prototypicality with group norms and the sort of docieracteristics which arouse
leadership schemata in followers and cause them ibuaétrleadership traits to status-
advantaged members of the group. In the Graeco-Roman swmildr schemata appear
to have operated. Looking at the household, the volumatssgciations and the Jewish
synagogues, status, family and honour were all importdr paterfamilias,with his
status and authority within the household and wider communitg the basic leader
within the community and exerted power and influence. énetfrly church, too, status
in the family and in the wider community seemed to l@ofs in determining who

exercised leadership, although charismatic leadership s@apassible.

The particular situation in the early church at Antiselems to provide the
conditions necessary for the emergence of a Gemnilgority which could exert
influence within the whole Antiochene community. Themier of uncircumcised
Gentile believers made it likely that a minority subgrexquild materialize. If, as | have
argued earlier (3.4.1 pp 126ff), some of the Gentile beliewers status-advantaged,
then they would naturally emerge as leaders of this supgiithey possessed the status
characteristics which evoked schemata of leadership tasstiisadvantaged followers.
Even status-advantaged people whose expertise is nossaebe relevant (diffuse
status-advantaged, see p 69) to the tasks of the group catribeted the qualities
(schemata) of leadership required by status-disadvantaged nseshbige group.

In the previous chapter (3.3.2 and 3.4.1) | argued that somde3aelievers
were status—advantaged in terms of family and prestigieeinvider community. They
originated from the ranks of the ‘sympathizers’ to Judaand there is evidence that
some of these ‘sympathizers’ had sufficient wealth andtigeeto act as patrons to the
Jewish synagogues. It seems reasonable to assumerdpaesentative cross-section of
the ‘sympathizers’ converted to the early church comnemitindeed some of the
status-advantaged Gentile ‘sympathizers’ may have been ratiner than less, likely to
convert if their status within Judaism caused them toreequee some status dissonance
as a result of their exclusion from certain aspectsJudaism because of their
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uncircumcision. Such people would be prime candidatesle@adership within the

communities of the early church.

While Paul and Barnabas undoubtedly occupied key rolesanletship at
Antioch, it is likely that other leaders would emergeni the ranks of the uncircumcised
Gentile believers as leaders of this particular subgréspSocial Identity Theory and
Self-Categorization Theory have demonstrated, in théegbrvhere group identity is
salient, prototypicality is a major requirement fordegship (see 2.5.2 pp 66ff). When
the numbers of uncircumcised believers at Antiochelased such that they became a
significant minority subgroup, the tendency of the subgnopld be to want leaders
who were prototypical of that subgroup (i.e. uncircumciskd)he discussions with the
circumcised Jewish believers their representativesldlexhibit the salient norms of the
subgroup (i.e. non-Torah observance). While Paul andabars could sympathize with,
champion and support these norms within the Antiochemeremity, they could not be
prototypical of the uncircumcised subgroup. This subgroup emjuwincircumcised
leaders, for the issues of circumcision and Torahrghsee were crucial as can be
deduced from the discussions of the Jerusalem Conferédake 2.3-9) and the
subsequent Antioch disput&dl. 2.11-15). As the issue of Torah observance became
more central, there is a strong probability that unencised Gentile believers would
come forward as leaders of the believing Gentile communmithin the Antiochene
church.

The need for prototypical leadership allows those statuardaged Gentile
believers to emerge as leaders and assume the raleidb their previous experience
and/or familial heritage had predisposed them. Theiustaharacteristics — family
background, education, position in the wider society — akBose those status-
disadvantaged members of the Gentile subgroup to attrieatkership traits to them.
The status-advantaged Gentiles were ready to assurderdagp and the status-
disadvantaged Gentiles were ready to follow. In agldjtsome of the Gentile believers
may have been in a position to acquire ‘charismatictideship of the form that
Holmberg describe¥ those who demonstrated that they had received thefgtfie
Spirit by outbursts of glossolalia would be suitable ddatgs. The first Gentiles to

receive baptism — the *first fruits’ — would also beaispecial situation. We know that

3 Holmbetg, 1978, p 159.
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sometimes more than one of these facilitating factould coincide in a single person.
Thus in Corinth, Stephanas, who receives Paul's cardat®n as someone who is due
recognition from the churchl(Cor. 16.18), has the special position of being a ‘first
fruit’ (1 Cor.16.15-17) and was also status-advantagedpaseafamilias

4.5 The Example of Titus

So far in this chapter, | have presented circumstaenidience that the time was ripe at
Antioch for the emergence of Gentile leaders. As tbhenber of Gentile believers
increased, they would form a minority subgroup within tmigchene church based on
their lack of circumcision (i.e. their differenceofn Jewish believers). As a minority
they would naturally favour some members as their reptatsees or leaders. Paul and
Barnabas fulfilled this role to some extent but thereuld be a need for more
prototypical leadership (i.e. uncircumcised), probably asorsliates to Paul and
Barnabas. Within the subgroup of the Gentile believersstatys-advantaged members,
who had occupied positions of honour and prestige within tdervdommunity, were
likely to be attributed leadership characteristics byrdst of the Gentile believers. But

is there any evidence that Gentile leadership was engenmgihe church at Antioch?

There is very little detail concerning the Antiochene chuwommunity Acts

(13.1) gives a list of leaders but these are all Jewislin(the case of Nicholas a full
convert to Judaism). Paul mentions himself and Bas@Bal. 2.1 and 9) but also
includes Titus whom he took with him to Jerusalé®al( 2.1). It is Titus who seems to
be an example of an emerging Gentile leader. Schbéars posited various reasons for
the presence of Titus at Jerusafriviost seem to agree that Titus was some kind of test
case, but exactly what sort of test case is not evidesrigenecker and Dunn both
suggest that Titus was a test case but neither expahdrfather than also to conjecture
that Titus was also Paul’s assistant or hefpésler sees Paul's act in taking Titus with

him as a challenge:

40 For example, Betz, 1979, p 88; Longenecker, 1990, p 47; Dunn, 1993, pp 90-91; Holmberg, 1978, p 23; Esler,
1998, p 130; Martyn, 1997, p 190; Bruce, 1982, p 111.

4 Longenecker, 1990, p 47; Dunn, 1993, pp 90-91.
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he was, in a literal sense, entering their social espac Titus’ uncircumcised
presence was a grievous insult to all those who thougitroainbers of the House
of Israel could belong to the new movemént.

It is difficult to reconcile Esler’s explanationtivithe presumption that Gentile believers
had been associated with Diaspora communities and thechane church for some
time. If Acts11.22-24 has any historical basis, then the Jerusalemhchwai aware of
the presence of Gentile believers in the Diaspom put forward no objectioft
Likewise Paul claims to have met both Cephas and Jahee&ord’'s brother, fourteen
years prior to the Jerusalem ConferenGal( 1.18, 19; 2.1) at which time it seems
unlikely that his mission to the Gentiles was not discus$éds the acceptance of
Gentile believers as members of the ‘new movement’, adt len the more remote
Diaspora communities, had already taken place. The suggegtat Martyn puts
forward seems more probable — that Paul's ‘gospel was pradent by a piece of its
y 44

fruit, Titus’.”™ Watson agrees that Titus was a presumably impressivelugroof
Antiochene missionary expansich'.

Yet, Paul's language does not suggest that Titus was san@yresentative
Gentile believer, who, if accepted by the Jerusalem aamitgy demonstrated that all
Gentile believers were similarly acceptable. In cetipe with Titus’s circumcision,
Paul declares that ‘not eve@N\ oudg] Titus was compelled to be circumcised’ This

AN oudé is a strong comparison for PdfiHe uses it in two other places in his letters.

1. And so, brothers and sisters, | could not speak to yoyiatual people, but
rather as people of the flesh, as infants in Chrifgdlyou with milk, not solid
food, for you were not ready for solid food. Even now yoe still not fAN

oude £T1 vuv] ready. (L Cor.3.1-2)

42 Esler, 1998, p 130.

43 Paul also gives reason to conclude that the Jerusalem church was in contact with the community at Antioch.
Both Peter and the ‘people from James’ visit the community after the Jerusalem Conference (Gal 2.11-1) and,
if the episode with the ‘false brothers’ were from Jerusalem and took place at Antioch (Gal. 2.4), they visited
before the Jerusalem Conference.

# Martyn, 1997, p 190; also Watson (2007, p 103) describes Titus as ‘presumably impressive ... product of
Antiochene missionaty expansion’.

4 Watson, 2007, p 103.
46 So also Martyn, 1997, p 193; Bruce, 1982, p 111.
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2. But with me it is a very small thing that | should be julldsy you or by any

human court. | do not eveafX oud¢] judge myself. { Cor.4.3)

Both these examples oAX oud¢ show the highly significant nature of the comparison
that Paul is drawing. It is not a simple comparison betweelative equals; it is a
comparison which contains the elements of overstateamhtshock because of the
unequal circumstances which are being compared and theequerees. In the case of
the Corinthians it is a comparison of their very easdgociations as ‘infants in Christ’
with their current, more mature, status, the shock biiageven after all this time they
are still not ready. In the reference to himselfulRampares the triviality of being
judged by others with the more stringent criticism withick he judged himself. If he
does not even judge himself, it is ridiculous to suggedthbais concerned over the
judgment of other people. Likewise with Titus, if not evidatus was compelled to be
circumcised then it is ridiculous to consider thatahginary Gentile believers in Galatia
should need to be circumcis&dThe implication is that the comparison is not a
comparison of equals. Titus was not just an ordinary (&elngliever; he was more than
that.

There is evidence within the New Testament for Titusnasmerging leader
within the Gentile communit§? Firstly, there is the evidence that, within just ® fe
years:® Titus became one of the itinerant leaders, withittigortant job of reconciling
the Corinthians to Paul following the crisis in theilations @ Cor. 7.6-14)>° He was
then entrusted with overseeing the collection for Jé&uos&rom the Gentile churche2 (
Cor. 8.6 and 16; 12.18) Both Barrett and Holmberg have noted that, by the tifne

47 Dunn (1993, p 95) notes the force of the ‘not even’ but interprets it as “Titus was so obviously a Greek and not
a Jew; if Paul could successfully defend his position in relation to Titus he could sustain it for all Greeks.’
Dunn does not expound on exactly what made Titus ‘so obviously a Greek’. Bruce takes another view when
he says ‘The reference to Titus reminds Paul of something to which, perhaps, no importance was attached at
the time but which provided a helpful precedent in the light of later events’ (1982, p 111).

4 The second century Adts of Panl also has several references to Titus, along with Luke, in connection with the
martyrdom of Paul in Rome and the baptism of Longus and Cestus at his grave (Hennecke, 1963, pp 346,
383, 380)

4 Barrett (1969, p 3) estimates about 5 years.

50 Conzelmann, 1973, pp 160-161; Kee, 1962, p 656; Batrett, 1969, pp 9-10. Itinerant leadership as a subordinate
of an apostle is one of the prominent leadership roles in the early church, rating above the local leadership
according to Holmberg (1978, pp 196-197). See 1.2.2.2 pp 12ff.

51 Conzelmann, 1973, pp 160-161; Kee, 1962, p 656; Betz, 1979, p 84; Barrett, 1969, pp 10-12. There is also
evidence in 2 Timothy that Titus worked in Dalmatia (2 Tim. 4.10). Although 2 Timothy is generally not
regarded as authentically Pauline, some scholars acknowledge that the end of the Letter containing personal
details may be a fragment of some unknown but genuine Pauline correspondence (Kee, 1962, p 657).
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writing 2 Corinthians Titus is described as a partner and co-worRetdr. 8. 23). This
is evident from Paul's language in referring to TitusulRaiged rapokalew) Titus to
go to the Corinthians while the unnamed brother is GanomooTéAAw) with him.>2
Paul shows considerable affection and respect for {2uor. 2.13; 7.6, 13, 14) and is
also concerned that his (Paul's) previous boasting onuatcof the Corinthians’
generosity will not be a cause of his shame before T&uSor. 7.14). Titus’s opinion
appears to be important to Paul. The second generatiosti@is certainly recognized
Titus as a significant leader of the Gentile churchesgnificant enough to be the
purported recipient of a personal letter from Pdaulug 1.4). Furthermore, for Paul to
mention Titus in hidetter to the Galatianss strong evidence that Titus was already
known to the Galatians at the time Paul wrote thigféttPaul’s initial naming of Titus
(Gal. 2.1) contains no introduction or description of him, amddéscription which Paul
does give later — that Titus was a Greé&al( 2.3) — is given in the context of
circumcision not of introduction. Thus, within just a feeays, Titus had developed into
an itinerant missionary leader of the church, subatdironly to the apostle, Paul.
Secondly Actsgives information that several delegates accompanietaifd Barnabas
on their journey to Jerusalemdts 15.2). Titus, although not mentioned Aacts must
have been such a delegate and, as a delegate, was algadikelve been already
prominent in the Antiochene community, representing titerésts of the Gentile

subgroup of that community.

We know little of Titus before he became an itineramssionary. His
conciliatory activities in Corinth on Paul's behalfdahis supervision of the collection
strongly suggest that he was diplomatic and had goodoredaips with his fellow
believers>® Such qualities imply confidence and linguistic skillsoirer to negotiate
with people; qualities which, according to Bourdieu, sigmifNtural and social capital
(see p 71). Furthermore, he seems to have had the abititavel — there are references
to him in Corinth 2 Cor. 12.16), Dalmatiaq Tim 4.10), TroasZ Cor. 2.12-13) and
Macedonia 2 Cor. 7.5-6). It seems unlikely that Titus was financed by thty eaurch

52 Barrett, 1969, p 12. So also Holmberg, 1978, p 61 who suggests that Titus was in a ‘more independent
position’ than Timothy on the basis of the wording in 2 Cor. 8.16, 17; 12.18.

53 So also Longenecker (1990, p 46) and Dunn (1993, p 90).

> Betz, 1979, p 84; Watson, 2007, p 103; Batrett also concludes that Titus ‘may have been one of the deputation
appointed (according to Acs 15.2) by the church at Antioch — possibly the Gentile member of it” (1969, p 4).

55 Conzelmann (1973, p 160) concludes that “Titus must have been especially gifted in dealing with people’.
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for Paul is offended by the suggestion that he [Pauljitpcbfrom the money collected
among the Corinthians, nor did he take advantage of thmt@ians through any of
those he sent to Corinth including Titu Cor. 12.16-18). Probably, therefore, Titus,
too, traveled at his own expense. Such ability assumebehzdd the capacity to travel,
either by supporting himself as Paul seems to have daets 18.3;1 Cor. 9.6), by
working as a trader/merchant which involved travel as phttis occupation, or by
having some personal or family wealth. These attributegealth and linguistic skills
suggest that Titus may be classified as status-advantagedsasdch, fit some of the
schemata for leadership described in Chapter 2.5.3 (see pp 68ff

4.6 Conclusion

The present chapter has been an investigation into ahessbf the Gentile believers
within the early church communities, particularly at idob. The socio-psychological
model of group socialization, which describes the movemenéw members through a
group, has been used to elucidate the position of theil&€&emtithin the Antiochene
church community. In particular, it has been used tegtigate the rite(s) of initiation
appropriate to membership within the early church. Moretamd Levine describe two
possible rites — the rite ehtry (which ritualizes the entry of an interested enquimgy
the group as a new member) and the ritaazeptancgwhich ritualizes the transition
from new member to acceptance into full membership)thén New Testament, two
possible rites of initiation are apparent — baptism araligicision. The evidence éicts
and, to a lesser extent Ghlatians suggests that the Gentile believers at Antioch were
already baptized into Christ before the Jerusalem @emde took place. They were, in
some way already members of the early church commuddwever, | have argued in
this chapter that there was a substantial differendba understanding of baptism as a
rite of initiation between Paul and his more Torah-owdtius Jewish opponents. For
Paul, baptism represented initiation into full membgrgsifithe early church; baptized
members were eligible to occupy specific roles, inclgdieadership within the
community. However, the Jewish believers who opposedshim baptism as a rite of
entry of new members which required circumcision to mete the membership and
establish the Gentile believers as full members oftmemunity (and of the covenant of
Israel). It is the conclusion of the chapter that thisunderstanding of baptism as an
initiation rite was the source of the opposition Pexperienced from the more Torah-
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meticulous Jewish believers. Paul and his opponents lifddedt views as to the status
of the Gentile believers within the early church.

One outcome of this difference in understanding of #idm of the Gentile
believers would be ambiguity over their status with ¢bmmunity subsequent to their
baptism. Asnew members the Gentile believers would be discouraged fom
attempts to exercise specific roles within the group oexercise influence over the
decisions of the group, whereas,fad members such attempts would be encouraged
and expected by the community. The church at Antioch degabaptism as the
initiation rite into full membership so that the Géntbelievers were eligible for
leadership roles.

As some of the Gentile believers seem to have beeple of moderate to
high status within the wider community, schemata of leside would be attributed to
them by more socially disadvantaged individuals; thewldianaturally assume the
authority of leadership. In addition, the influx of nunbef Gentiles would predispose
the Gentile believers to form a subgroup of the Amtgo® church and leaders would
emerge that were prototypical of that subgroup. Furthersitbation of Jews in the
Diaspora was such as to render the Jewish believees antenable to change than those
in the centre of Judaism in Jerusalem. Thus circumssaat Antioch favoured the
emergence of Gentile leadership of the Gentile minaxitych could exert influence

within the whole Antiochene community.

On the evidence ofalatians Titus seems to be such an emerging leader.
His subsequent development as a valued itinerant misgideader only a few years
after the Jerusalem Conference and Antioch dispute sugbastse was beginning to
fill a leadership role during his residence at Antioch. ptssence at Jerusalem for the
Conference, along with Barnabas and Paul, implieshbatas there to represent the

interests of the uncircumcised believers.

It does not seem unreasonable, therefore, to infethbaBentile believers at
Antioch were beginning to exercise influence in theyeahurch community, perhaps
even starting to wield power and authority as leaders saifb@roup within the larger
Antiochene church community. According to the Moreland &evine model of group
development, the acquisition of roles, particular lesitip roles, within a group occurs
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during the maintenance phase, when the newcomer bassbeialized and accepted by
the group as a full memb&.The emergence of leadership from the Gentile subgroup
would emphasize the equality of membership of Jewish anttil&éelievers very
forcibly. The impact of this development in the earhuich, and the reaction of the
more Torah-meticulous Jewish believers to the devedop, may have been
contributing factors to the debates which resulted in d¢aling of the Jerusalem
Conference.

56 Moreland and Levine, 1982, pp 137-192
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Chapter 5

The Jerusalem Conference According to Paul’s Letteto the
Galatians

5.1 Introduction

In Chapter 2.6.2 (see pp 86ff) | outlined the recognisedets by which separate groups
can amalgamate into a superordinate group. In termeaaly church communities this
represents the incorporation of Gentile believersgroap previously associated with an
out-group — into a sect within Judaism. Paul's strategy egeim be the technique of
forming a superordinate group with common identity for bethish and Gentile believers
(see p 89). However, such a strategy can cause problemsmbers of one of the
subgroups begin to experience threat to their previous guabemtity. In such cases
identification with the original group is intensified ane thias against the other subgroup
(previously an out-group) is thereby increased. A psedanechanism for alleviating this
problem is for each subgroup to accept a dual identity \nize¢hey are all members of the
new superordinate group but, at the same time, retaimdémty associated with their
original group. Such a strategy seems to have been exdpliyythe early church to solve
the problem of the divisions between the Hebrews agitkiists Acts6). The Hellenists
were given their own leaders (as | argued previously2Cph.93) and hence retained their
identity as Hellenists whilst still being members g superordinate grouping of the Jesus

movement.

However, dual identity solutions work best when the sulggg are of equal
status and powerThis was not necessarily the situation at the Jemms&lonference. Here
some of the Law-observant Jewish believers did noepaahie Gentile believers as full
members of the early church, and so eligible for salwawithout prior circumcision (as
discussed previously, 4.2.1, pp 153ff). For the Law-observanisld believers, their
identity as Jews cut across their identity as membérthe Jesus movement. They

! Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 151-152; 2000b, p 253.
Y 28 PP p
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belonged to the grouping of Judaism in a way that uncircuchGstiles could not. At
times when their Jewish identity within the Jesus mm@ seemed to be threatened, they
would be inclined to revert to their original identitycetake refuge in their identity as Jews
with the subsequent possibility of schism. It was tltBerences in the understanding of
identity between these Law-observant Jewish beleaad the Pauline faction, for which
the superordinate group identity of the Jesus movement Nvespartant, that brought

about the discussions which are recorded by Pdblatians2.1-10.

The Jerusalem Church was faced with the task of rdoantihe positions of
both these factions in such a way that the identityether would be undermined to the
extent that might split the Jesus movement into twmarsgée and distinct groups. Socio-
psychology supplies some models which can be useful irdiagoschism and some
examples of their use in the Mediterranean world o Testament have been given in
2.6.2, pp 86ff. It is time to apply these insights spesify to the situation prevailing at the
Jerusalem Conference as describe@alatians2.1-10. In this chapter | shall begin by
analyzing the two principal opposing groups representeceaComference — the Pauline
faction and the Law-observant Jewish faction. | stiain proceed to look closely at
Galatians 2.6-9 in order to come to some understanding of thelgrebfacing the

Jerusalem Conference and the possible outcomes efiltsrdtions.

5.2 Sub-Group Relations Prior to the Jerusalem Conf  erence

The Jerusalem Conference seems to have been priscipitaresponse to the activity of
Jewish believers who advocated circumcision for Geelievers Acts15.1 & 5;Gal.
2.4-5) and which some in the church at Antioch — the Patdicon — opposetl.The
initiative to obtain a definitive decision of the issuelmbly arose from the Pauline
faction (Acts 15.2; Gal. 2.2) but was prompted by the activities of those advogati
circumcision for all believers. It is, thereforelavant to study the positions of both the

Pauline faction and the circumcising Jewish believers.

2 Watson (2007, pp 102-1006) atgues that circumcision was not an issue at the Jerusalem Conference and that the
comment that “Titus was not compelled to be citrcumcised’ was a mere aside. This seems unlikely; for Paul to
mention it at this point suggests it was a factor in the debate as is also indicated by Aezs 15.
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5.2.1 The Pauline Faction

In the initial description of recategorization into supditwate groups as a means of
reducing inter-group bias and prejudice, several exampleauyERise of this technique
were given (2.6.2.2 pp 88ff). In the main, Paul appears toufaiodel A in which
ethnic or cultural subgroups are no longer relevant.

XXX XXXXX> X X X
XXX XXX X XX X X X
X
XX XX XXX X X X
X X X X X X X
X X XXX X XXXXX
X XXXX XX XX XX X

Model A okblel B Model C
Thus:

There is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longeesr free, there is no longer
male and female; for all of you are one in Chrisudeésal. 3.28)

or where

[clircumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is nothinbut obeying the
commandments of God is everything).Gor. 7.19)

It is easy to understand Paul's stance when the situatfoGentile believers is
considered. The Gentile believers, who converted frommsgeto faith in Christ Jesus,
left behind much of their previous identity. The shift frgmlytheism to monotheism
must have entailed a complete change of life-style fdiohibition on worship of idols
was probably a cause of alienation from much of th&vipus existence and experience.

Paul frequently makes the contrast of ‘before’ anteraf

You know that when you were pagans, you were enticed andskeay to idols that
could not speak1(Cor.12.2)

Formerly, when you did not know God, you were enslavdaketogs that by nature are

not gods. Now, however, that you have come to know @odather to be known by
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God, how can you turn back again to the weak and begganhestal spiritsMHow can
you want to be enslaved to them agai@al(4.8-9)

The contrast is not only between polytheism and maisrtin but also between the

sinfulness of the former life and the virtue of lifeGhrist.

When you were slaves of sin, you were free in regardgtteousness. So what
advantage did you then get from the things of which you a@vashamed? The end
of those things is death. But now that you have beed fi®m sin and enslaved to

God, the advantage you get is sanctification. The ertersad life. Rom.6.20-22)

These are the ways you also once followed, when yoa Weng that life.But now
you must get rid of all such things — anger, wrath, malstender, and abusive
language from your mouthCpl. 3.7-8)

Although, in1 Corinthians10.25-29, Paul seems to sanction contact with unbelievers,
even to the extent of table fellowship which might invaitved offered to idols, he draws
the line at eating at the ‘table of demon®’ Qor. 10.21). It is acceptable to eat food
offered to idols, for there are no other gods, but he sithe line at participating in the

actual offering of the sacrifice, for

[y]ou cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of dem@asa cannot partake of
the table of the Lord and the table of demoh<C¢r.10.21)

Gooch, in his analysis of ‘dangerous foods’, suggests #Huaifising to the gods were

part of most family celebrations — weddings, birthdayserfals eté He concludes

Corinthian Christians could expect to receive many itiems to occasions where
just the sort of exception Paul notes — the explicibtifieation of some of the food
as offered to gods — would likely be met. The problem Bastribes could not be

avoided?

What is likely for the Corinthian Christians was prblyaalso likely for the Antiochene

believers.

3 Gooch, 1993, pp 28-38.
4 Gooch, 1993, p 46.
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Nor was isolation from major family occasions thdyoproblem. For those
Gentile believers, who had previously sought companionshyolimtary associations,
similar problems occurred. Many voluntary associatiwerse formed for cultic worship
of the gods. Those which were initiated for other regsiimeral associations or groups
based on trade, included celebrations of festivalseftus’. Thus, any identity that the
Gentile believers had which was based on such group menevshid be lost on
conversion to the Christ movement. Nor would those wiadl connections with
philosophical groups be in any better position. Paul malasat that worldly wisdom is
generally opposed to the teaching of Christ.

For since, in the wisdom of God, the world did not knoad@rough wisdom, God
decided, through the foolishness of our proclamation, te Haxse who believe. For
Jews demand signs and Greeks desire wisdom, but we prdclaist crucified, a
stumbling block to Jews and foolishness to Gentiles, btiiase who are the called,
both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God and th#owi of God. For God's
foolishness is wiser than human wisdom, and God's wealsegsnger than human
strength. { Cor. 21-25).

Do not deceive yourselves. If you think that you are wisthi® age, you should
become fools so that you may become wise. For tlsglom of this world is
foolishness with God. For it is written, ‘He catchke tise in their craftiness,’” and
again, ‘The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise, thay thre futile.” { Cor. 3.18-
20).

The author ofColossiansalso warns against the philosophy of the present age.

See to it that no one takes you captive through philos@yidy empty deceit,
according to human tradition, according to the elenhespiigits of the universeand
not according to ChristCol. 2.8)

Much of what had previously been sources of social idefditythe Gentile believers
was, therefore, no longer available. Apart from thesiides identity associated with their

> Wilson (Kloppenborg, and Wilson, 1996, p 7), in his introduction to the collection of essays on Voluntary
Associations, notes that, although some associations were formed specifically for ‘intense religious devotion
... all associations had a religious or cultic dimension.’
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language, their social identity must now be derived predamntly from association with

the community of believers.

The alienation following conversion is apparent in therch at Thessalonica.
The believers there are being subjected to afflictaoms persecutiondXiyis) (1 Thess.
1.6; 3.7) at the hands of their own countrymen. Bardlayhis analysis of the social
conflict at Thessalonica, attributes this affliction tfee change from polytheism to
monotheisnf. He counts the most probable cause of the Thessalbh@@assment as

the offensive abandonment by the Thessalonians of traalitieigious practices as
they turned from ‘idols’ to the ‘true and living God'. Tharogant refusal of
Christians to take part in, or to consider as vahe, worship of any god but their
own was a cause of deep resentment in the Graeco-Rear&thand is probably the
root cause of the Thessalonians’ trouBles.

In his commentary on Paul'ketter to the Romansksler makes some
interesting comments on Paul's attempts at reinforttiegsuperordinate identity whilst
maintaining the relevant subgroup identiflel this letter, Esler sees Paul as both
reinforcing the superordinate identity of the Christ-betigvicommunity (i.e.
recategorization) but, at the same time, allowingcth@&inuing identity of the subgroups
of Greek and Jew (i.e. dual identity). However, Eskegssthis move as peculiar to

Romansspeculating that

because of his previous experience in Galatia, where dha@akan a tough line on
Judeans but where he had not won the day ... Paul sedrasddit upon an aspect
of successful recategorization ... The feature in questidhat an attempt to bring
two (sub)groups together under a superordinate identity isy likelfail if those
conducting it take steps that threaten the preexisting (sulgdentities,

It is obvious from this that Esler sees Paul as changirgs tactics in his efforts to

maintainkotveovia in Rome. His strategy of imposing a superordinate ideitthe

¢ Barclay, 1992, pp 49-74; 1993, pp 512-530.
Y pp pp
7 Barclay, 1992, p 53; 1993.

8 Esler (2003, p 355) argues that Paul ‘had made much of his own Israelite identity and had made quite clear (in
the visual imagery of the olive tree above all) that the Judean and non-Judean elements of the Christ-movement
retained their distinctiveness, indeed the former had precedence.’

9 Esler, 2003, p 360.
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exclusion of subgroup identities has given way to a motidual identities (see p 91),
especially maintaining a Jewish identity alongside dtfidhe believing community. From
this it is obvious that Esler envisages Paul as pursuingdelmbrecategorization at the
time of writing Galatiansand, presumably, previous to this at the time of the dlemns
Conference.

The evidence, therefore, points to the Pauline factibrthe Jerusalem
Conference pressing for recategorization into a superoedgratip including Jewish and
Gentile believers (Model A, see p 100) as the legitinmadelel of the Christ-believing
community, and the only model compatible with the newntithe of the Gentile

believers.

Nanos, in his analysis of the Antioch dispu€al. 2.11-14), attributes the
commensality problems to different understandings of thetiposof the Gentile
believers®® He proposes that the dispute was not over the food beden, the
possibility of idolatry or the impurity of the Gentilelevers but that Jews and Gentiles
were eating together as equdi§entiles were eating with Jews not as pagan guests or as
Gentiles on their way to becoming proselytes but as$ &t equal members of this
Jewish subgroup? While not necessarily agreeing with Nanos' rationade the
commensality difficulties at Antioch (see chapter ®W®, his assessment that there was
a substantial difference in the understanding of tfaéus of the Gentile believers
between the Pauline faction and the Law-observant Bebafievers within the early

church is almost certainly correct.
5.2.2 The Law-Observant Jewish Faction

If the Pauline faction were pressing for a completedgirailated community, the
evidence of the New Testament suggests that the aithe afore Law-observant Jewish
believers were different — at least with regards ® @entile believers who remained
uncircumcised. Many of Paul's problems appear to stem fdugaizers’ at Antioch
(Gal. 2.11-14), Jerusalent@l. 2.3), Galatia Gal. 4.10; 6.12) and PhilippiRhil. 3.2-3)

10 Nanos, 2002.
11 Nanos, 2002, pp 300-303.
12 Nanos, 2002, p 301.
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who, for various reasons, were not content to accepkTorah-observant Gentile

believers as fellow members of the Christ movement.

In the Letter to the GalatiansPaul complains abouteudadeéAdor who spied
on the freedom that he and his associates had ‘intGlessis’ Gal. 2.4). Such ‘freedom’
must refer to freedom from the Tor&hPaul includes the narrative of Jerusalem and
Antioch in order to influence the situation in GaldfiaHe sees obvious parallels with
the current situation in Galatia. In Galatiaj avocTaTouvtec are advocating
circumcision Gal. 5.12; 6.12) and possibly also the keeping of days and sedSahs (
4.10). Although Paul is derogatory and speaks of thermgukge which is pejorative, it
is likely that his opponents would describe themselvdsrdifitly. Their education and
upbringing in Judaism had taught them to respect and valiethé; the keeping of the
Torah was the defining characteristic of the Jewishplgeas chosen by God. It was
integral to their identity as Jews.

It seems likely that these Jewish believers werealhjiticontent with their
dual identity as Jews and as members of the Jesus movydarethte Jesus movement
was a faction within Judaism. However, circumstaradesged so as to threaten their
Jewish identity. As noted previously, there are dangersatdgorizing members with
superordinate and dual identity (see pp 91ff) when a subgraine stiperordinate group
begins to feel threatened. Threats to identity caniptate an increased affiliation to the
original subgroup and decreased attachment to the supeterdnoap. The issue of the
entry of Gentile believers into the Jesus movementowtticircumcision appears to be at
the heart of these feelings of threat since the tluite position of the Law-observant
Jewish believers was that the Gentile believers mesbrne Law observant. Whereas
Gentile ‘sympathizers’ were familiar to Diaspora Jews position of the Gentile
believers in the early church was significantly diéietr from these ‘sympathizers’. As |
have discussed in the previous chapter, Gentile beligva@isundergone the rite of
baptism which, according to the Pauline faction, irggathem into full membership of
the Jesus movement. While the Law-observant Jewibvbes may have regarded

13 So Martyn, 1997, p 196; Betz, 1979 pp 90-91; Esler, 1998, p 74; Witherington, 1998a, p 136; Longenecker,
1990, p 52; Sim, 1998, pp 20 and 93; Dunn, 1993, p 99.

14 So Witherington, 1998a, p 127 and Longenecker, 1990, p 61.

15 Dunn sees the motives of the ‘false brothers’ as ensuring that ‘the new movement within Judaism remained true
to the principles and practices of the covenant clearly laid down in the Torah’ (1993, p 99). Martyn argues that
the ‘false brothers’ were concerned for the Gentile believers based on ‘their conviction that, at the day of
judgement, God will judge all human beings on the basis of the Law’ (1997, p 196).
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baptism as a preliminary rite of entry (i.e. not gmagtiull membership), the emergence
of leaders from within the Gentile subgroup, that | pegabin the previous chapter,
would be an explicit signal that the Gentile beliewgese behaving as full members of
the early church. For the Law-observant Jewish beleweich leadership would be
unacceptablé® The emergence of uncircumcised Gentile leaders woudiénmine the
status of the Law-observant Jewish believers andyitigat the Gentile subgroup was
beginning to exert inappropriate influence/power within théyednurch as a whol¥’. To
assume the roles of leadership the Gentile beliewer$e eyes of the Law-observant
Jewish believers, must be full members of the commun#yposition only achieved by
taking on the full observance of the Torah includinguncision.

The threat to Jewish identity by the incorporation oh-i@rah-observant
Gentiles into the early church would seem to be at astfold. Firstly, for believers
who also classed themselves as Law-observant Jews,wiasrthe problem of irregular
contact with uncircumcised Gentiles. It is obvioustthake believed this to be
problematic from the explanation he puts on Peter’siipss dialogue with Cornelius:

You yourselves know that it is unlawful for a Jew tooasste with or to visit a
Gentile; but God has shown me that | should not catba@yrofane or unclean.
(Acts10.28)

and from the subsequent objection from ‘circumcised &g that Peter had gone to
uncircumcised men and eaten with theketc 11.1-3). Similarly the dispute at Antioch
arose over table-fellowship between Jewish and Gengleevers Gal. 2.11-14).
Secondly, there was the problem of salvation withcltsse association with God’s
exclusive covenant with Israel. Agaictsindicates that this concerned the more Law-

observant believers for they came from Judea and taught

Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of $/ge@ cannot be saved'.
(Acts15.1)

16 Socio-psychological studies have been performed on legitimate leadership and inter-group bias. Hornsey ez al.
(2003) demonstrated that bias between subgroups was greater when the power hierarchy was deemed
illegitimate compared to when it was accepted as legitimate.

17 Hornsey and Hogg (2000a p 150) argue that, in a superordinate group with distinct subgroups, ‘members would
be highly sensitive to which subgroup was exerting more influence ... If an out-group has a majority impact on
how a superordinate category is represented, the out-group is in a position in which it could negatively
influence or even appropriate the in-group.’

183



5.2.2.1 Jewish/Gentile Interaction

The inclusion of many Gentiles in the early church withthg requirement for
circumcision would, inevitably, lead to increased contsetween Jews and Gentiles —
contact which, on some occasions, could be more irgithan that normally acceptable
to Law-observant Jews (the opposition of Jews tonguie Gentile contact has been noted
earlier in Section 5.2.1, abov®)Increased Jewish/Gentile contact meant pulling down
some of the boundaries between Jews and Gentiles, basddrich had delineated

what it was to be Jewish.

Much of the academic discussion surrounding Jewish/fBeatintact has
centred on table fellowship, in particular the table-fefibip which caused problems at
Antioch (Gal. 2.11-14). There are basically two positions in therdture. One,
represented by Esler, argues that contacts betweenaleivGentiles were very rate.
Association with Gentiles involved the danger of impubbth because eating Gentile
food incurred the risk of idolatry but also because Genthemselves were impure. The
second, represented by Sanders and Dunn, argues that Jewigbe/Gocial interaction
did take place and that there was a spectrum of sustadtion?® In this scenario, it was
not the Gentileper sewho were to be avoided but the food eaten during tabtafeliip
with Gentiles which incurred the risk of idolatry or defilent by having been offered as
sacrifice to the gods or being impure in other ways g@aat contamination of oil,
forbidden food such as pork).

Dunn initiated the debate on Jewish/Gentile fellowshipdiyng the tendency
for Jews to avoid social contact with Gentiles bgbatoncluded that some interaction
did take place and that there was a broad spectruntes&ation?® In the context of the
Antioch dispute over table-fellowshigéal. 2.11-14) he maintained that the problem was
a requirement for a greater degree of observance dethsh food laws, especially with
regard to ritual purity and tithint. While Sanders agrees that Gentiles may have been
impure, he concludes that their impurity was of littlesequence to Diaspora Jews for

18 Probably the best example is shared table fellowship during Eucharist meals when there seems to have been
sharing of ‘one bread’ and one cup (7 Cor. 10.16-17; 11.27-28).

19 Esler, 1987, pp 71-109 and 1998, pp 93-116.
20 Dunn, 1983; Sanders, 1990a, pp 178-180.

21 Dunn, 1983.

22 Dunn, 1990, p 154.
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Diaspora Jews were ritually impure most of the tith&he problem of table-fellowship
must, therefore, have been a consequence of the fded eat the Gentileper se
Table-fellowship entailed the possibility of eating forbidd® idolatrous foods which
was abhorrent to law-abiding Jews. As to the tithing ofdfin the Diaspora, Sanders
claims that tithing was not compulsorily practisedhe Diaspora — there was nothing
wrong with food which had not had part of it tittfédNonetheless, he, with Dunn,
concludes that there was a broad spectrum of sociadddmtween Jews and Gentiles.

Much of Sanders’ argument opposes the position of Esleo, claims that
intimate contact between Jews and Gentiles did nourét Using much the same
sources as SandéfsEsler contends that, although some Jews may havehedbae
regulations on Gentile association, these

Jews who permanently gave up the prohibitions which distihgdighem from
Gentiles ceased to be Jeffs.

Thus, for Esler, association between true Jews andil€edid not occur. In his later
book, Esler does seem to modify his position somewhasponse to Sanders’ criticism.
He begins to make a distinction between ‘meals inliedirand true table-fellowship®
‘Meals in parallel might be those occasions wheresJérought their own food and
wine and sat at different tables (asJoseph and AsengthTrue table-fellowship, as
occurred at a Eucharistic celebration, meant sharidgpassing round thenebread and
one cup. According to Esler, this level of sharing was insille for a Jew? Despite
Esler's arguments, the evidence suggests that there brasa spectrum of association
between Jews and Gentiles and most commentatorstsestapt this positior’

23 Sanders, 1990a, p 175; 1990b, pp 271-272. Sanders argues that ritual impurity was only important when Jews
wete entering the temple, eating Passover or eating second tithe food. For the rest most Jews were ritually
impure most of the time for they had contact with corpses (an impurity which was only removed at the
Temple), semen-impurity or sexual intercourse.

2¢ Sanders, 1990b, pp 284-308.
25 Esler, 1987, pp 71-109.

26 Literature such as Joseph and Asenath, the Book of Jubiles, Letter of Aristeas and rabbinic literature such as the
Abohah Zarab.

27 Esler, 1987, p 86.
28 Hsler, 1998, p 106.
2 Hsler, 1998, p 108.

30 As for example Hill, 1991, pp 131-142; Bockmuehl, 2000, pp 56-61; Zetterholm, 2003, pp 149-155; Taylor,
1992, pp 126-129.
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Holmberg has also entered the debate claiming that Sarfies not
differentiated sufficiently the difference betwegmublic’ and ‘intimate’ associations.
Whereas he agrees with Sanders that ‘public’ contact @ctuegularly at the theatres,
markets and baths, he contends that Jews would notyedldilv goyim into their
‘intimate’ sphere. Such intimate spheres were predartlinamarriage and table-
fellowship. Marriage witlgoyimwas prohibited and could not be countenanced without
prior conversion to Judaism, for the seed of the Iseselvas holy and peoples of other
lands were unclean and polluted because of their abtatiegEzra9.11)% As to table-
fellowship, ‘precautionary measures’ needed to be taken derdhat commensality
between Jews and Gentiles could take place. Holmbegylit® problem with meals
hosted by Jews in a Jewish environment where due care loeulken to ensure the
purity of the food but argues that it was reciprocal haspi where Jews dined with
Gentiles in a Gentile home that was problematic.ds whis lack of reciprocity that gains
the Jews their reputation for misanthropy and exclusisse’® For Holmberg, this
restriction on table-fellowship

was a social fact in first century Judaism. It waso ads reality of enormous
significance for the social identity of Jewish peoptekdpt people in their right
places, on a deep level conformed to God’s sacred avdéhis world: the election
of the Jewish natiorf:

Any breach or encroachment of the rules of socialamirbetween Jews and Gentiles
was, therefore, threatening to the identity of the Jasv&od’s chosen people. However,
it is worth noting that Holmberg considers table-fellowsim a Jewish environment
acceptable whereas the same (intimate?) contact but Gergile environment was

31 Holmberg, 1998, pp 401-404

32 The dictates of Nehemiah and Ezra illustrate the prohibition. ‘After these things had been done, the officials
approached me and said, “The people of Israel, the priests, and the Levites have not separated themselves from
the peoples of the lands with their abominations, from the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Jebusites,
the Ammonites, the Moabites, the Egyptians, and the Amorites. For they have taken some of their daughters as
wives for themselves and for their sons. Thus the holy seed has mixed itself with the peoples of the lands, and
in this faithlessness the officials and leaders have led the way”. When I heard this, I tore my garment and my
mantle and said ... “Therefore do not give your daughters to their sons, neither take their daughters for your
sons, and never seek their peace or prospetity, so that you may be strong and eat the good of the land and leave
it for an inheritance to your children forever” (Egra 9.1-12). The people who had already intermatried with
women of the other lands then decided Iet us make a covenant with our God to send away all these wives and
their children, according to the counsel of my lord and of those who tremble at the commandment of our God;
and let it be done according to the law’ (Ezra 10.3). Similatly in Nebemiah “We will not give our daughters to the
peoples of the land or take their daughters for our sons’ (INeb. 10.30).

33 As in Tacitus, Histories 5.5.2 and Philostratus, Lsfe of Apollonius, V.33.
3+ Holmbetg, 1998, p 404.
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unacceptable because of the danger of idolatry. It would,g&enefore, that Holmberg,
despite his criticism of Sanders for not distinguishing ketw‘intimate’ and ‘public’
spheres?® ultimately views the food eaten rather than thertiate’ contact made with

Gentiles to be the obstacle to table-fellowship.

Bauckham has recently reviewed the problems of Jewishi&eontact®
He argues that Jewish contact with Gentiles was bjgictbonable because of the ritual
impurity of Gentiles — Gentiles were not obligated tdilfulorah and, therefore, could
not be deemed ritually impure. They were, however, géperegarded as morally
impure primarily because of their idolatrous and sexuattjires®’ and were profane
because ‘they did not belong to the holy people oflsra The profanity of Gentiles
was only relevant in the context of Jerusalem andésiple; only there could their
profanity defile the Holy® Logically then those Gentiles who repented of tigofatry
and immorality became pure though still profane. Thus, Bsam concludes, it was
possible for Gentiles sympathetic to Judaism to be aatdptdews in the Diaspora but
not in Jerusalem where their profanity was still prolaigaf® Nonetheless he infers that,
outside the problem of profanity, close contact with t&was shunned because of the
danger of their corrupting influence on Jews who might re@htsome of their moral
impurity.** In the context of the early church, particularlye?st meeting with Cornelius
(Acts10), Bauckham contends that God showed Peter by meardredm that Gentiles
were neither impure nor profaffeThe controversy within the church arose because there
were two understandings of the Gentiles’ purity — thaPetler (and Paul and Barnabas)
who regarded Gentile believers as pure and holy by reafstheir baptism and gift of
the Spirit and that of the circumcisers who saw Tarbservance as the only assurance

of purity and holines$®

35 Holmberg, 1998, pp 401-403.

36 Bauckham, 2005, pp 91-142. Bockmuehl (2000, p 159) similarly attributes the Jewish aversion to Gentiles to
idolatry quoting the Qumran Community Document (12.8) which prohibited selling pure animals to Gentiles
because of the risk that they would be sactificed to idols.

37 As in Jubilees 1.9; 20.5, 7; 22.16.

38 Bauckham, 2005, p 100.

% Bauckham, 2005, p 101.

40 Bauckham, 2005, pp 101-102, 114.
4 Bauckham, 2005, pp 111-113.

42 Bauckham, 2005, pp 114-115.

43 Bauckham, 2005, pp 117-119. Bauckham claims that ‘the principal issues in dispute are the boundaries of the
messianic people of God — whether they are defined by the gift of the Spirit or by circumcision and Torah
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Whether or not Bauckham is correct in attributing reseao close Jewish
association with Gentiles to the danger of being intedtg their moral impurity, his
reasoning accords well with the argument given previouslg f@hapter 4.2, see pp
152ff) of the different understanding of the initiatiomerof baptism as conferring
preliminary or full membership of the early church (anddeegourity and holiness) on the
Gentile believeré? The position of Sanders and Dunn, too, in arguing that thasea
broad spectrum of association between Jews and Geaistedits, for it is likely that the
same spectrum occurred within the early church justdd in Judaism as a whole. Thus
there would be a spectrum of attitudes to the Gentileussk within the Jewish faction
of the early church — some being more relaxed about l3&»astile contact while others
wishing to retain the distinctive boundaries betweersJawd Gentiles which was part of
Jewish identity.

5.2.2.2 Salvation and the Jews

The second threat to the identity of Law-observantslewelievers was linked with their
hopes of salvation. Gentile believers were baptized irtasC (Gal. 3.27) and this
baptism brought the promise of salvation to them asi@sifGal. 3.8;1 Thess2.16) — a
salvation which previously had been exclusive to Israel thr@atis Covenant with his
chosen people. This understanding of salvation, as exelts the covenantal people,
may be pivotal. There were differences in the way 3mdainderstood the salvation of
Gentiles as the Jewish literature shéWhe apocalypti@ook of Jubileesolds out no
hope for the salvation of Gentiles.

And every one that is born, the flesh of whose firess not circumcised on the
eighth day, belongs not to the children of the covemanth the Lord made with
Abraham, but to the children of destruction; ... [he is dediino be destroyed and
slain from the earth.J(bileesl5.26)

Similarly 4 Ezraassumes the destruction of the godless after prior judgelouwe the

chosen people will receive mercy.

observance — and the way in which Gentile believers can attain moral purity — whether by faith and repentance
alone or by circumcision and Torah-observance in addition’ (p 118).

4 Bauckham (2005, pp 135-139) concludes that the Antioch dispute of Gal 2.11-14 preceded the Jerusalem
Conference described in Aezs 15.

4 Extensive analysis of the various attitudes of Jews to Gentiles are given in Donaldson (1997, pp 51-80),
Fredriksen (2002, pp 239-247) and McKnight (1990, pp 11-29).
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He will denounce them for their ungodliness and foirtheckedness, and will
display before them their contemptuous dealings. Fsir lie will bring them alive
before his judgment seat, and when he has reproved themhe will destroy them.
(4 Ezral12.32-33)

Less condemnatory is the view that the Gentiles wilirn to be judged by Israel and be

subservient to them.

And he will have gentile nations serving him under his yoRsalms of Solomon
17.30)

In other works, the righteous Gentiles return to pgaie fully in salvation, although it

is not clear whether this salvation is dependent onersion to Judaism.

or

After the destruction of the unrighteous, the isles @tids will say ‘Come, let us all

fall on the ground and entreat the immortal king, thatgeeernal God. Let us send to
the Temple, since he alone is sovereign and let ysoallier the Law of the Most
High God, who is most righteous of all throughout theahre@Psalms of Solomon

17.30)

And then, indeed, he will raise up a kingdom for all agesngnmen, he who once
gave the holy Law to the pious . . . From every lamy thill bring incense and gifts
to the house of the great God. There will be no otleeisé among men, even for

future generations to know¢alms of Solomaot7.30)

and this expectation is rooted in the Hebrew Scriptusesal depicts the golden age

when all the nations will return and acknowledge the Gilsrael:

Many peoples shall come and say, "Come, let us go ug tmdlintain of the LORD,
to the house of the God of Jacob; that he may teachsusdyis and that we may
walk in his paths." For out of Zion shall go forth instion, and the word of the
LORD from Jerusalemig. 2.2-3)

and
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Nations shall come to your light, and kings to the bnghks of your dawn ...
Foreigners shall build up your walls, and their kingdlghaister to you; for in my
wrath | struck you down, but in my favour | have had mengyou. Your gates shall
always be open; day and night they shall not be slsu6@.3-11)

But the salvation of the foreign nations is dependerthem treatment of Israel as Isaiah

continues:

For the nation and kingdom that will not serve you ghatish; those nations shall be
utterly laid waste.l§. 60.12)

As Is. 2.2-3 indicates, the salvation of the other nationgl$® dependent on their
worship of the one true God of Israel and walking in hiigatvhich suggests that
monotheism will be required and perhaps also some aufeete the Torah. Thus Isaiah

stipulates that serving God, keeping the Sabbath and tkeaaivare also necessary.

And the foreigners who join themselves to the LORDntoister to him, to love the
name of the LORD, and to be his servants, all who keepsabbath, and do not
profane it, and hold fast my covenant — these | willgptm my holy mountain, and
make them joyful in my house of prayer; their burnt rifigs and their sacrifices will
be accepted on my altar; for my house shall be calledusehof prayer for all
peoples. Thus says the Lord GOD, who gathers the outwhirael, | will gather
others to them besides those already gatheiedq.6-8)

The extent that the other nations who return tontbentain of God take on Judaism is
unclear. Sabbath observance and walking in the ways dfdie are needed but does
‘holding fast to the covenant’ include circumcisionislipossible that even those texts
that envisage the salvation of other nations also feréssr conversion to Judaism.

The early second century debate between Rabbi EliezeHpeanus and
Rabbi Joshua ben Hananyah concerning the salvation of thideSexemplifies these
differences'® Rabbi Eliezer took the hard line that no Gentiles woelddved based on
Ps.9.17

The wicked shall depart to Sheol, all the nations fibrafet God.

4 Tosefta Sanbedrin 13.2.
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Rabbi Joshua, arguing that the Psalm only counted as Witkese nations which
forgot God, contended that there must be righteousil&éemtho did not forget God and
who would have a portion in the world to cofdut exactly what a ‘righteous Gentile’
is is not defined. This is typical of the opposing viewshaf Shammaites and Hillelites
in the second century, the Shammaites taking a hard Isidgmoon the Gentiles while

the Hillelites were more accommodating.

Overall, there is no clear-cut attitude towards theasmin of the Gentiles in
the Second Temple literatuteThe Gentiles are important as a point of definitimer
against Judaism but their own position in relation to @uditheir destiny at the eschaton
were topics on which there was no general agreemeatGEntiles could not simply be
included for that threatened Israel's special positioad’'s chosen people but, as the
social context of the Jews — particularly the Diagapdews — changed and Jewish
communities encountered Gentiles more frequently, acamation to living among
other nations was inevitable. Tomson, commenting @nHillelite and Shammaite
debates, attributes this ‘bi-polar reference systeranofent Judaism to its surroundings,

one side being the prophetic calling of Israel, God’s ehgeople, and the other, the
co-existence of Jews with other ethnic entities in Baesian and Graeco-Roman

world *°

Like the differing attitudes to social contact with @les, the attitudes towards Gentile
salvation were diverse and it is not unreasonable ton@sshat a similar spectrum of
opinions was present in the early church as in Judaisranargl with a more hard line

stance being taken by the Law-observant Palestinian Jews

The jealous zeal that Jews felt for the Torah adspires consideration. The
observance of the Torah was Israel’s part of the aavewith God. It was the gift of the
covenant, with its implicit observance of Torah, wheglparated them from other nations
and demonstrated their special position as the chosgriepeb God. So Moses could

instruct the people thus:

47 Cited in Bockmuehl, 2000, p 158.
4 Donaldson, 1997, pp 74-75.
4 Tomson, 1990, p 235.
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You must observe them [statutes and ordinances] diligeot this will show your
wisdom and discernment to the peoples, who, when theyalighese statutes, will
say, "Surely this great nation is a wise and discernioglp€ For what other great
nation has a god so near to it as the LORD our God enewrer we call to him? And
what other great nation has statutes and ordinangestass this entire Law that | am
setting before you today®éu. 4.6-7)

The Law was precious to Israel; it set them aparg, positive way, from other nations.
Seeman argues that jealousy/zeal is the emotion ‘anunable person is expected to
exhibit towards that to which s/he is perceived to possedssive access’ As seen in
the Deuteronomy extract above, this describes weléthetion that the people of Israel
felt towards Torah. Seeman continues that such jeaisusiggered when this exclusive
possession is perceived to be illegitimately desiredthgre who, in so desiring, cross or
violate a purity line. These purity lines separate whakaetusive from what is common.
When such violation occurs, it can be understood asfeomabr injury. The origins for
such feelings of jealousy appear to be the perceptiomaédtl good* Any acquisition
by one person or group can only come about by the equivatnbyoanother person or
group>? In an environment in which honour and shame were piveahles®® this
extension of salvation beyond the confines of circunaciseael would have generated
considerable emotion of envy in those Jewish believéis aid not accept the inclusion
of uncircumcised Gentiles into the covenant at tinse. Jealous resentment at the
inclusion of uncircumcised Gentiles into the salvatimhich had previously been the
exclusive privilege of those who lived within God’s covenaith Israel by observing
the whole Torah, would provide an additional motive for zeal of the ‘circumcisers’,
or Law-observant Jewish believers. They sought to inclodeGentile members of the
early church fully in the salvific covenant in the samay in which they themselves

were included.

A similar emphasis on salvation is given by Neusner hdmlooked aGal. 2

in the context of early rabbinic literature and therditare of the sages with respect to

50 Seeman, 1993, pp 185-186.

51 Seeman, 1993, pp 185-188; Malina, 2001, pp 126-128.
52 Seeman, 1993, p 186; Malina, 2001, pp 81-107.

53 Malina, 2001, pp 27-57.
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Gentile salvatiort? He sees Paul’s stance as akin to that of the sageseas the Law-
observant Jewish believers hold a position similath rabbis. Neusner associates the
disputes with ‘cultic cleanness’, but he sees Paul @geagorizing purity so that it is a
consequence of salvation not of Jewish/Gentile relships and interactior. He
attributes this to Paul's personal eschatology — ‘tias| who live but Christ who lives
in me’ (Gal. 2.20). Baptism is death to this present age and rebir@hnist so that
salvation is already here. James and the other Lae&radnt Jewish believers understand
a differentkairos where salvation is still in the future leaving the Toeshthat which
defines Israel:

the Torah remains man’s medium of regeneration, samattifg his task, and Jesus
the harbinger of what is to B&.

In addition, both Paul and the sages define Israeérimg of salvation, while, for the
rabbis it is those who accept the Torah who are cadieeF’ Yet again, on Neusner’s
interpretation, a different understanding of baptism agnthe various factions of the
early church would determine the position/status of [Bebelievers with regard to

salvation.

Early commentators suggest that the understanding alovenant as God’s
precious gift to his chosen people had deteriorated witle tand that the strict
observance of Torah as a means of salvation replaeaghtterstanding of God’s mercy

and faithfulness as primary in the salvific history. TKesnedy could say:

Obedience to the Law, therefore, is the chief tokeitsdisrael's] acknowledgement
of the Divine grace. But, as this obedience came towevble observance of minute
regulations, the notion of merit ... overshadowed thahefCovenant®

More recently, Sanders has completed a detailed stubbnash attitudes to the
Law in the ® century CE, surveying a range of contemporary sourcésagRsalms of
Solomon, Jubilees, Dead Sea Screlis®® His conclusion is that such an attitude is not

54 Neusner, 2005.
55 Neusner, 2005, p 277.
56 Neusner, 2005, p 304.
57 Neusner, 2005, p 300.
58 Kennedy, 1915, p 392.
59 Sanders, 1977.
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evident except possibly in Bzra® In all readings, except Bzra the Covenant is still
regarded as God’s merciful gift to Israel, indicating $pecial grace towards his chosen
people. Obedience to the Law ‘maintains one’s positidhe covenant, but does not earn
God's grace as sucft. Obedience to the Law is the appropriate behavioureimaining

in the Covenant, but ‘election and ultimately salvat@annot be earned, but depend on
God'’s grace® It is reasonable, then, that zeal for the Law aidepat its possession by
Israel was instrumental in determining the attitude he&f taw-observant Jews when

dealing with the Gentile converts to the Jesus movement
5.2.2.3 The Law-Observant Jewish faction and Social Identity Theory

Paul's efforts to create a superordinate group, whilealy have reduced the ethnic
prejudice of Gentiles towards Jews, probably exacerb&éedension between Gentile
and Law-observant Jewish believers. Paul tried tdampthe superordinate identity of
believers in Christ into Jews, as in this passage:

We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile singetsye know that a person is
justified not by the works of the Law but through faith in JesusastiAnd we have
come to believe in Christ Jesus, so that we mighusigfied by faith in Christand
not by doing the works of the law, because no one wilubgfied by the works of
the law. Gal. 2.15-16)

Yet, when Paul does this, he, inevitably, undermineskbiservance of the Mosaic L&.
This observance is one of the principal indicatorsenfish identity. Thus, by inculcating
the identity of the superordinate group, Paul, at the siamee undermines Jewish identity.

The identity of the Jewish believers was not confinedht early church
communities; they were Jews too. Jewish believers atdlén close contact with other
Jews who were not members of the early church, abearen ii\cts2.46-47:

60 Sandets, 1977, pp 419-421.

61 Sanders, 1977, p 420.

62 Sanders, 1977, p 422.

63 As Barclay (1996b) has argued in connection with Romans 14.
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Day by day, as they spent much time together in the &y broke bread at home
and ate their food with glad and generbearts, praising God and having the goodwill
of all the people.

In the understanding of Social Identity and Self-categtion Theories, the
Law-observant Jewish believers cut across two groupsleds they were a subgroup
within the early church but, as members of the eanyah-— still a sect within Judaism —
they were a subgroup of Judaism. The Law-observant J&slgvers might, therefore,
understand their situation in terms of crosscutting egatzation as depicted in Model
C (section 2.6.2.4 pp 97ff).

XXX XXXXX> X > X
XXX XXX X XX X X X
X
XX XX XXX X X X
X X X X X X X
X X XXX X XXXXX
X XXXX XX XX XX X

Model A Model B Model C

The early church represents a superordinate group to whithbedieving Jews and
Gentiles belong but, in addition, there is a secondreugieate grouping, Judaism (B),
to which the believing Jews (Bx) belong (and possibly demast of their social

identity) but from which the believing Gentiles (x) areleded, unless they submit to

circumcision and its implications of complete Tooddservance.

However, as mentioned above when the topic of cragsgutategorization
was discussed (see p 97), there can be a danger with ydentthe crosscutting
categorization. Where the threatened in-group can dbsatify with another, separate,
superordinate group to which the conflicting subgroup doesatondp, the threatened in-
group experiences less threat to their identity becaheg identity is not solely
dependent on membership of this particular superordinate &tdaty can rely more
on their identity as members of the other superordigedap. This is applicable to the
Jewish believers. As the number of Gentile convexteerased, it is reasonable to assume
that the more Law-observant Jewish believers begamgerience a threat to their Jewish

identity. Firstly, Jewish believers were now more Ik be involved in frequent but

%4 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, p 151.

195



unconventional contact with uncircumcised Gentileso8dly, Gentile believers were
beginning to have increasing influence and possibly leadershtpinwsome
communities. Thirdly, Gentile believers were baptizet iChrist Gal. 3.27) and this
baptism brought the promise of salvation to Genti@al(3.8; 1 Thess.2.16) — a
salvation which previously had been the exclusive possesdi the people of God’s
covenant with Israel. This perceived threat to thewiske identity would, therefore, tend
to increase the self-categorization of Law-observdantish believers as Jews, with the
danger that Judaism would become their dominant, and possiblyidentity. Models
derived from Social ldentity and Self-Categorization driess would indicate, therefore,
that, as the Law-observant Jewish believers expedegasater threat to their identity,
they would become more conscious of their identityinitJludaism and more observant
of the boundaries which defined Judaism. Hence, the ttsdreance of the Torah
would become more, not less, important to Law-obsérdawish believers and Gentile

believers would only be acceptable in so far as thejocmed to Judaism.

5.3 The Jerusalem Conference as described by Pauli n the Letter

to the Galatians

Before looking at théetter to the Galatianas a source of evidence about the Jerusalem
Conference, some preliminary comments are appropriatd. d@scribes the Jerusalem
Conference in just ten versesdl. 2.1-10). It is a section of the letter in which Paul is
animated by his topic and, as a result, is not as logisdie might have be&hFor
instance, at one point he refers to the ‘false broth@sidadeAdol) in pejorative

terms®®

But because of false believesscretly brought in, who slipped in to spy on the
freedom we have in Christ Jesus, so that they mighavenss — we did not submit to
them even for a moment, so that the truth of thepglosight always remain with
you. Gal. 2.4-5)

The verse is an anacoluthon and may be part of thesalem narrative or may be a
parenthesis referring back to another occasion. lhctear whether Paul is referring to

5 Martyn, (1997, p 195), in discussing this anacoluthon, describes Paul here as ‘turning his attention to a group of
actors who caused — and cause — an increase in his pulse rate’.

% They come to spy and are secretly smuggled in. Witherington (1998a, p 136 n143) suggests that Paul has
especially chosen these military/political terms because of the sott of thetoric he wants to offer here’.
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events in Jerusalem or Antioch. Opinion is divifedis language also reflects his
emotional commitment to his topit.He not only mentions, in the most pejorative of
language, fellow believers ggudadéAdol, but also refers to the principal apostlesas
SokouvTec €lval T1, but with the provisiommolol moTe Hoav oudev pot Siadepet (Gal.
2.6). In the opening sections of thetter to the GalatiansPaul aims to emphasize his
independence from the Jerusalem church, claiming that heelgcame to him directly
from Christ Jesus@al. 1.11-12; 15-17), but, at the same time, he wants to shdavia¢ha
is still preaching the same gospel as the Jerusalem ap@sde 1.6-9). Thus, Paul's
motives need to be borne in mind when dealing with #isien; much of what he says
is polemical and needs to be considered in the lighisofnotives and attitud&3yet he
was an eyewitness to, and participant in, the Jerudatnference.

The Jerusalem Conferencéd]. 2.1-10) met to resolve the question of the
position and status of believing Gentiles in the early chusddwever, implicit in that
guestion was also the question of the status and ideotityewish believers. The
difficulty was to reconcile the different models fine understanding of the early church
(Model A and C) to the satisfaction of all factions.

Basically Paul gives three outcomes of the Conference

1. First of all, not evendA\’ oudé¢] Titus, although he was a Gentile, was compelled
to be circumcised@al. 2.3). Most commentators take this as the actual decisio
of the Conference — that the Gentile believers neddbaocircumcised to be
members of the early church. However, for Paul thissaetis specific for Titus.

2. Paul stresses that ‘those reckoned to be something’ addbohg to the gospel
that he preacheds@l. 2.6 —epol yap o1 SokouvTes oudev Tpooavebevto). This

statement of Paul perhaps need to be understood in trexcohthe polemic of

7 For example, Witherington (1998a, pp 135-136), Betz (1979, pp 88-89), Esler (1998, p 131) and Longenecker
(1990, p 50) argue for a Jerusalem location for the ‘spies’ but Watson (1986, pp 50-51 and 2007, p 104), Burton
(1921, p 78), Bruce (1982 p 115), Taylor (1992, p 101) and Martyn (1997, p 196) suppose an Antiochene
location. Walker 1992, p 500) also argues for an Antiochene location but times the incident ptior to the
Jerusalem Conference.

% Dunn speculates that the anacoluthon may have been a Pauline ploy, serving Paul’s polemic better than explicit
details’, but equally being ‘the strength of his feeling overcoming his ability to express himself cleatly’ (1993, p
97).

% So Holmberg, 1978, p 18 — ‘this report [Paul’s account of the Jerusalem Conference] is not distinguished by its
dispassionate objectivity’, and Barclay (1987, pp 75-76) — ‘this is no calm and rational conversation that we are
overhearing, but a fierce piece of polemic in which Paul feels his whole identity and mission are threatened’ (p
75).
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the letter in which he is anxious to stress his indeperdé&onm the Jerusalem
church; he later acknowledges that the leaders did ‘addetbamg — that he
remember the pooal. 2.10).

3. For Paul, the most important finding of the Conferenppears to be the
acknowledgement of his mission to the Gentiles — an adedgement which
encompasses a separate mission to the Jews. The amponf this for Paul is
apparent from the fact that he repeats this finding timees in the course of just
three verses. Each time he stresses the differdet@gen his gospel/apostleship
to the Gentiles/uncircumcised as opposed to Peter’peffapostleship to the

Jews/circumcised.

On the contrary, when they saw that [hjad been entrusted with the gospel for

the uncircumcised, just as Peter had been entrusted with the dospble

circumcisedfor [2] he who worked through Peter making him an apostle to the

circumcised also worked through me in sending me to the Généiles when

James and Cephas and John, who were acknowledged péleognized the
grace that had been given to me, they gave to Barnabameatiek right hand of
fellowship, agreeing that [3jve should go to the Gentiles and they to the

circumcised.

| shall look at these three findings of the Jerusalemféence separately.
5.3.1 Galatians 2.3

Paul gives his readers the verdict on the circumcigfofitus early in his account of the
Jerusalem Conference. It is not given in the contett@hgreement adovwvia (Gal.
2.9) where the participants shake hands on the contragtiring the short discussion of
Paul's gospel and missioél. 2.7-8). It is unlikely, therefore, that the issue d@l3’s

circumcision was the main outcome of the Conferendgaul’s opinion.

Previously (pp 87ff), | suggested that one reason Paul tdaok @ Jerusalem
was to establish direct contact between the Jerusadenmunity and a member of the
Gentile believing community of Antioch — such a move lis@gnized strategy to reduce
ethnic and/or cultic bias and prejudice according to @briEaeory (see pp 87ff). Both

laboratory and field studies show that, for such conimdie successful in alleviating

198



bias, the encounter should both be deemed pleasant anthi@lsut-group member must
be typical of the out-group, representing their views @ith traits and behaviour which
are characteristic of the out-gro(fblt is precisely these qualities of social attractass
and reflecting the norms of the subgroup which are impoitateadershig? Hogg,
basing his argument on Turner's self-categorization th€amgs proposed that, when a
particular (sub)group starts to become relevant in its gght, personal characteristics
which are prototypical of the (sub)group are as imporiarthe leader as the more
traditional leadership schemata of status in the widemoenity, education and wealtf.
In the previous chapter (pp 168ff), | suggested that Titus wasmrat the Jerusalem
Conference as an emerging leader of the Gentile beliednanunity at AntiocH? It is

in the context of Titus, as the leader of the Geldkevers, that Paul can say ‘Not even

[aAX oudé] Titus was compelled to be circumcised'.

In conclusion, thereforeGalatians 2.3 is important as it demonstrates that
even theleaders of the Gentile believers were not required to beuancised. The
Jerusalem ‘pillars’ accepted Titus as an emerging leaitaout compelling him to be
circumcised. Paul includes this comment on Titus as igle agthin the account of the
Jerusalem Conference. His inference is that, if wehea Gentile leader (and, by the time
of writing Galatians Titus was already a renowned Gentile leader) was nestjtio be
circumcised, then the Galatian Gentile believers dagealtainly not have to submit to the
knife. Thus the emphasis of the non-requirement of gigision of Titus seems to apply
more to the role of leader than to be a general owaointhe Jerusalem Conference in

connection with Gentile believers.
5.3.2 Galatians 2.6

Paul's second ‘outcome’ of the Jerusalem Conferencthas ‘those reputed to be
something’ added nothing{Sev mpooavebevTo) to the gospel which he preached. This
assertion is the culmination of a continuing argums&hich began in chapter 1. In
Chapter 1, Paul had stressed the independence of his gospelhg&hiad not received
‘from a man’ nor had a man taught it to him; it had comehim as a revelation

70 Wilder, 1984, pp 323-333; Weber and Crocker, 1983, pp 961-977; Rothbart and Park, 1986, pp 131-142.
" Hogg, 2001b, p 188-190; Hais ¢z a/ 1997, pp 1095-1098.

72 Tutnet et al., 1987.

73 Hogg, 2001b, pp 188-189; Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, 2001, p 151.

74 See previous chapter (pp 168ff).
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(amokaAuyis) from Jesus ChristGal. 1.12). So sure of his gospel was Paul that he did
not consult with any marBécos ou mpooaveBeunv capki kai oipaTt) before going to
Arabia and Damascuss@l. 1.16). After three years, when he did visit Jerusdfehe

saw only Peter and James. At the same time, Paulsiribet his gospel is the same as
that preached by other followers of Jesus Christ feretlis no other gospebél. 1.7).
Despite this, Paul does appear to be apprehensive far fafiéeen years, he goes to
Jerusalem to set beforévatifeuon) those of repute the gospel he has preached. He
admits the possibility that he might be running (presebjunctive) or have run (aorist)

in vain Eis kevov) (Gal. 2.2). Thus Paul is asserting his independence from the
Jerusalem church but also asserting that they preactathe gospel and approved his

gospel’®

Esler has rightly noted that it is probable that horisuat stake her€. Esler
claims that the ‘circumcision party’ would have bebammed by the acceptance of Titus
without circumcision — a shame which would be deepened éwatheptance of Paul's
gospel. However, if honour and shame were at stakeh®rcircumcision party’ the
same would be true of Paul. Paul's honour was at stakeeifindings of the Jerusalem
church; the Jerusalem church may have found against hirshameh him to be ‘running
in vain’. Witherington interprets the ‘adding nothing’ astimer adding nor subtracting
anything to Paul’s ‘status or honor ratid§’Such an interpretation is consistent with the
emphasis Paul places ami by placing it at the beginning of the final phrise Paul is
taking the verdict of the Jerusalem ‘pillars’ verysmarally which is a stance compatible
with his personal honour being involved in the vertficEaylor notes that Paul’s honour
is also at stake in the Galatian situation and accofantsPaul's emphasis on his
acceptance as a vindication of his honour in the Galaituatiorf*

75 |OTOPEW implies visiting and getting acquainted with rather than being taught.
76 Dunn (1993, p 103) says ‘[t]he balancing act is spectaculat’.
77 Esler, 1998, p 132.

78 Witherington (1998a, pp 139-140) who also notes that the use of POCWITTOV in this verse is a reminder of
passages such as Lev. 19.15, Deut. 1.17 where discussion of ‘face’ is associated with God’s disregard of status of
humans.

7 So Dunn, 1993, p 103 and Martyn, 1997, p 200.
5 Dunn, 1993, p 103.

81 Taylor (1992, p 165) says Paul is able to personalize the account because the cause he had represented had been
vindicated and he claims that victory for himself’.
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In addition to the honour/shame dilemma, the passage aisa depict a
challenge to Paul's leadership. If the Jerusalem leddetanodified in any way Paul's
‘gospel’, his authority and status as a leader of the il8dmtlievers would have been
jeopardized. As mentioned previously in connection withusT {section 4.5 pp 168ff),
according to the social identity model, where grouptitlers salient, being prototypical
of the group is an important requirement for leadershig?d@il's gospel had been
changed (as for example by increasing the requiremenfTdoah observance), his

position would have been shown to be atypical ofdhgelr group.

In chapter 2 (see p 67) | outlined Hogg’s theory that theaepsototypicality
gradient’ within any group with some members being more proitztythan other&
The prototype of a group is in flux when social contexiniflux and can change
depending on the out-group to which the in-group compares éselfhence from which
it derives part of its identit§? This social identity theory of leadership can be apted
the positions occupied by the Pauline and Jewish factibtise Jerusalem Conference
(Gal. 2.1-10).

That the social context of the Antiochene church wasa state of flux is
evidenced from the work of Zetterholm. Zetterholm, in \Wwizrk on the formation of
Christianity at Antioch, proposes that a changing s$@naironment for Diaspora Jews
existed at Antiocli? He analyses the situation of immigrant Jews withincityein terms
of social integration and concludes that such a situaas to ‘value-changing
processes® His argument is based on the change within the Jewishgimnts from
majority status as experienced within Israel to minagigtus within the Diaspora where
religious beliefs are pluralistic. This change from migjoto minority status ‘promotes
changes in the individual's value systéth'Using contemporary data from studies on
Muslim immigration in modern Europe, he suggests that, usdeh conditions of
immigration, religion becomes a more personal choldes personal choice results in
three basic approaches — ‘traditionalistic, secularinopvative tendencied”. Thus

believers have the choice to adhere even more zealmusiaditional beliefs, abandon

82 Hogg, 2001c, pp 197-212.

83 Hogg and van Knippenberg, 2003, pp 8-9.
84 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 53-111.

85 Zetterholm, 2003, p 55.

86 Zetterholm, 2003, p 57.

87 Zetterholm, 2003, p 60.
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belief completely and become totally assimilated i new culture, or construct new
ways of expressing their belief influenced by the new aaltur which they find
themselves. He concludes that the new Jesus movenmastawform of religious
innovation resulting, in part, from the new environment mcl the Jewish immigrants
found themselves and their attempts to assimilateiinto the context of the present
discussion, Zetterholm’s work supports the understandirigeoAntiochene church as a
community in the process of social change in which theopoicality of the group is

likely to be in a state of flux.

The social identity theory of leadership, as appliedGalatians 2.1-10,
suggests that Paul, as leader, is the prototypical merhbae dntioch delegation in his
support for a law-free gospel. Central to his law-fregogbis the belief that the Gentile
believers need not be circumcised. Therefore, thérastmg out-group to which the
Pauline faction compares themselves is Law-observaiatisin which lays great store on
circumcision (equivalent to Out-group X in Fig. 5%4)Occupying the prototypical
position, Paul can be seen not to be the most eatoponent of the law-free gospel
(as C is not the most extreme proponent in Fig. 5.4)Hen he would become less
typical of the group as a whole. This less than extrstaece of Paul can be seen when,
in the Letter to the GalatiansPaul calls on the Galatians not to use their freedsrman
opportunity for self-indulgenceGal. 5.13). Paul advocates a law-free gospel but
preaches self-restraint too. A similar example of Raplototypical position can be
gleaned fronl Corinthianswhere it seems some more extreme members are argatng th
‘All things are lawful’ @ Cor.6.12; 10.23). They are reprimanded by Paul who reminds
them that ‘not all things are beneficial’. Paul's seno a law-free gospel does not allow
him to advocate total freedom or that ‘everything is ldwftihe did, he would certainly
be defining himself positively in comparison with the gubup of Law-observant
Judaism but he would become an atypical/extreme memlblee af-group as a whole.

88 Jt can be seen that the out-group for Paul is Law-observant Judaism by the derogatory and stereotypical way in
which he refers to his opponents - ‘false brothers’ in Gal 2.4, hypoctitical in Gal. 2.13, those who are
circumcised not obeying the Law in Ga/. 6.13 and his wish that the circumcisers would castrate themselves in
Gal. 5.12.
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- Out-group X — the Law-observant
: Jewish believers who require
circumcision of Gentile believers
prior to full membership of the
early churc

Metacontrast Ratio

A B C D E F G

Figure 5.1 Early church members (A-G) are compared toutigroup which does not
accept Gentile believers without circumcision.

Out-group Y — Gentile
believers who aspired to
full membership of the
early church without
circumcisiot

Metacontrast Ratio

Figure 5.2 Early church members are compared to an oup-gvbich accepts Gentile
believers as full members without circumcision

As long as Paul's law-free gospel is approved by the Jerasehurch, he remains
prototypical of the Antiochene faction and hence is ableretain his position of

leadership (position C in Fig. 5.1). However, if the argoineent against Paul and the
social context changed with the Jerusalem church enfpotimplete Law observance on
the Gentile believers, the prototypicality of the in1gwonvould also shift, for it could no
longer define itself over and against Law-observant Judasitine relevant out-group.
The out-group with which it must then compare itself bees the uncircumcised
Gentiles (as in the change to Out-group Y in Fig. 5.2)thWwhis shift in its self-

definition, the prototypicality of the in-group changes aiffeient members become
prototypical of the in-group (as member E in Fig. 5.2). €hisra move towards a
position of more orthodoxy with regard to the Law andhadrom a position of a more
law-free existence. The result of such a change wouldhbe Paul would have
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considerable difficulty in continuing as leader of theidchene faction, for the law-free
gospel to which he is committed now makes him less protatlypf the in-group. Hence
the acceptance of his law-free gospel is crucial fot, Pat only because his honour is at
stake but also because his status as leader is depemdd@ continued acceptance of
freedom from the Law as a defining characteristic efithgroup.

In his study of Paul'd etter to the Romang£sler argues that Paul uses the
first person singular pronoun in chapter 7 as a way entitying himself with the
‘Israelite Christ-believers’, so, according to So€ategorization and Self-ldentification
Theory, placing himself in a position to assume leadershigmaxemplar of the grodp.

He is able to speak to them, to lead them, becausetesshis identity with therf.

If Esler is correct in this interpretation, then enigar case might be brought for Paul's
personalizing the verdict of the Jerusalem Conferenc&alatians 2.6. That ‘those
reckoned to be something’ added nothing to himo{ yop o1 SokolvTes oudev
mpooavebevto) might well emphasize Paul's identification with tdose who followed
his gospel so re-establishing his credentials, as prototypithéaon-group, to act as their
leader.

5.3.3 Galatians 2.7-9

In the previous sections | have discussed the implicatbigus’s lack of circumcision
and Paul's claim that nothing was added to his gospel. Botd mplications for the
Gentile believers at Antioch but can also be regardesbacific references to Titus and
Paul as leaders. The main finding of the Jerusalem Gule, which refers directly to
the Antiochene church, seems to be reported by Pautrses 7-9. This is that two
missions have been recognised by the Conference: on@missihe circumcised/Jews
and a second mission to the uncircumcised/Gentilest Mommentators agree that here
Paul seem to be quoting an outside source — some recogniradafaerived from the
Jerusalem meetint.The arguments for this assumption are linguistic igiofior verses

% Esler, 2003, p 23.
9 Esler, 2003, p 242.

9 So, for example, Betz, 1979, pp 96-98 and 100-101; Dunn, 1993, pp 105-106; Howard, 1990, pp 31-33;
Wedderburn, 2004, p 107; Longenecker, 1990, p 55; McLean, 1991, p 74. Martyn (1997, pp 202-204) argues
that the formula is the adoption of an earlier formula originating from the time of Paul’s earlier visit to Peter
(Gal. 1.18). Ludemann (1984, pp 65-71) also claims that verses 7 and 8 represent an earlier formulation which
was known to the Galatians but the verse 9 reflects the outcome of the Conference.
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7 and 8 ofGalatians2 are the only places within the authentic Pauline cowhere
Métpos rather tharKndas is used? Also the terms ‘gospel of circumcision’ and ‘of
uncircumcision’ Gal. 2.7) are regarded as non-Pauflfi@nd seem to contradict Paul’s
own assertion that there is only one gosgall(1.6-8)>* Thus the Jerusalem Conference
appears to have settled on two spheres of evangetizasica means of resolving the
disputes which had arisen over the entry of Gentileeeas into the early church.

However, if there is agreement over the conclusidnienJerusalem meeting,
there is less agreement among commentators over ¢a@imgy of these conclusions.
There has been much debate as to whether the twmnsssere to be geographically or
ethnically based. Burton, arguing from the normal usagesofv 9), concludes that the
division was ‘territorial rather than racidP.In contrast Betz deduces an ethnic division
as the normal usage @fvos refers to a people rather than a territ§hjs Taylor points
out, neither a totally geographical nor ethnic divisioanse likely, for the Jerusalem
meeting was itself called to consider the situation itich, which was a mixed Jewish
and Gentile church in the Diaspdfaviore recent commentators have also been reluctant
to define the two missions either completely ethnicatlgeographically. Holmberg sees
the division as theological rather than ‘sociolotlegal’.®® Some writers interpret the
two missions as a sharing of responsibility, with Pand 8arnabas being responsible
for, and acting on behalf of, the Gentile converts reas Peter, James and John would
be responsible for and act on behalf of the Jewidibvees®® While this interpretation
would solve the geographic/ethnic debate, it does seem intsorisigth the fact that the
Jerusalem meeting appears to have been called to resoaatual situation in Antioch —

92 Kl’]d)a(s‘ is used four times in Galatians (1.18; 2.11, 19) and four times in 7 Corinthians (1.12; 3.22;9.5; 15.5).
93 According to Betz, 1979, p 97 also Dunn, 1993, p 105.

9% Wedderburn, 2004, p 107.

% Burton, 1921, p 98.

% Betz, 1979, p 78, pp 100-101 and Witherington (1998a, p 141) also argues that the term is ethnic not territorial.
Martyn (1997, pp 213-216) suggests an ethnic interpretation based on the evidence in the rest of the Pauline
corpus.

97 Taylor, 1992, pp 113-115. Lidemann (1984, pp 72-75) similatly argues that any division on geographical or
ethnic grounds was not possible as it would have disrupted the usual life of Jewish and Gentile Christians
which has been unproblematic at Antioch up to that point.

% Holmberg, 1978, p 32.

% Dunn (1993, p 111) and Wedderburn (2004, pp 108-109) both argue that the absence of a verb in Paul’s
formulation demands the insertion of the verb ‘to be’ rather than ‘to go’ which implies responsibility rather
than destination or jurisdiction. Georgi (1992, p 32) also argues for responsibility based on other uses of €1¢ in
the Pauline corpus and Koine Greek.
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a problem of a mixed Jewish and Gentile chdféwho, in the case of Antioch, takes
responsibility for a church which consists of both 3wand Gentile believers?
Witherington, also recognising the difficulties of eitlagr ethnic or geographic division,
suggests the acceptance that considerable overlap ocaumittethe division referring to
‘the major focus and purpose of their respective min&ttfé Taylor suggests a
compromise solution such that

the Jerusalem conference agreed that the two churchéd adhere to the gospel as
they understood it, and neither would attempt to impaseiéws on the other. This
would apply both to their lives and to their mission, #melr diversity of belief and
practice would be maintained within tRewcwvia that had been affirmed at the
conferencé®?

This idea of mutual tolerance and acceptance of the tg@ftihe opposing subgroup fits
well with the theories of group processes reviewederptievious chapter but still leaves
unresolved the practical problems of Jewish and Gerelievers belonging to the same

community. Even more appropriate is Betz’s conclusion.

The division of labor is necessary because of thei@llbarriers between Jews and
Gentiles, not because of a disunity in the understamafir@§od, his redemption of
mankind, and the gospel of Jesus Christ. The formula edflects a historic
compromise which had to be made. It s possible to preserve the unity of the
church®

This short review of the previous interpretations of ttveo missions’
formula of Gal. 2.7-9 demonstrates the difficulty of understanding thaadae/erdict of
the Jerusalem Conference. This difficulty is mirrored thg difficulty facing the
Conference itself. The Conference seems to have amgirfeom the protests of Law-
observant Jewish believers who insisted that circsiowwiand full Torah observance
were necessary for membership of the early church. Thigigpoof the Law-observant
Jewish believers has been covered more fully previouslyl@id). Thus the ‘false

100 This can be deduced from the reference to Titus’s lack of circumcision (Gal. 2.3) and Paul’s antagonism
towards those ‘false brothers’ who wanted to take away the freedom of Paul and his associates (Ga/. 2.4). These
represent practical problems and solutions not sphetes of responsibility or jurisdiction.

101 Witherington, 1998a, p 141, also Georgi, 1992, p 32.
102 Taylor, 1992, p 115.
103 Betz, 1979, pp 100-101.
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brothers’ who spied on Paul and his colleagues wantexhdtave them — a reference
which is presumed to refer to Torah observai@al.(2.4)%* there were some men who
went down from Judea to Antioch and insisted that the iGdrelievers be circumcised
‘according to the Law of MosesA€ts15.1); the Pharisees also believed that the Gentile
believers needed to be circumcised and keep the Lawlases Acts 15.5). In
opposition, the Pauline faction (whose stance has beeered previously at section
5.2.1 pp 177ff) insisted that circumcision for the Gentdédvers was unnecessary for, if
salvation depended on circumcision and Torah observamee,Ghrist’s life and death
were in vain Gal. 2.21; 5.1), and the gift of the Spirit came through fadhobeying the
Law (Gal. 3.2, 14)% The aim of the Conference was to reconcile these sipgo
positions. Indeed some commentators argue that the tagkeofConference was
impossible and that there was no way in which the edniyrch (still a sect within
Judaism) could accept Gentile believers as members wyiti@umcision. Watson, in
his earlier work, describes the narrative in chapter Zafatians as ‘thoroughly
tendentious*’® He maintains that the Jewish leaders at the Confereowld not
possibly have accepted ‘the legitimacy of the principleegdom from the law’, for this
would have undermined their own mission to the Jews,asChristians Jews would be
unlikely to accept the proclamation of people who hadwhroff the yoke of the
Torah'!" Sim, likewise, argues that such a decision would have deimental to the
mission to the Jew$? He also points out that, based on Josephus’s accotim death
of James Jewish Antiquitie20.200-204), James was apparently renowned for his own
Law observance and unlikely to condone abandoning Torahvaloeer for anyone. In
Gal. 2.1-10, Paul exaggerates the extent to which his own gospedcgapted by the
Jerusalem leaders knowing that the Galatians were unli@etypow the truth® While
accepting that the verdict of ‘two missions’ which diok imclude circumcision for the
Gentile believers is extraordinary, it seems even ruofiely that the Galatians were
not in a position to verify the truth of Paul's staents for they were being visited by the

‘agitators’ who appear to have had knowledge of Paul anddaBngs with Jerusalem.

104 Dunn, 1993, p 99; Longenecker, 1990, p 52; Esler, 1998, p 131; Betz, 1979, p 91.

105 Paul also argues that Abraham’s justification by God came before he was circumcised (Ga/ 3.8-14; Rom. 4.9-
16).

106 Watson, 1980, p 54.

107 Watson, 1986, p 53.

108 Sim, 1998, p 86.

109 Sim, 1998, pp 86-88.
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In this case Paul could not have risked being discoverediar in his arguments; he had
previously stressed the validity of his accouaal; 1.20). Paul's account of the decision

to pursue two missions must, therefore, be accepted as true

The problem facing the Jerusalem Conference was toyshagh the Pauline
faction, with its insistence on the authenticity of @erbelievers remaining as Gentiles,
and the Law-observant Jewish faction, who maintaited total conformity with the
Torah was necessary for salvation. Their solution appearbave been the ‘two
missions’. The understanding gained from models derived @ooup Identity and Self-
categorization Theories suggests that maintaining pdumnaliy affirming the identity of
both subgroups within the superordinate grouping of the ed&wych was likely to
provide the most satisfactory solution. The ‘two missicolution would appear to do
that by retaining a distinction between Jewish and @etelievers. The principal
problem, however, with maintaining pluralism within the lgathurch was that the
Jewish identity was defined over and against the Geradethe appropriate out-group
with whom comparisons should be ma#feThe Law-observant Jewish identity was
delineated by its difference from Gentiles in its monsthe food laws, circumcision and
ethical behaviour. The Gentile believers would, no doubtw rwave accepted
monotheism, ethical behaviour and some food laws, layt were still uncircumcised
and probably did not abide as strictly to the food lasd @v-observant Jews (as in
Cor. 8.1-10). Yet even allowing for suitable changes in the bebavof Gentile
believers, the stereotype of the ‘Gentile sinn&al 2.15) would still be active in the
minds of law-abiding Jews?!

Furthermore, as has been argued earlier (sections 4.4.59nd is likely that

some Gentile believers were beginning to exercise influearak even leadership roles,

110 This is very evident in the Gospel of Matthew. So Mz 5.47 ‘And if you greet only your brothers and sisters, !
what more are you doing than others? Do not even the Gentiles do the same?’; Mz 6.7 “‘When you are praying,
do not heap up empty phrases as the Gentiles do; for they think that they will be heard because of their many
words’; Mz. 6.31-31 “Therefore do not wotry, saying, "What will we eat?' or "What will we drink?' or "What will
we wear?' For it is the Gentiles who strive for all these things; and indeed your heavenly Father knows that you
need all these things.’

Neusner (2005, p 277) appreciates this as he says ‘they [Gentiles| stand for different things; they form a
counterpart and opposite of Israel’.

Also Donaldson (1997, p 75) says ‘At every point, Israel’s covenantal self-understanding is defined over against
the nations: Israel’s God is no mere local deity, but the one true God, sovereign over all things, including all the
nations ... Implicit in every facet of Israel’s self-identifying narrative, then, is a counter assertion of one kind or
another about the Gentile nations. Jews could not consider themselves without at the same time considering
their relationship with non-Jews’.

11 A general discussion of stereotyping is given previously and some examples have been listed (see pp 83ff).
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within the church at Antioch. Law-observant Jewishexadis could possibly have been
prepared to accept Gentile believers under similar téomahich Judaism accepted
‘sympathizers’ (as adherents to some Jewish observarces benefactors) but to
acknowledge Gentiles as leaders of the community woellthdre problematic. As the
previous socio-psychological analysis of leadership hawrst{eection 2.5.2 pp 66ff),

successful leaders of groups in which group identity is itapbneed to be prototypical
of the group as a whole. It would be extremely diffidolt ‘orthodox’, circumcised

Jewish believers to accept uncircumcised believersgitsmate leaders over the Law-
observant factions within the early church, even if ¢hé&=aders presided over the

Antiochene church rather than that at Jerusalem.

Therefore, as both Sim and Watson have nbfteit,is impossible to believe
that the Jerusalem Conference simply accepted uncirsathdielievers into the early
church on equal terms with Jewish believers. Some gimovineeded to be made for
Law-observant Jewish believers to preserve theirishevdentity by maintaining the
traditional boundaries between Jews and Gentiles. Te haglected to provide this
provision would have risked schism. Seeman, quoted above (pp, I&&fshown how
resistant religious attitudes can be to change amad&ptation to changing situations.
Sani and his colleagues have investigated how the thredigious beliefs and practices
can result in schism when the more hard line adhererdsrstand their identity to be
threatened, the very existence of their religiouditiigon to be in jeopardy and
themselves to be voiceless to oppose the changes ljsee ap 101ff). The ‘two
missions’ must, consequently, have included some coonecssaind provision for the
Law-observant Jewish believers to exist in accordanttetheir own beliefs. To do less
would have exposed the early church to the risk of serhisms. Reconciliation could
only be accomplished by allowing the Law-observant Jemstain their separateness
from Gentile believers (at least partly) so as tontaam their Jewish identity. It appears
that there had already been a similar separation afrgups to reconcile a previous
ethnic dispute between the Hebrews and Hellendstts6.1-6, see above pp 93ff). There
the ethnic dispute was resolved by giving the Hellenistg thwn leadership separate
from that of the Hebrews. A similar division seem%iicit in the agreement of the
Jerusalem Conference — ‘we to the Gentiles and thehdccircumcised’ Gal. 2.9).

However, the division cannot be seen as operating porelgthnic grounds, for the

112 Watson, 1986, pp 53-54); Sim, 1998, pp 86-88.
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principal leaders of the mission to the Gentiles wkaws (Paul and Barnabas) and the
Antiochene Jews seemed to have mixed amicably withil&entlievers before the
appearance of the ‘people from Jaméd'The Jerusalem Conference could not,
therefore, have demanded that the Gentile believerslbenémbers of the early church
on condition that they existed as a separate entitydahchot mix withany Jewish
believers. A strict ethnic separation was not possibla Diaspora community such as
Antioch.

A more likely solution would seem to involve a compreenby which those
Law-observant Jewish believers, who considered ttiemtity as Jews to be threatened
by extensive contact with Gentile believers and/orateeptance of Gentile believers as
leaders within the early church, could continue to eastmembers of the Jesus
movement. Their requirement would be to continue as mendighe Jesus movement
but also remain within Judaism under circumstances whichatidhreaten their Jewish
identity. Thus their contact with Gentile believers@ld not be significantly greater than
that normally experienced by Law-observant Jews withti®e‘'sympathizers’ in the
synagogues and they would not be subjected to Gentile leadek&riphem. As these
Law-observant Jewish believers were more likely tddumd in Palestine, where Jews
formed the majority, than in the Diaspora where morguent contact with Gentiles was
common because Jews were in the minority, the nmgsidthe circumcised’ would be
conducted mainly in Palestine from Jerusalem where thar$ lived. The mission to
the Gentiles (and those Jews who exhibited a moreatdlepproach to contact with
Gentiles), on the other hand, would be concentratédeirDiaspora. Yet the division of
the two missions could not take place along geographioas,lias the Antioch dispute
(Gal. 2.11-14) demonstrates. Here Peter, a Palestinian Jennitially happy to enter
into intimate table fellowship with Gentile believenst Bater, along with Barnabas and
the Antiochene Jews (i.e. Diaspora Jews) withdrew filois contact. Thus, a concession
must have existed for any Jewish believer, whether instadeor the Diaspora, who
experienced a conscientious objection to excessive contth Gentile believers or
leadership by Gentile believers, to be at liberty tdhdraw from such a mixed
Jewish/Gentile community whilst remaining members o tlesus movement, so

retaining their Jewish identity intact.

113 So also Sim, 1998, p 85, ‘And would the Jewish authorities, if they cleatly advocated a separation of Jew and
Gentile, have permitted Jews by race such as Paul and Barnabas to conduct the law-free mission to the
Gentiles? Surely they would have insisted that Gentile-Christians conduct this mission’.

210



| propose, therefore, that the ‘two missions’ setdatmwas not a division
along ethnic or geographical grounds, but a division betweese twbo regarded their
Jewish identity to be threatened by close contact witteadership by, Gentile believers
and those, both Jews and Gentiles, who experienceldreat tto their identity by such
Jewish/Gentile interactions. In terms of the modelscdeed in Chapter 2, the
application of dual identity (Model B) would most effeetly answer the demands of the
Law-observant Jewish faction. Here, the superordinateipgris introduced while
maintaining the original in-group and out-group categorizdtidriThus the Law-
observant Jewish faction would retain their identgyJaws (B) within the superordinate
Jesus movement (x); similarly the Gentile believarsuld retain their identity of
uncircumcision (A) whilst also being members of thaudesovement (x).

XXX XXXXX> X X X
XXX XXX X XX X X X
X
XX XX XXX X X X
X X X X X X X
X X XXX X XXXXX
X XXXX XX XX XX X

Model A Model B Model C

But, as pointed out previously (section 2.6.2.3), dual idemtibyks best when the
subgroups are equal in number and power. The perception of pmeanfluence is a
highly sensitive area. If a previous out-group exerts disptiopate influence within the
superordinate group, it can be perceived by the originaldogmrms taking over the
superordinate group. There is also the danger that theityaobgroup will continue to
push for complete assimilation of the minority subgrbiprhis can be seen in the
continued efforts of some Jews to persuade the Gentile®riform to Judaism and
accept circumcision in Philippi and GalatRh{l. 3.2-3;Gal. 5.3-6). The leadership of
the superordinate groups and the individual subgroups is decitimbalanced
representation of leadership from any subgroup may be paicaseinfluencing
decision-making in favour of one particular subgroup and teisg unfair. Under-
represented subgroup members can feel threatéhedthe next chapter | shall argue

114 Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000, pp 155-183.
115 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 149-150.
116 Hornsey and Hogg, 2000a, pp 150-151.
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that it was this undermining of the status of the Geriélievers at Antioch which

angered Paul so much that he left the community coeiplet

The dual identity solution would mean that, in princighle ‘pillars’ accepted
the Gentile believers as full members of the early dhatongside Jewish believers but
the decision left ambiguities regarding the practice eflthw and salvation. The ‘two
missions’ solution may have resolved the identity isstedating to unconventional
contact with Gentiles and the possibility of Gentéadership of some early church
communities but the issue of the importance of the taagalvation remained and was to
surface again in Philippi and GalatRh{l. 3.2-3;Gal. 5.3-6). Difficulties also arose over
the more practical problem of maintaining a unified churath ihese two separate
missions and these surfaced relatively quickly at Amtisal. 2.11-14).

5.4 Conclusions

In this chapter | have argued that the main decision al¢hgsalem Conference was the
‘two missions’ pronouncement. The lack of insistencecooumcision for Titus Gal.
2.3) and the acceptance of Paul's gospel without adding any{ab 2.6) to it
confirmed that the Gentiles could be full membersh& early church communities
without obeying the Torah. However, these pronouncenasts had implications for
both Titus’'s and Paul's roles as leaders. The verdiating most directly to the problem
of Gentile believers in the church was the ‘two nemssi. Exactly what the ‘two
missions’ pronouncement meant is somewhat obscurexplore this meaning further,
some of the inferences derived from models based on Grdeptity and Self-

categorization Theories have been used.

Socio-psychological investigations into group process hadeated that
maintaining the identity of individual groups is the solutinost likely to succeed when
distinct groupings attempt to form a united superordinatapgrosing these insights in
the analysis of the Jerusalem Conference described lbynR@alatians2.1-10 suggests
that a compromise solution was the only possible decisitne two subgroups, the
Pauline faction who insisted that the Gentiles weteeptable group members as
Gentiles and the Law-observant Jewish believers eambinued to demand circumcision
for full membership of the early church as a sect withidaism, held opposing stances
which could not be reconciled. The verdict of the Cariee was that Gentiles need not
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be circumcised and that Paul's law-free gospel wagmed as suitable for Gentile
believers. However, this decision brought problems fav-baservant Jewish believers
whose identity was totally bound up with their Jewishndss.insist on untraditional
contact with Gentiles and/or accepting Gentile bele\as leaders of the early church
communities crossed the boundaries which delineated tMvasito be a Jew. Provision,
therefore, had to be made for those Jews who expedeadhreat to their identity as
Jews by such unorthodox contact with Gentiles. Thisptelahas put forward the
argument that the compromise was the ‘two missionsibigch Law-observant Jewish
believers need not be exposed to abnormal contact®etitile believers. They were
given the option to retain their identity remaining hint the normal boundaries of
Judaism yet remain members of the early church. Thetélse ‘two missions’ solution
came with the arrival of Peter and the people frome3aat Antioch. It is the Antioch

Dispute to which | now move.
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Chapter 6

The Antioch Dispute

6.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter | argued that the Jerusalem Conéereached a compromise
solution which allowed both the Gentile and Law-obseindewish believers to retain
their identity by occupying subgroups in the superordinate gngupif the Jesus
movement. In principle the solution seems to haven lmeeptable to all sides. Paul
appears to boast that the ‘pillars’ extended the harfellofvship Gal. 2.9) and accepted
the mission of Paul and Barnabas to the Gentied 2.8-9) and there is no mention of a
threatened schism by which any Jewish believers comesideaving the Jesus movement
in eitherGalatiansor Acts Yet even though the solution was acceptable in principle
was to be tested in practice at Antioch. As | arguettheninitial chapter (see p 2), Paul
links the Jerusalem Conference with the Antioch dispuik laoks them by way of
contrast; the Jerusalem Conference met with Paul'sospprbut not the events at
Antioch; whereas the Jerusalem Conference seemed toreadbdy in agreement, the
dispute at Antioch was confrontational with Paul oppgp$ieter to his face.

So far in this thesis | have focused on the social pdggkoof group
dynamics. However, much of the work in this area lnaeentrated on the factors which
unite groups and the strategies which maintain the cohesigroaps' As the Antioch
dispute involved conflict which, apparently, resulted inpét etween Paul and the
Antioch church, these studies are of limited use. Ina¢hapter, therefore, | shall apply
some of the insights of Sani and his co-workers regamgiiaups in schismatic situations
to the situation at Antioch. | shall also utilize adpecf the challenge-and-response
pattern of social interactions which was first developed®byrdieu? and developed by
Malina and Esler and which, it is claimed, is particylartlevant to the ancient
Mediterranean world.This pattern of challenge and response seems to acctnithie
the confrontation between Peter and Paul describ&alatians(2.10-14).

! The exception to this is the work of Sani and his co-workers.
2 Bourdieu, 1965.
3 Malina, 1993, pp 34-45; Eslet, 1994, pp 27-29.
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6.2 Paul's Account of the Antioch Dispute in Galati  ans

The events surrounding the Antioch dispuBal( 2.11-14) and the preceding Jerusalem
Conference @al. 2.1-10) have intrigued New Testament scholars oseent decadés.
The interest is stimulated by a number of differantdrs.

* Paul, in theLetter to the Galatiansis angry and is writing in a polemical style.
Although Paul's account is the only version of the ingigddis report may not be
totally trustworthy’ His account of the incident is also very brief, legvimuch

unsaid.

» Paul is writing of the Antioch dispute as a means oflesjzing his own point of
view with regard to the current situation in Galatia, therefore, has his own agenda
and he is likely to bias the facts of the conflictAattioch to support his present
argument with the Galatiafis.

* There are interesting ambiguities in the attitudes astthviour of the principal
characters. InGalatians 2.1-10, Paul appears satisfied with the outcome of the
Jerusalem Conference; the ‘pillars’ have acceptadhieagrace of God was at work
in Paul's mission to the Gentile$4l. 2.8) and have extended the right hand of
fellowship to him and Barnaba&4l. 2.9). In contrast, at Antioch, Paul obviously
thinks that Peter and the rest of the Antiochene Jawve somehow reneged on the
agreement and are acting hypocritically by withdrawing ftabie fellowship Gal.
2.11, 14). The fact that it is Paul, and Paul alone, drbours this belief indicates
strongly that his objections may not be as convincinpeasimself would like to
think. There must have been some validity in the aagnisnof ‘the people from
James’, for they seem to convince Peter, the Angloehlews and even Barnabas —
the co-apostle to the Gentiles with Paul — that tbemaviour went beyond that
previously agreed as acceptable. On the other hangdlesfellowship that occurred
at Antioch prior to the coming of the ‘people from Janesild not have been so

4 For example Dunn, 1990, pp 129-83 and 1993, pp 116-31; Esler, 1994, pp 52-70 and 1998, pp 92-140;
Holmberg, 1998; Sanders, 1990a; Slee, 2003, pp 36-53; Taylor, 1992; Watson, 1986, pp 49-72; Zetterholm,
2003, pp 129-77.

> One example of this is that Paul accuses Peter of ‘compelling’ the Gentile to udaize’ by simply withdrawing
from table fellowship.

¢ For example, he is anxious to demonstrate his independence of Jerusalem (Ga/ 1) and also downplays the
contribution of Barnabas to the Jerusalem Conference (compare Gal. 2.1 with 2.9).
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abhorrent to an ‘average’ Jew, for the Antiochene JBaspabas, Paul and even

Peter appear to have entered into it easily and willingly

» The dispute concerned table fellowshipa( 2.11-12), but exactly what the practice
was is problematic except that, at first, it seemexptable to the Jews of Antioch
then later became so objectionable to them thatewen Paul's protestations could

reverse their decision to withdraw from table fellbipswith Gentile believers.

6.3 Previous Explanations of the Antioch Dispute

The one certainty concerning the Antioch dispute & ihinvolved Jewish believers
engaging in table fellowship with Gentile believers irmeoway Gal. 2.12). But the
explanations accounting for the Antioch dispute are madyaried. The fact that scholars
are still working on the topic indicates that nonehaf preceding explanations has proved

completely satisfactory.

Esler offers the most extreme explanation. He masitdnat table fellowship
between Jews and Gentiles was impossible in thecergiury CE. He proposes that there
was a complete ban within Judaism on Jewish/Gentiike tllowship® Gentiles were
ritually impure and, by close contact with them, Jewsrired this impurity. His argument
is also based on the ever present danger of idolatgnipJews sharing table fellowship of
any kind with Gentiles. Even when the commensalisulted from Jewish hospitality,
such that all food and drink were guaranteed to be koBktr, argues that the possibility
of a Gentile offering a libation of wine or other liguwould render table fellowship
impossible’® The practice of sharing the one cup at a Eucharisgal would be
impossible for any Law-observant Jew. Thus the ‘peapla flames’ came to Antioch to
demand totally separate table fellowship from the Jevesatiempts to account for the
apparent acceptance of uncircumcised Gentiles at thealem Conference by supposing
that the agreement was not valid for Peter, Janeed@m because, as Jews, an agreement
was sealed, not by a hand shake which was the Romarbutayith an oatfi*

7 It is generally agreed that Paul lost the argument at Antioch for he would certainly have included any victory in
his Letter to the Galatians, so Watson, 1986, p 56; Esler, 1987, p 87; Dunn, 1990, p 160; Taylor, 1992, p 137;
Dunn, 1993, p 150.

8 Esler, 1998, p 93.

9 Esler, 1987, pp 85-89.
10 Esler, 1998, p 105.

11 Esler, 1995.
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Esler’s interpretations seem unconvincing on a numbeowfts. It is unlikely
that Peter never meant to observe the Jerusalemnagredor he entered into table
fellowship with Gentiles at Antioch readily at firsédl. 2.12). Even if not sealed by an
oath, Peter showed his acceptance of the agreemdnms [actions at Antioch. Sanders
argues persuasively against a ban on Jewish/Geng@eadatibn and commensality. Jews
did associate with Gentiles and ‘there was no bawisptial intercourse with Gentiles as
long as one did not eat their meat or drink their wih@here was no prohibition on Jews
dining with Gentiles in Jewish hom&sSanders has shown, by citing many examples from
the contemporary literature, that Jewish/Gentileractions did take place when the
meetings took place within a Jewish environment, suchthieabrigins of food and drink
were under Jewish contrl.What was problematic for a Jew was the acceptafice
Gentile hospitality. In addition, most Jews were tiyuenpure most of the time by contact
with death, blood etc. (see Chapter 5, footnote 23) bet #wen, purification rites were
available™® Dunn also finds Esler's theory unpersuasive. He points tbat Esler
disregards the fact that the early Gentile convertg @d-fearers who adhered to some
basic Jewish food law$.It must also be remembered that it is very obvious) fRaul's
own writings that he, himself, did not tolerate idolatris churchesGal. 4.4-10; 5.202
Cor. 6.16). Although these rebukes may indicate attemptsunter idolatrous tendencies,
Paul seems to oppose idolatry in Gentile believemmiach as in any other Jewish believer.
Even if he was prepared to turn a blind eye to thehaisee of (possibly) idolatrous food
from the marketX Cor. 8.4-8), to participate in eating at the table of ahwds definitely
forbidden for his convertsl(Cor. 10.14-21). Thus the risks incurred by Jewish believers
enjoying commensality with Gentile believers withinJewish environment would be

much less than those with Gentile unbelievers.

Another explanation is offered by Watson, who suggésisthe happenings at
Antioch were outwith what had been agreed at the diemasConference. In the first
edition of his book, Watson claims that the Jerusalemféence had not condoned a
circumcision-free gospel for Gentile believers but mststed on circumcision for Gentile

believers. He gives full weight to Paul's accusation ¢étePthat he was compelling the

12 Sanders, 1990a, p 178.

13 Sanders, 1990a, pp 178-180.
14 Sanders, 1990a, pp 176-180.
15 Sanders, 1990a, p 175.

16 Dunn, 1990, pp 180-182.
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Gentiles to ‘judaize’ Gal. 2.14) Thus the ‘people from James’ came to enforce the
Jerusalem agreement because the events at Antiochesperdizing the mission to the
Jews in JerusaleM.In the second edition d?aul, Judaism and JudaisiVatson takes
another approach arguing that the Jerusalem Conference diiscisgs circumcision for
Gentile believers. Sim follows a similar path to ¥dat's first argument, concluding that
the Jerusalem Conference found against Paul and Baraadathat the ‘people from
James’ came to enforce the Jerusalem agreementdheated Gentile circumcisiof?.

While the theories of Watson and Sim explain the eadewhich Peter and
Barnabas comply with the requests of the ‘people frame3’, they falil totally to account
for the behaviour of Peter, Barnabas and Paul at émtprior to the appearance of the
‘people from James’. Can it really be supposed thag thue of the five named delegates at
the Jerusalem Conference — one of them the designatstleagmothe Jews - all totally
ignored the findings of that Conference? Further, iftdda and Sim are correct in
concluding that circumcision was demanded of Gentileebels at the Jerusalem
Conference, it is difficult to believe that both Panda.uke @Acts 15.6-29) could so
grossly misrepresent the findings of the Conferencéhar separate accounts of the

meeting.

If Peter, Barnabas and Paul are to be credited witlinéegrity, an explanation
for their respective behaviour has to be found whidomprehensible in the context of the
Jerusalem agreement. Burton thinks that freer practitzaeted to creep in as a result the
Jerusalem Conferené2It would be conceivable that Paul and Barnabas, flushéutitine
successful outcome of the Jerusalem Conference, stariadiate customs which went
beyond the actual Jerusalem agreement but could be regaraethia the spirit of the

agreement.

Dunn takes this approach. After looking at the two extrernssiple
explanations of the conflict at Antioch — a demand total Law observance and
circumcision (Esler's position) and reaction agaitis¢ total abandonment of Law

observance (as proposed by Barfétthe argues convincingly that the evidence supports

17 Watson, 19806, pp 53-56; Martyn (1997, pp 242-243) also argues that the activities at Antioch wete jeopardising
the mission to the Jews.

15 Sim, 1998, pp 94-99.
19 Burton, 1921, p 105 and also Hill, 1992, p 141 and Dunn, 1993, p 117.
20 Barrett, 1999b, p 54.
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neither of these two extrem&sOn the one hand a demand for total Law observance would
not be compatible with the findings of the recent Jéeus&onference. On the other hand
it seems unlikely that Peter, Barnabas and the Antrexldewish believers would have
completely abandoned Law observance. In additionGGemile believers of Antioch were
probably God-fearers who kept basic food laws (see pp 1Zaff)n’'s explanation is that
the ‘people from James’ had greater expectations of Tabaérvance than was present at
Antioch. In particular, he suggests that the tithingsldwad been abandor@dSanders,
however, argues that, although offerings and sacrificeiee wnade by Diaspora Jews,
tithing as such was not practised outside Pale&tiRarther, all Jews were ritually impure
most of the time through contact with corpses, semamstruation etc, so Gentile
impurity was not likely to be a major difficul®y. Although Dunn’s conclusion, that ‘the
people from James’ were demanding greater purity anthgjtrseems unlikely, his
deduction, that what was being called for was gredtatress than the current Law

observance at Antioch, is undoubtedly accurate.

Sanders, himself, argues that the ‘people from James’ reqrering greater
strictness in the observance of the Law. He propitsgghe issue at Antioch was not one
particular Law but rather opposition from the ‘peoplenfrdames’ to there being ‘too
much’ contact with Gentiles. He also sees the medsageJames as addressed to Peter
personally rather than the Antiochene community, becabibis position as apostle to the
Jews? This objection to the degree of association rathem th a particular contravention
or omission is difficult either to verify or reject.oiever, the responses of Peter,
Barnabas, Paul and the Antiochene Jews argue agairdgrSaoroposal. What would be
required under these circumstances would be a partial drapach from Gentile
intercourse by Peter. Yet Paul describes Peter as &mgahimself’ Gal. 2.12) and the
other Jews followed his examplédl. 2.13). Total separation from Gentile contact by all
the Jews except Paul represents an extreme regpoaseticism of ‘too much’ contact by
Peter. In addition, the demands for less Gentile confaaddressed solely to him, may

have persuaded Peter, as a Jerusalem Jew with spepgigiedity for the mission to the

21 Dunn, 1993, p 121 and 1990, pp 151-158.
22 Dunn, 1990, p 154.
23 Sanders, 1990b, p 171.

24 Sanders (1990b, p 270 and 1990a, pp 173-175) claims Diaspora Jews were permanently impure and could only
be putified by pilgrimage to the Temple but did perform some ritual washings before worship and prayer.

25 Sanders, 1990a, p 186.
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Jews, but were unlikely to have influenced the Antioeh&sws and especially Barnabas,
the designated co-apostle to the Gentiles with Paul.

Taylor relates the Antioch dispute to the situationtled mother church in
Jerusalem. Taylor argues that ‘too much’ contact witht€gepelievers was endangering
the mother church in the deteriorating political simtin Jerusalerff However, the
evidence for such deterioration between 48-52 CE (i.e eagtwthe Jerusalem Conference
and the Antioch dispute) is not totally convincing. Egesuich as the crisis over attempts
by Caligula to erect his statue in the Temple (40 CEBm&h interference with the High
Priest (44-46 CE), the execution of the sons of Juda&alilean (46-48 CE)and the rise
in the Zealot movement,occurred before the Jerusalem Conference (at whicipilars’
accepted his gospel and offered him ‘the right hand lofdehip’ - Gal. 2.7-9) which took
place around 49 CE. The Antioch dispute is normally datedtdi® CE or earliéf so
that, if an altered political climate was the caukéhe change in attitude at Antioch, it
must be ascribed to events occurring between 48-52 CHEe WWere riots between Jews
and Samaritans in Palestine and between Jews and GmeAlexandria around 50-52
CE®® but these seem to have been spasmodic. Reicke dateaithincrease in Zealotism
in Palestine between 54-66 CE when Nero became Empjeawodman postulates
increased nationalism occurred even later, contentliaigthe ‘slide into war was rapid
and dramatic’, with the rise of Zealotism and theitersprior to the Jewish War unlikely
to have started before 60 GHRecent commentators question the influence of the Hewis
War on events at Antioch. Sim doubts whether, in the heightened nationalism in
Jerusalem, happenings in the Diaspora would have concermestirfah Jews at aif. In
addition, Holmberg argues against Taylor that Taylor mastextual justification for
assuming that an agreement by both parties to safeguaskc¢haty of the Jerusalem
church was part of the Jerusalem Conference (Tayl@skas assertion of the reference

26 Taylor, 1992, p 130.
27 Dunn, 1990, p 133.
28 Jewett, 1971, pp 204-205; Bruce, 1982, p 131; Longenecker, 1990, p 74.

% Hengel and Schwemer, 1997, p xiii. Dunn (Dunn 1990, pp 130, 163 n6) speculates a petiod as short as a few
months between the Jerusalem meeting and Antioch dispute because of Paul’s OTE 8¢ link to the incident.

30 Reicke, 1984, p 148.

31 Reicke (1984, p 149) does attribute the Antioch dispute to increased Zealot movements but dates the dispute
later at around 54 CE and equivalent to Paul’s Antioch visit in 4ezs 18.

32 Goodman, 1987, p 152.
33 Hill, 1992, p 130; Sim, 1998, p 93.
34 Sim, 1998, p 97.
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to ‘remembering the poor’ iGal. 2.10)%° Taylor also proposes that the separation in
Jewish/Gentile commensality was intended to be tempBtaexisting only for the
duration of the visit of the ‘people from James’. Thigestainly compatible with Paul's

accusation of hypocrisy and is something | shall rettutater in this chapter.

Holmberg proposes that the Antioch dispute arose fromettiension of
‘restricted commensality’, in which Jewish/Gentilbléafellowship occurred solely within
a Jewish environment, to ‘indiscriminate commensality’ which Jews accepted
hospitality from Gentile householdSTo the more Torah-observant ‘people from James’,
this blurred the boundaries between Jews and Gentittsheeatened Jewish identity.
Thus the ‘people from James’ came to enforce the agreenmached at the Jerusalem
Conference - that there should be ‘separation of tivest@&n community at Antioch into

two commensality groups, one for Jews and one for Gértiles

Holmberg’s proposal certainly meets the criterion @hy comprehensible in
the aftermath of the Jerusalem Conference. It icawable that the findings of the
Conference — that Gentile believers need not be cirsechor Torah-observant — could
lead to a more liberal form of interaction betweensland Gentiles. If commensality had
previously been of a restricted nature, taking place nvahlewish environment, which, so
Holmberg and Sanders suggest, provided no threat to Legna@mnt Jews, it is plausible
that, after the Jerusalem Conference, Jewish beliésierable to accept invitations from
Gentile households. However, it is more difficult tbamalize Holmberg's suggestion that
the ‘people from James’ arrived to effect a ‘separatibnhe Christian community at
Antioch into two commensality groups, one for Jews arel fon Gentiles”® Holmberg,
agreeing with Sanders, sees no problem with ‘restricbenmensality’, and goes so far as
to say that ‘restricted commensality was a social iiadirst century Judaisni* The
obvious solution to the objections of the ‘people frdames’ was to return to the
‘restricted commensality’ which had operated prior torber initiatives taken after the

35 Holmberg, 1998, pp 412413,
3 Taylor, 1992, p 136.

37 Holmberg, 1998, p 405 but Dunn (1993, p 121), Hill (1992, p 140) and Zetterholm (2003, pp 160-161) also
suggests this possibility.

3 Holmberg, 1998, pp 404-407.
3 Holmberg, 1998, p 410.
4 Holmberg, 1998, p 410.
41 Holmberg, 1998, p 404.
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Jerusalem Conference. In this way church unity would awe tbeen threatened. Yet
Holmberg is correct in reiterating at this point thedings of the Jerusalem Conference
which, according to Paul, did seem to propose some sse&pafation. Astutely Holmberg
recognises that commensality has a social dimenstirkept people in their place&®
‘Restricted commensality’, for a Jew, meant retgrine boundaries which defined what
it was to be Jewish. But it also had social conseqsefar Gentiles. Gentiles may well
have enjoyed the hospitality of Jewish believers lmutpsg as they were unable to return
that hospitality, they occupied a position of inferiomtighin the early church. ‘Restricted
commensality’ kept Gentiles in their place. Thereféwedivision to have been preferable
to returning to ‘restricted commensality’, other issumgst be involved and, | shall
suggest, these issues involved the status of Gentiles.

Zetterholm also goes along the path of reciprocal cameality in his
interpretation of the Antioch dispute. Like Holmberg, iews commensality outwith a
Jewish environment as the most likely cause of theicoaf Antioch.** His explanation
of the dispute is that the status of the Gentiles withe early church was interpreted
differently by Paul and James and his people. James, iofjawve prevailing ideas of his
time, allowed the association of Gentiles with theyezhurch along the same lines as the
association of god-fearers with Judaism. Paul, onother hand, granted the Gentiles
complete equality. Paul's belief - that the church mowgted in the eschaton - meant the
Gentile believers were incorporated fully into the exxant which provided salvation for
all within it. But they were incorporated as Gentiles as Jews, for how else could God
be the God of both Jews and Gentifés?

There is much with which | agree in Zetterholm’s iiptetation of the Antioch
dispute. For both Holmberg and Zetterholm, reciprocal corsaligyn seems the most
likely cause of the conflict. | agree with Zetterhotimat the underlying issue is the
differences in the understanding of the status of Gemtiithin the early church. However,
Zetterholm’s explanation may be too simplistic. Heehatological inclusion of Gentiles
in the mercy of God undoubtedly played a part in Paul's utatetmg but, as Sanders has
explained, Paul's theology is likely to have been a apnsace of his experience rather
than his theology dictating his actions; his experienes what Gentiles were equal

42 Holmbetg, 1998, p 404.
43 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 160-161.
4 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 165-166.
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recipients of the Spirit and its gift&él. 3.2-5;1 Cor. 12.7-11). In addition, Zetterholm’s

proposal that Gentiles were now to be incorporated inctheenant as Gentiles is

problematic. It is obvious that the long establishecenant was no longer sufficient even
for Jewish salvation ‘except through faith in Chressuls’ Gal. 2.15) so the covenant itself
had changed. Also the covenant, for the Jewish bediegtll included circumcision, so,

for the Gentiles to be included in the covenant asi@gntactually meant dissecting out
parts of the covenant.

6.4 Reciprocity and the Jerusalem Conference

As is obvious from my comments on the various inteégpiens of the Antioch dispute
given by other scholars, | strongly support the proposslttie conflict at Antioch arose
when Jewish believers began to accept the invitatbientile believers to dine in their
homes. This seems a likely outcome of the favourdéxdesion regarding Gentile believers
which was reached at the Jerusalem Conference. lJdghesalem Conference accepted
Gentile believers as full members of the Jesus mongnmecluding the possibility of
leadership, it is to be expected that some of the Gemtlievers, probably those of
moderate to high social status, extended hospitality tinelAntiochene church, perhaps
including presiding at the EucharfStBefore dealing with the issue of reciprocity which
escalated into a hostile situation at Antio@ual, 2.10-14) it is necessary to look at the
objections to Gentile hospitality for a Law-obseitvdew and then to analyse the effect of
the lack of reciprocity for the understanding of theustaif the Gentile believers.

6.4.1 The Jews and Table-fellowship

The inability of the Gentile believers to reciprocagavidh hospitality centred on the
Jewish food laws and the fear of idolatry. To avoidngdtinclean’ foods or being exposed
to food sacrificed/offered to idols, Jews generally did ngk defilement by accepting
invitations from Gentiles to dine in their homes. Muéhhis has already been discussed in
the preceding sectidfi. The rare occasions on which Jews did dine with @sntr eat
their food show the care taken by the Torah-observantdenaintain his purity. Daniel

and his companions, when they were deported to Babylotheat®od from the King's

4 Esler points out (1998, p 138) that Paul never accuses Peter of breaking the Jerusalem agreement. He accuses
him and the Antiochene Jews of living a lie by being inconsistent in his behaviour towards the Gentile believers.

46 See section 1.2 of this chapter.
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table but restricted themselves to eating only vegetatid drinking water so as to avoid
‘unclean’ foods such as meat and wibafiel 1.8-14). Judith, as she set out to dine with
and then slaughter Holofernes, took her own food and wieattat the tableJgdith 10.5;
12.19). Esther, during her time as queen, claims not to ‘dawek the wine of libations’
(Esther14.17,*" although this does not seem to mean that she nevat tite table of the
King for such a banquet is describdekiher2.18). Joseph, in the story dbseph and
Aseneth accepted the invitation to Aseneth’s father’'s houge wben dining, sat at a
separate tabf® The Letter of Aristeagescribes the dinner offered by the King of Egypt to
the Jewish translators. The King takes special caensare that the food is Jewish and

prepared in the Jewish manner.

For as many cities (as) have (special) customs in #teenof drinking, eating, and
reclining, have special officers appointed to look afterr thequirements. And
whenever they come to visit the kings, preparationsnaide in accordance with their
own customs, in order that there may be no discomfodistorb the enjoyment of
their visit. The same precaution was taken in the cltige Jewish envoysL étter of
Aristeas182)

These preparations included the blessing of the food bgldg@niests and the exclusion of
pagan priests who normally offered sacrifices and prapesthe food of the banquet.

When they had taken their seats he instructed Dorothecarity out everything in
accordance with the customs which were in use amorgysethiish guests. Therefore
he dispensed with the services of the sacred heraldtharsacrificing priests and the
others who were accustomed to offer the prayers, atatiagion one of our number,
Eleazar, the oldest of the Jewish priests, to offeygoranstead. l(etter of Aristeas
183-184)

Thus the occasions on which Jews dined within a Geamtilgonment were few and were
marked by special preparation. The occasions themsekesalso exceptional, being at
the invitation of a king (as with tHeetter of Aristeagnd theBook of Daniél or under the

imperative of saving Israel (as with Judith and Esther)

47 This is part of the deuterocanonical additions and probably postdates the original book. It seems to originate
from the Maccabean or post Maccabean era when the emphasis on ‘clean’ and ‘unclean’ was accentuated.

48 Joseph and Aseneth 7.1 ‘And Joseph came into Pentephres's house and sat down on a seat; and he washed his
feet, and he placed a table in front of him separately, because he would not eat with the Egyptians, for this
was an abomination to him’.
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Other occasions are cited when Torah-observant Jefwsed to eat Gentile
food at great personal cost. Thus, although all the kithkin of Tobit ate the food of
Gentiles when they were taken as captives to NineVebit alone kept himself from
eating the food of Gentileg ¢bit 1.11). During the occupation of Antiochus 1V, the old
scribe, Eleasar, died rather than eat meat which &éed $acrificed to idol2(Maccabees
6.18-31). Seven brothers and their mother were slaughtatteel than eat pig’'s mea2 (
Maccabeed.1-41;4 Maccabees

The phenomenon of restricted commensality with respectlews was
apparently well known and was probably the origin ef tbputation Jews had for being
antisocial. The non-Jewish literature draws attentm the peculiarities of Jewish table
fellowship and demonstrates that Jewish isolation Wwasbrm rather than the exception.

Tacitus records how Jews

regard the rest of mankind with all the hatred of erenihey sit apart at meals, they
sleep apart, and though, as a nation, they are singpiartg to lust, they abstain from
intercourse with foreign women; among themselves nothiagl&vful. Circumcision

was adopted by them as a mark of difference from otleer. Histories5.5.2)
Philostratus similarly describes the Jews as

inveterate rebels, not against Rome only but againstialan society. Living in their
peculiar exclusiveness, and having neither their food, mair tibations, nor their

sacrifices in common with merLife of ApolloniusV.33)
Even the Jews themselves acknowledged their isolation.

But reverencing God and conducting themselves accordig tcaw, they [the Jews]
kept themselves apart in the matter of food, and ferrdason they appeared hateful

to some. (Maccabees$.3-5)

Thus a Jew did not accept hospitality from a Gentileepx@ossibly under exceptional
circumstances. Yet, in the early church, the beliew@sin houses and shared a meal as
part of their ceremonial Eucharist. This seems to baea the norm from the earliest days
of the church when Jews met together in homes attmdang the Temple worshig\¢ts
2.46) and continued in the Gentile churche<or. 11.17-22). It must be concluded that
the Jewish and Gentile believers met and dined togdtberthose Jewish believers who
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adhered strictly to the Jewish food laws this would priybadcur in Jewish homes and the
Gentiles had little opportunity of reciprocating Jewhsispitality.

6.4.2 Reciprocity and Gift exchange

Reciprocity is important in almost all cultures as e&mpblogical studies have
demonstrated In primitive societies, the acceptance of any fofrgift bears obligations
for the recipient, with honour and status being at siakbe nature of the response. As
Mauss® has shown, in primitive and archaic societies, id$ just the gifts which are
exchanged but a whole network of relationships whicleiiner cemented or weakened by
the process of exchange.When a gift is given, although, in theory, it is given
unconditionally, there is expectations of the obligatof response. The recipient is
obligated until the ‘debt’ is repaid by the giving of a cougfifir Giving, accepting and
reciprocating the gift lead to friendship and trust; refusiggtaor failing to reciprocate is
‘tantamount to declaring wat? If the recipient fails to reciprocate with a countdt, ghis
can lead to his becoming a dependent, rather thamd,fioé the giver — in some societies,
such as the North American tribes, Kwakiutl, the Haida #he Tsimshian, ‘the
punishment for failure to reciprocate is slavery for d&bRlor is refusal to accept the
initial gift an option for those who wish to avoicetbbligation of reciprocating. To refuse
to accept is simply evidence of an inability to reciptecd is to ‘admit oneself beaten in
advance®* Alternatively, refusal can also be interpreted aslpiming oneself to be in ‘an
acknowledged position of hierarchy’ — a person or group ofiqusly proven

superiority®®

Similar attitudes are apparent in Graeco-Roman litexatlihus, although
Aristotle can expound the virtues of giving without expecting eeturn Nicomachean
Ethics 8.13.8), he counsels that a recipient should try ‘tormethe equivalent of services
rendered’ Nicomachean Ethic8.13.8-9). Konstan interprets Aristotle as follows:

49 van Wees, 1998.

50 Mauss” monograph, The Gift, appears to be one of the definitive works in this area.
51 Mauss, 1990, pp 8-18.

52 Mauss, 1990, p 13.

53 Mauss, 1990, pp 41-42.

5% Mauss, 1990, p 41.

55 Mauss, 1990, p 41.
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Thephilia or love that obtains amormiloi has its source in the benefits that they are
in a position to confer on one another, but is noticéde to such services. Mutual
usefulness is one of the circumstances under which rehgrocal good will
characteristic of friendship may arise ... Thus, althougéndship is not just an
exchange of benefits, Aristotle acknowledges reciprodal & part of the matrix of
social relations in which friendly feelings come to £3is

Cicero contends that generous people do not give in the hopeedfing On Friendship
9.31, 8.27), but nevertheless maintains that ‘no dutgnase imperative than that of
proving one’s gratitude’@n Duties 1.15.47). In contrast, Seneca argues for altruistic
giving in which a response in kind is not needed, butishi®ntrary to the expectation of
the time as is evident from the way Seneca organisesdument:

‘A man,’ it is argued, ‘who has received a benefiiwhver gratefully he may have
received it, has not yet accomplished all his duty, feard remains the part of
repayment; just as in playing at ball it is somethiagcatch the ball cleverly and
carefully, but a man is not called a good player unlegmhéandily and quickly send
back the ball which he has caugh©On(Benefit®.32)

But, like Aristotle, when it is the good man who is tleipient not the donor, Seneca, too,
holds that ‘to fail to requite one [i.e. a benefitjnet available to a good manO
Friendship9.31, 8.27). Ideally then, although the good donor shoeildltruistic and not
seek return, the good receiver must reciprocate if hee nstain his goodness, honour and
status with the givet. The idea of enslavement in the obligation of recipingaa gift is
evident in Seneca’s description of Socrates’ resptmdbe invitation to court of King
Archelaus. Socrates refused the invitation because he woul@ciprocate and, as a free
man, he refused to become indebted to anyone. Senega‘lday[Socrates], whose
freedom of speech could not be borne even by a free stasenot willing of his own

choice to become a slave’. However, Seneca goes angtie that Socrates would, in fact,

56 Konstan, 1998, p 286.

57 Lawrence (2003, pp 83-92) cites the Graeco-Roman philosophers as evidence against accepting an ‘abstracted
honour and shame model’ for the Mediterranean wotld, claiming rather that they represent ‘the existence of
different value systems within the ancient wotld’. The examples given here demonstrate a more complex
relationship. There is certainly a counter cultural movement in advocating altruism on the part of the donor but
the sense of dishonour associated with lack of reciprocity on the part of the recipient demonstrates that the
abstract honout/shame model is still operating effectively alongside any countet cultural tendency. It is
debatable just how far an opinion must deviate from the norm and how many adherents such an opinion must
have before a counter cultural movement becomes a distinctly ‘different value system’.
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incur no debt for Socrates would give to Archelaus intelligeara knowledge far beyond
what material benefits Archelaus might bestow on Sesra

Even if Archelaus were to give Socrates gold and siivdre learned in return for
them to despise gold and silver, would not Socrates beald#pay Archelaus? Could
Socrates receive from him as much value as he gavepilaying to him a man skilled
in the knowledge of life and of death, comprehending thepgmpose of eachOh
Benefits5.67°

Aristotle also deals with the same event saying, Stecfates] said that ‘one is insulted by
being unable to requite benefits, as well as by being utabkuite injuries” Rhetoric
2.23.7). Marshall notes that gift exchange, which becagenistic’ (i.e. when a recipient
tried to outdo donor in the value of the gift), was onlgglole ‘within the upper strata of
society’>® Thus these writings probably represent the complegezfls to which not all
people could aspire. Nevertheless they set the stand&axpetted behaviour for others.
Lesser mortals may fall below this standard, butandsing, they demonstrated their
inferiority and their lack of honour and stafisThis can be seen in some of the satirical

literature of the day (see below).

In cultures in which status and honour are vital attebuas in the first century
Graeco-Roman worltf, gift exchange can take on an added dimension. Giftscalenger
evidence of friendship but become a means of demongtratealth and power — an

58 Paul has much the same argument when appealing for funds for his collection for the saints in Jerusalem; the
Gentiles have received spititual benefit from Jerusalem and so owe a material debt (Roz. 14.27). Also with
regard to the collection, in 2 Cor. 8.13-4, Paul argues for reciprocity in giving: ‘your present abundance and their
need, so that their abundance may be for your need, in order that there may be a fair balance’. The element of
shame/dishonour is also apparent in Paul’s appeal to the Cotinthians not to be unprepated with their
contribution to the collection for then they and he might be humiliated (karTatoxuvBcopev) in front of the
Macedonians (2 Cor. 9.4).

Marshall, 1987, pp 12-3.

0 In fact, the Gentile believers may well have occupied the upper strata of society (see chapter 3.3.2). If, as is
convincingly argued (e.g. Hengel and Schwemer, 1997, pp 80-90 and 196-204), they originate from the
‘sympathizers” who attached themselves to the synagogues to varying degrees, then they would be the people
who had a particular interest in philosophy, who were attracted to monotheism and the higher ethical standards
of Judaism. Barclay (1996a, p 254) suggests that Josephus’ general comments on ‘Judaising’ applied especially
to Gentiles who moved in these higher social echelons’. He argues convincingly that the outbreak of violence in
66 CE ‘represented primarily the antagonisms of the lower social classes ... whose vehemence outweighed the
more friendly relations established by some of their social supetiors.’

5

)

61 Malina, 2001, pp 27-57; Esler, 1994, p 25. There ate also many illustrations of the importance of honour in the
New Testament. A prophet is honoured everywhere except among his own (M4. 6.4). Paul exhorts the Romans
to love one another with mutual affection; outdo one another in showing honour’ (Rozz. 12.10), ‘Pay to all what
is due them ... respect to whom tespect is due, honor to whom honor is due (Roz. 13.7). He exhorts the
Philippians to greet Epaphroditus and ‘honor such people (Phil. 2.29).
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assertion of superiority first, and friendship secdAdiWhere prestige is at stake, a
generous gift can be a challenge rather than an acdteoti$hip. The recipient must
respond with an equally, or even more, extravagant gesturrisk being disgraced and
exposed as inferidf In Melanesian society, those men who cannot recifgdoasuch
exchanges because of poverty or dependency are ‘relegatdw tposition of male
women’®* Those who compete but do not make the grade are ridibylsaying ‘You are
our women®® Sometimes this ‘antagonistic nature of reciprodityerflows into violence
but more often it is a means of competing for statuschviprevents the extreme of
violence® Mauss terms this form of gift exchange ‘agonisticThe ultimate form of this
extravagant gift-giving is the North Americgotlatch The potlatch is a festival or
banquet. Tribes or clans work for months to accumuleddods and goods necessary to
hold thepotlatch The opposing tribe or clan is then invited. By accepti@ginvitation,
the opposing tribe contracts to hold a greptafatchof its own. Sometimes thgotlatch
goes so far as to destroy the food and goods as a ‘pureptisaus destruction of wealth
that has been accumulated in order to outdo the rival.chiree ‘rival chief must then do
likewise?® Similar agonistic feasts are seen in the highland8apiua New Guinea and

Melanesie’”?
6.4.3 Meal Invitations and Reciprocity

The potlatchdemonstrates that invitations to meals/feasts/bangquetsportant forms of
gift exchange. At a more domestic level, one clan @svanother when a seal is killed, a
preserved case of berries or roots opened up or a whaledvap on the beach.In
organising such feasts the Indian has two objectives: tofbdys own debts and to use
‘his labour so that he draws the greatest benefin ftbem for himself’ for those who
receive at the feast do so as loans which ‘must ndmack with interest to the donor or

92 van Wees, 1998, p 30.

3 There is some sense of the requitement to accept an invitation to dine in the anger of the host towards those
who make excuses for not attending the wedding banquet (Lé. 14.15-24; Mz 22.1-13).

64 Rubel and Rosman, 1978, p 307.
%5 Lederman, 1986, p 88.

% van Wees, 1998, pp 30-32.

7 Mauss, 1990, pp 4-5.

8 Mauss, 1990, pp 6, 7, 39-41.

% van Wees, 1998, p 31.

70 Mauss, 1990, pp 34-35.
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his heir'”™* Mauss lists ‘food, women, children, property, talismaasd, labour services,

priestly functions and rank’ among the vast array whinfmstitute ‘gift’.2

In Graeco-Roman feasts and dinners, some of the egaav@a of theotlatch
was also apparent. ‘Meals and food are markers of soatalsst.. Elaborate feasts and
rare, expensive foods were the sigias excellenceof wealth’”® A banquet provided an
opportunity to demonstrate the differing social status@fyuests and host. Juvenal tells of
a tyrannical host who serves the best food to himselffras equals in an ostentatious
display, but feeds his inferiors on scraps, such asséeioladorning the dish on its way to
the master ... walled around with choice asparagus’ but tYauiiferior guest] are served
a prawn hemmed in by half an eg@he Satires5.80-85), similarly ‘the master will eat a
mullet dispatched from Corsica ... [w]aiting for you is sl €The Satiress.91-103).
Juvenal’'s condemnation of the guest who puts up with isgalting treatment is total and
evokes the enslavement associated with lack of redipriocprimitive tribes. ‘He [the
master] thinks you have been enslaved by the smelsddiichen; and he’s not far wrong’
(The Satire$.162-163). The guest who accepts an invitation to wiecbannot respond

does so out of selfish motives not friendship and so is nisived and degraded.

There may be parallels to this behaviour in the Eusthar Corinth described
in 1 Cor. 11.19-22 for here Paul complains that some go hungry wtthiers are drunk.
Chester has made a detailed comparison of the med#ie @raeco-Roman associations
and the Eucharistic meal. Based on archaeological eddenargues that, in the voluntary
associations, a ‘small prestigious group’ dined separatehetriclinium while the rest of
the group were outside in th&ium. The competition for status within the association took
place among the ‘small prestigious group’ in thelinium whilst the rest went hungfy.
Chester speculates that the Lord’s Supper at Corinthbmaymilarly interpreted. A small
group pxiouata) competed among themselves for honour and statug wiglgoor were

5

left outside hungry® It is the factions among thesxiouato which Paul opposes so

vigorously’®

1 Stocking, 1989, pp 105-108.
72 Mauss, 1990, p 14.

73 Gooch, 1993, p 38.

74 Chester, 2003, p 250.

75 Chester, 2003, p 249.

76 Chester, 2003, pp 250-252.
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Petronius satirizes a dinner given by Trimalchio wha ifreed slave become
rich through commerce, one of ‘theuveaux richesas Pervo describes hithTrimalchio
aped the nobility by giving a banquet which abounds wittegs of food and novelty of
presentationTThe Satyricon}® According to Pervo, ‘[tlhe gluttony of this company is a
vestige of their former poverty ... [tlhey want to lel fwith recognition, but are not.
Instead they gorge themselves with food and dffhkery few of the invited guests could
reciprocate in kind. They repaid the invitation with favenibehaviouf? extravagantly
praising Trimalchio’s wealth and supposed wit. They mayehchoked back laughter at
some of his crudity The Satyricon,47), but to his face they ‘thanked him for his
generosity’ The Satyricon47), ‘applauded hibon mot’ (The SatyricoAl), ‘cried “How
clever” and ‘swore that Hipparchus and Aratus were ntdtensame league as Trimalchio’
(The Satyricorl0). They demonstrate their inferiority by their efpsiousness.

The character of the inferior, who accepts dinner atiahs for the sake of a
meal or social advancement but who cannot reciprpsataiculed in essays and plays

of the era. In the guise of the philosopher, he is theagi®’ of Lucian’s satires,

the sponger [who] needs no pressing to get him to table t.is [ho news to any one
that other professions slave habitually, and get justoortevo holidays a month; ...
these are their times of enjoyment. But the spongethndyg festivals a month; every
day is a red-letter day with hinillte Parasitg

These phonies (pretend philosophers)

make laughing stocks of themselves by elbowing each othef the way to get to a
rich man’s door, or going to big dinner parties and crudetyefling their hosts, eating
more than is good for them ... and finally passing out frosaréeit of neat alcohol.
(The Fishermahn

77 Pervo, 1985, p 308.

78 For example a fat goose and all kinds of fish and birds fashioned out of pork meat (70) or a platter whose
centre was hare equipped with wings and whose corners were fish in peppered gravy as if swimming (35, 36).

7 Pervo, 1985, p 111.

80 Epictetus says to the person who has not received a dinner invitation, ‘you did not give the host the price at
which he sells his dinner. He sells it for praise; he sells it for personal attention.” (Manual 25.4-5).
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The terms used to describe this sort of flatterer gn@rgymous with dishonour and
servility.2" Aristotle draws a comparison between flatterers awdifay dogs Physics6).
The comic playwright, Menander, in the collection méxims attributed to him, says

‘Many are friends of the dinner table, and not of thrénds’ 2

Trimalchio’s banquet also demonstrates how the stdtulseoinvited guests
was made obvious by their position at table. Initjabyl were appropriately seated.
However, Encolpius became ‘ashamed to recount the wegeeted performance that
followed’ for, as the wine flowed more freely, Trimalshnvited his cook ‘to recline at
table’ and he seated himself above Encolpitlse(Satyricon/0). Similar exhibitions of
status at table are evident in the gospels. The relatatus of the guest is also evident at
banquets by their position at table agvih 23.6;Mk. 12.39;Lk. 14.7-11; 20.46 and in
synagogues as Mt. 23.6;Mk. 12.39;Lk. 20.46. The scribes and Pharisees wanted ‘to take
the place of honour at banquets and the front seaymatjogued\t. 23.6 also similaMk.
12.39 and_k. 20.46). Jesus advises the guest not to take the most amippldce at table
(Lk. 14.8) yet even here there is the incentive of publiohofor the diner will be publicly
honoured/glorified(tote toton oot Sofa evedmov TavTwv) When invited to ‘Move
higher’ (k. 14.8-11).

Thus, among equals, there was an expectation that Hibgpitauld be
reciprocated. This is exemplified well in Luke’s gosdiet.(2-14) where Luke depicts
Jesus as reversing the expectations of the time byiraglVis followers NOT to invite
friends, brothers and rich neighbours when giving a dinnecase they return the
invitation and so offer repayment. This was obvioushunter-cultural and the
expectation of the time was clearly that such hogyitakould and should be
reciprocated.

The corollary to reciprocal hospitality was that unremgated hospitality was
a sign of inferiority, subservience and shame. PiteRivin his study of the remote
villages of Andalusia, observes how the ability to payhe context of hospitality such
as in a bar, is an essential part of honourablevimina Among equals, disputes arise as
to who has the right to pay the bill at the bar a#terevening’s drinking. ‘In such a
situation a man may put up a good fight in order to defenttdneur even though he

81 Marshall, 1987, pp 73-78.
82 Menander 682 cited in Konstan, 1998, p 287.
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may be delighted to los&. Paying is the privilege of the man who has precedence
within a group since to be paid for is a sign of inferiorityis responsibility of the
superior to pay for the inferior is reminiscent of theqadge which was prevalent in the
Roman Empire. Patron-client relationships accepted inkguality which existed
between the partners. The clients repaid appropriatéfistinferior status. The meal that
Petronius describes at Trimalchio’s house is evocatiwbe patron-client relationship.
Trimalchio exhibited his superior wealth and his guests reptidiattery appropriate to

their inferior status. Moxnes defines the patron-cliefationship as follows:

Patron-client relationships are social relationshipsvéen individuals based on a
strong element of inequality and difference in powsdne Tasic structure of the
relationship is an exchange of different and very unegesdurces. A patron has
social, economic and political resources that are nelegledclient. In return, a client

can give expressions of loyalty and honor that areilfsefthe patrorf?

Exactly what the Gentiles may have been able t@mecate in return for the
one-sided hospitality of the Jewish believers is unkndepending on their social status
within the wider Graeco-Roman society, this inabildyéciprocate in kind may well have
been a source of dishonour and a sign of inferiorityffem. Slaves and freedmen may not
have been obligated in these circumstances but thexeidence that some of the first
Gentile believers at Antioch could have been of higbelatstatus (see pp 126ff). If this is
so, then these Gentile believers may, themselves, dxercised patronage in other spheres
of their social existence contrasting sharply withdighonour/lack of status experienced

in their inability to reciprocate Jewish hospitality.

Trimalchio’s dinner was typical of the symposia of ttiay, albeit as a
caricature of the genuine aristocratic dinner. It leal tourses. The first consisted of the
food and the second of the wine and conversation/philysentertainment
Commentators see many similarities between the waditiGraeco-Roman dinner and the
celebration of the Eucharist in the early churchestidbed by Paul it Corinthians112°

8 Pitt-Rivers, 1966, pp 59-60.

8¢ Moxnes, 1991, p 242. The most obvious illustration of the patron-client relationship was the duty and honour
which manumitted slaves still owed to their former masters — duties which could last a life-time (Harrill, 1995, p
162).

8 Smith, 1981, p 319; Neyrey, 1996, pp 161-163.
8 Smith, 1981, pp 325-329.
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Such banquets were highly structured with regard to bothotbeof the participants and
the food servell’ According to Neyrey, they were ceremonies not ritudigike rituals,

they did not focus on change or crossing boundaries, rdtegrserved to ‘bolster the
boundaries defining a group’, reinforcing the ‘establishedsr@nd statuses’ of those
within the groug® In the context of the early church with its mixedn@e and Jewish

elements, therefore, where commensality was restdrith the Jewish environment, the
Eucharist may well have reinforced the status diffegenwithin the community as a

whole, designating the Gentile believers as inferiar‘alients’ to their Jewish patrons.
6.4.4 The Status of Gentiles at Antioch

From the studies on reciprocity, the inability of Glentbelievers to reciprocate the
hospitality of Jewish believers could have been a catisishonour to them and/or an
indication of their subordinate status. The findingshef Jerusalem Conference, which
attributed full membership of the early church to Gentiélievers without circumcision,
encouraged the Gentile believers to view their statuiwaeithin the early church in a
new and enhanced ligft They were not subordinate to their Jewish ‘brothehgly twere
full members of the church with their Jewish ‘bro#ieand capable of taking on roles of
leadership and authority within the community. In the $gp@é the time, such a change
involved shifting thestatus quowithin the community such that the Gentile belieweese
perceived as worthy of greater honour. Honour was nogjustdividual's understanding
of his/her own worth; it was the social acknowledgeménihat worth by the community
at large” In addition, the understanding of honour and status, asasfy other
commodities in first century Mediterranean cultureswhat they were limitef. One
individual or group could not increase their honour/status sirdesther individual or
group lost honour/stat8.The method prescribed to effect such changes in stasithea

traditional ‘game’ of challenge and respofie.

87 Neyrey, 1996, pp 162-163; Smith, 1981, pp 325-329.

88 Neyrey, 1991, pp 362-363.

8 1 have discussed the Jerusalem Conference and its findings in the previous chapter.
90 Malina, 2001, pp 30-32.

91 Malina, 2001, pp 81-107, also p 33; Esler, 1994, p 35.

92 Malina, 2001, p 33; Esler, 1994, p 35.

93 Esler, 1994, pp 27-28.
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6.4.5 Challenge and Response

Challenge and response followed distinct rules. Thdectg®r issued a challenge in word
and/or deed. The challenge was apparent to both the reaybithe challenge and to the
community. The response of the recipient, and, momoitantly, how the community
evaluated that response, determined the extent to Wieinbur was lost or gained by
challenger and recipieft. Pitt-Rivers provides many examples from his studieshen t
villages of Andalusid> Most involve honour in marital relationships, but mdit Pitt-
Rivers cites the story of the visiting football teamowdo honour to the village by coming
to visit but who only preserve that honour if they lo&evisiting football team, who dares
to win, ‘inflicts humiliation’ on the village; by showintpeir greater prowess the visiting
team have successfully challenged the local commuwity have failed to match the
challenge. As an instance of this, Pitt-Riversteslathe events at Ubrique when the
superior team from Cortes de la Frontera scored two gadis the first five minutes of
the match. However, they did not win for the furious myhlinwilling to suffer such
dishonour, ‘drove the visitors off the field and outtofvn in a hailstorm of stones, and

their bus was sent after them to pick them up and take aiey’>°

Challenge and response occurred between equals. PitsRites the mentally
deranged boy who allowed his mother's sheep to wanderthet territory of the other
land-owners of the valley. Normally encroaching anothiand was a cause ‘of quarrels in
which the honour of both parties became involved’, bistwas not the case with the boy,
for he was ‘outside the community of normal men’ ancusable to affront®” Challenge
and response also only occurs with outsidemme’s own family was honourable but all
outside the family were untrustworthy and dishonour&blEsler has suggested that
challenge and response were inappropriate within thg ehtrch community whose
members addressed each other in terms of kirgdig\¢ol in Gal. 1.2; 3.15; 4.12; 5.11;

6.1 andtekva pou in Gal. 4.19)!%° However, there are many examples of competition

9 Malina, 2001, p 33.
95 Pitt-Rivers, 1966, pp 39-71.

% Pitt-Rivers, 1966, p 57.

97 Pitt-Rivers, 1966, p 57.

9 Malina, 2001, p 35, pp 36, 39; Esler, 1994, pp 27-8; Pitt-Rivers, 1966, p 31.
9 Malina, 2001, p 36; Esler, 1994, p 27.

100 Esler (1994, p 27) proposes that the nomination of fellow believers as ‘brothers’ was a ‘way of appropriating to
the life of the communities the most powerful corporate symbol in this culture — the family.’
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associated with status within the Pauline literatBeail asserts his claim as an apostle over
and against that of thgeuSamooTolol’ - he is a better minister of Chri2 Cor. 11.13-
29), just as, before his conversion, he had advanceddaisin beyond many of his
contemporariegGal. 1.14). The objectives may have changed after coovelsit the
impetus to excel in these new objectives was unchangedehce makes much the same
point when she says ‘even within a system based oredsadeals, ‘competitive’
approaches were adaptét.However, her claim that ‘these claims were not reehbn
social precedence or challenge, but rather honour acquiradoount of moral behaviour
before God’ may be too naive. IlnCorinthiansPaul is seeking honour from his readers
following the dishonour he has experienced as a restiieathallenge to his position as an
apostle. Paul does not consider himsetfeprkevot to the umepihiav amooTolwv’ (2
Cor. 11.5 and 12.11), but he refuses to give the false apdosite opportunity to be
considered equal’ to himsel2 (Cor. 11.12). Paul places in order of rank the various
positions in the church, with apostles firét Cor. 12.28). In1 Cor. 14 Paul reprimands
those who seem to believe they have excelled in spakitongues, devaluing this gift
and rating other gifts higher, but he also comments ba himself, speaks in tongues
‘Uudv paAhov’ (1 Cor. 14.18). Galatians is replete with references to boasting. The
Galatians are advised not to be envious of one anothgestirgy that those who had been
circumcised regarded themselves as better than the umcised Gal. 5.26; 6.3). The
allocation of ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ il Cor. 4.10 andRom 14.1-2 also implies competition
associated with status.

In the game of challenge and response, the nature aeitgef the challenge
could vary. A positive challenge might be aimed at @mgeanother’s social space in order
to share that space, whereas a negative challenge amgho dislodge another from his
space so as to occupy it ones&fThe severity of the challenge may range from totally
dishonouring the recipient, such that no response isibgs¢o the normal daily
interactions that necessitate social responses,asuasponding to a gift, by giving one of
equal value or reciprocating dinner invitatiof$.Esler contends that Paul's action in
taking Titus to Jerusalem, placing Titus into the heath®flerusalem church, represented

101 Lawrence, 2003. p 180.

102 Malina, 2001, p 33; Esler, 1994, p 28.
103 Malina, 2001, pp 44-45; Esler, 1994, p 28.
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a blatant challenge to their ‘social spad&’However, in a previous chapter (see p 168), |
have presented some alternative understandings of Titusenme at Jerusalem, which
include the idea of Titus as an emerging leader of th&él&suabgroup. Even if Titus was a
challenge to the Jerusalem church, the challenge dedmase been interpreted positively
for he was not circumcised and all sides of the debamesk to emerge from the
Conference satisfied with the conclusion. Paul baastshis mission to the Gentiles was
accepted by the ‘pillars’ just as was Peter's missmddws Gal. 2.7-9) and that they
extended the right hand eivcovia to both him and Barnaba&4l. 2.9). From the side of
Paul's opponents, Peter, James and John were als@edatigparently with the solution
and neither Paul iGalatiansnor Luke inActs15 gives any hint of a schism involving the
Law-observant believers (which would have been probathey had felt their identity as
Jews threatened by any of the decisions of the Comfeyeln contrast, the subsequent
events at Antioch do seem to have led to open cob#itiveen Peter and Pa@dl. 2.11,
14).

6.5 The Antioch Dispute

The incident at Antioch follows on immediately frahe Jerusalem Conference and is in
sharp contrast to it. Paul relates the details verylpaed Luke makes no mention of it.
Peter visits Antioch and, at first, eats with thentdes. As | have argued above (6.4.1),
the danger of eating with Gentiles rested in the foatwmed; as long as the food was
kosher(as would be the case in a Jewish home) there wasaholjection to such table
fellowship. | conclude, therefore, that it was reciptdeaspitality which Peter and the
other Antiochene Jews enjoyed initially at Antioch. wéwer, when the people from
James arrived at Antioch, the situation changed atdrRvithdrew {mooTéAAw) and
separated himselfagopilw) taking the other Jews with hinGél. 2.12-13):% It is
interesting that Paul demonstrates most aggression toWatds even though Barnabas
and the other Antiochene Jews, whom Paul knew wellvaere his close colleagues,
behaved similarly. Any account of the Antioch dispute tnatiempt some explanation of
Paul's hostility being directed primarily at Peter.

104 Esler, 1998, p 130.

105 Betz (1979, p 108) claims UTOOTEM@ has connotations of a military withdrawal but &q)opi(;co is a cultic
form of separation from the unclean. Dunn (1993, p 125) argues that the imperfect tense could imply some
hesitation on Peter’s part. The terminology also supports the suggestion that it was contact with Gentiles in a
Gentile environment that was problematic. It is more difficult to conceive of how Peter could ‘withdraw and
separate himself” if the contact was on Jewish rather than Gentile tertitory.
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6.5.1 Peter and Paul at Antioch

An analysis of the interaction between Peter and &afyhtioch shows clearly the typical
challenge and response relationship. Paul acts ascaltghiallenger when he ‘confronts
Peter to his face in front of everyoneGdl. 2.11). Paul challenges Peter and the
Antiochene Jews that they are not ‘walking in linéhvthe truth of the gospelGal. 2.14),

but ‘to be called a liar by anyone is a great public dishori8® In typical challenge and
response behaviour, Paul makes his challebgepocfev mavTtwv’; it is a public and
community-based challenge. He also challengesd mpocwmov'. The head plays a
prominent role in the symbolism of honour — the farfelgder sits at the head of the table
and the most influential member of an organization és‘tiead of the organization’. A
king has a crown placed on his heHd,and it is the head which is anointed with oil (as
Aaron was anointed priest Ben 29.21 or in anointing the king th Sam.10.1,1 Sam.
16.13,1 Kings1.39 and? Kings19.3). The face, too, has symbolic implications;fthat

of the head is the ‘focus of awareness’ — ‘to affismheone is to challenge another in such
a way that the person is, and cannot avoid being, asfdare'® One ‘loses face’ when
one fails to do what is expected of one, fails to dotwizs been promised, loses an
important argument or makes an obvious mistake. In comrestsaves face’ when one
avoids being found out in a mistake, wins an important aegtior manages to produce on
a promise. When the soldiers were bent on humilisimd) shaming Jesus they spat in his
face Mt. 26.67) and struck him on the facl(19.3). So, when Paul confronts Peter, he
displays the classic elements of Mediterranean cig@l@nd response behaviour. Further,
as Paul was the leader of the Gentile subgroup, itkaylithat the confrontation
represented some element of challenge by Gentileth@nlewish factions present at
Antioch at that time. Paul does not inform us of Pste¥sponse but, as he seems to have
lost the argument at Antioc¢fi? we must assume that Peter was able to respond in such a
way that the community as a whole did not withdraw thespect/honour from him. Peter
won the public vote. Thus it would be the challenger, Réw, was dishonoured.

106 Malina, 2001, p 42.
107 Malina, 2001, p 39.
108 Malina, 2001, p 39.

109 Paul would surely have included a positive outcome in his Letter to the Galatians as it would have been highly
relevant and supported his argument with the Galatians. So Esler, 1987, p 87; Dunn, 1990, p 160; Taylor, 1992,
p 137.
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Peter is an important figurehead for Paul; it was torRbtg the risen Christ
first appeared and only afterwards to the rest of thstigs { Cor. 15.5), it was Peter to
whom Paul first paid a visit at Jerusalem three ydées lais conversionGal. 1.18), Peter
was the acknowledged apostle to the Jefal.(2.7) and Peter was one of the three
‘pillars’ who gave his approval to Paul at Jerusalem. Raasl content with the solution
reached at Jerusalem; it enabled the Gentiles to éinidentity whilst still being full
members of the Jesus movement, yet there was tHindikd that the Gentile believers
would remain a minority subgroup, outnumbered by the Lawrobat Jewish faction.
The arrival of Peter at Antioch changed that percaptiteter accepted the status of the
Gentile believers by eating with them and so was nghia himself with those Law-
observant Jewish believers whose Jewish identity je@sardized by such contact with
Gentiles. To have Peter, the apostle to the JeviBngly associating with Gentile
believers in table fellowship was a significant conquestthe pro-Gentile, Pauline
subgroup within the early church. It now seemed that it wbeldhe Law-observant
Jewish believers who would comprise the minority subgmithin the community of
believers. | suggest that it was this perception, wiias dashed when the people from
James arrived, that was the reason why Paul diredejgression most forcibly at Peter.

The arrival of the people from James changed things coghpldtar from
aligning himself with the Gentile subgroup, Peter nowhdriew and separated himself,
taking the other Antiochene Jews with him. As | haveaaly discussed earlier in this
chapter, commentators have given a variety of resafarthis withdrawal. In terms of the
Jerusalem agreement which | proposed in the previous chm€epeople from James’
fall into the category of those Jewish believers Viglo that their Jewish identity was
threatened by close contact with Gentiles. They coatdand would not be expected to
participate in reciprocal table fellowship with Gentil@heir arrival at Antioch posed
problems for Peter and the Antiochene Jewish bebefgerthey now were faced with a
choice — to extend Jewish hospitality to the Jewiskiovss and so to withdraw from
reciprocal table fellowship with the Gentile believersto continue with the previous
practice of accepting Gentile hospitality. Perhapsthasuse of the imperfect tense for
these verbs suggests, the withdrawal and separation gredeal with the Antiochene
Jewish believers initially dividing their time betwetie Gentile believers and the ‘people
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from James’. Perhaps, as Taylor suggests, the sepavedis supposed to be temporary
lasting only for the duration of the visit of the qme from James™°

Whatever the exact details of the separation, aisdwthi probably never be
knowable at a distance of two thousand years, it islfledsi speculate on the effects of
severing reciprocal table fellowship with the Gentédidvers. The participation of Peter in
table fellowship with Gentiles had suggested to Paul andPthdine faction that the
Gentile believers were accepted as full memberseoé#nly church by the majority of the
Jewish believers, but Peter’s withdrawal from taldéowship gave a very different
message. It was now the Gentile believers who wemsodstrated to be the minority
grouping, isolated and with their status as full (and equathioers of the Jesus movement
contested. The fact that the conflict could not beesblmicably simply by Gentile/Jewish
social intercourse returning to a restricted commepgsalithe level that probably had
operated prior to the Jerusalem Conferendedicates that other issues were involved. |
suggest that what was at stake was not merely the quesdtwhether Gentiles could be
members of the early church, but rather what pasitliey held and what was their
worth/status/honour within that early church.Their inability to reciprocate hospitality
left the Gentile believers in a position of infertgyidependency and subordination within
the early church. As long as the ‘people from Jameseéwpeesent the Gentile believers
could not enjoy the status of full members of the eahyrch which had been their
understanding of the Jerusalem Conference.

6.5.2 The Challenge of the Antiochene Gentile Belie vers

It is appropriate to understand the Gentile believersagaging in the challenge-response
‘game’ when they began to invite Jewish believers ihtarthomes. Previously, Gentile
believers had engaged in only restricted commensalitytiveir Jewish ‘brothers’ in much
the same way that Gentile ‘sympathizers’ associatiéd yews in the Diaspora. This
restricted commensality was a sign of the dependehtieeoGentile believers on their
Jewish brothers and was a constant reminder of theonfe of the Gentiles within the
early church as were the ‘sympathizers’ within JudaisrterAhe Jerusalem Conference,
Gentiles could view their status within the church défely. Paul's mission to the

110 Taylor, 1992, p 135.

111 T have discussed the various understandings of the position of Gentile believers in a previous chapter (Chapter

4.2, pp 152ff).
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Gentiles had been acceptedpol yap o1 Sokouvtec oudev mpooavebevto’ (Gal. 2.6)
but ‘Se€1a¢ Swkav gpot kol BapvaPa kowwviac’ (Gal. 2.9). All believers were equal
as in the baptismal formulguk evi ‘loudcios oude "EAAnv - Gal. 3.28). As a move
towards improving their status in practice, Gentile belie started to invade the social
space of the Jewish believers by doing something which,outheén, had been the
prerogative of Jewish believers. They extended invitatiorlews to dine in their homes.
(The invitation of Zaccheus to Jesus to dine at his housertitrates that, when a dinner
invitation was extended by an ‘unsuitable’ host, he coalgdrceived as stepping outside
the normal limits of respectable behaviour. ‘All theple began to mutter “He has gone to
be the guest of a sinner” k. 19.7). While the challenge of Paul on Peter seerhave
been severe and negative, the challenge of the Gkeliers appears more positive and
less severe, being part of normal social intercounsevals a request to share the
honour/status of the Jewish believers rather thaati@mpt to dislodge them from their
place of honour. As such, the challenge seems init@lhyate been received positively by
the Antiochene Jews. They were prepared to allow theil&delievers into their social
space. They accepted the invitations to dine, even Pateinathe habit of eatingeta
TV vy (Gal. 2.11)M? No doubt they perceived the change as having mutually
beneficial effects for the church as a whole. If thatre the case, to respond positively
brought no disgrace on the Antiochene Jewish beliegeagjeoup??

However, the challenge may not have been viewed inligiis by the Law-
observant Jewish believers in Jerusalem. Their pregation of the findings of the
Jerusalem Conference did not include reciprocal commensHiie Gentile believers may
be full members of the church of Christ, but Jewsewstill Jews and certain codes of
behaviour were expected of them, and certain boundariiesestained intact. Thus the
arrival of the ‘people from James’ forced Peter anddtier Jewish believers into a
choice; by the terms of the Jerusalem agreement tloplepdrom James’ would not be
expected to associate with the Gentile believersjeast not so far as reciprocal
commensality. The ‘people from James’ would, therefdiee apart from the Gentile
believers and hospitality probably demanded that a fellemsalemite like Peter should
join them. Unfortunately the influence of Peter was dineth the rest of the Antiochene

Jews also withdrew from Gentile commensality.

112 The use of the imperfect tense of ouveaBico suggests that it was not an isolated occurrence.
113 Malina, 2001, p 33.
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It is easy to imagine the shame and dishonour fethéyGentile believers as a
group, after having challenged and had that challenge rdcewsitively, now to be
rejected and humiliated once more. The rejection of ilBeswmmensality by the Jewish
believers could be interpreted in two ways: eithemaaffront and mark of dishonour or as
a sign that the Gentile believers were, in facl, isferior to their Jewish ‘brothers’. The
initial action of Peter in dining with Gentiles hadsed hope that the Gentile believers
were, indeed, full and equal members of the early chuutlnib subsequent withdrawal
demonstrated that this was an illusion and that Gedrelievers could never be more than
an inferior subgroup, at least on those important oaegasiden the whole church (Law-
observant Jewish as well as Gentile believers) gatieered together.

6.5.3 The Implications of Reciprocal Commensality a t Antioch

At this point the question needs to be posed as toheh#éie commensality at issue at
Antioch was purely social or also involved the mor@antant ritual Eucharistic meals.
Esler believes the issue is the Eucharistic éafiolmberg, too, acknowledges that all
meals among believers carried some implicationshiecelebration of the Euchari$t.On
the other hand, Zetterholm points out that Paul doesusetEucharistic language in
describing the commensality at Antioch.IrCorinthians11.20, he specifically terms the
Eucharistic meal thexupiokov Seivov’, whereas, inGalatians the language is that
commonly associated with social interacttdh.However, Paul rarely speaks of the
Eucharist, except id Corinthians so it might be argued that we have little evidence of
what is or is not Eucharistic language in Paul's writingsould equally be said that Paul
does not use the language of a Corintianharist in hid etter to the Galatian'’

If the commensality issue at Antioch also includedEhneharistic meal, then
the Antioch dispute might well have entailed the add#i@uestion of who was eligible to
host and/or preside at the Eucharist. This makes th#epnoof reciprocal commensality
even more important. We know from some of Paul's o#téerss that hosting the Eucharist
was a function of the leaders of the local communityscB and Aquila hosted house
churches in Rome and Ephesii®ih 16.3-5;1 Cor. 16.19) and they appeared to be

114 Esler, 1994, pp 52-53.
115 Holmberg, 1998, p 405.
116 Zetterholm, 2003, pp 149-150.

117 Paul did not write extensively on the Eucharist in his letters. 7 Cor. 10 & 11 is his only direct reference to the
Eucharistic meal.
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important leaders in the early churdRofn 16.4). Stephanas was a householder and
someone who merited obediendeGor. 16.15). In Rome, Colossae and Corinth, churches
met in the houses of patroH§.As | outlined in Chapter 1 (see pp 11ff) scholars vary i
their estimation of the importance of such patrondlofing Holmberg, most scholars
agree that the highest level of authority lay with theosdps and the itinerant
missionaries!® But among the local leadership many rate the patronsfgsrime
importanceé®® Others express a ‘more balanced picture’ and pay demtiatt to those
displaying charismatic giftsl(Cor. 12.27-30), but along with the patroiis.

It must be noted that most of the examples above dammePauline churches.
They do not prove that similar house churches existegnatarlier date in Antioch.
However, there is reason to believe that house cheigbee the norm throughout the early
church. Although it is possible that Luke may be réifiecthe %z im Lebenof his own
community, inActs (2.46), he relates how, even in Jerusalem, the discigent to the
Temple to pray but met afterwards in houses. The comigsimit Jerusalem at this early
time were probably entirely Jewish but, from this, seems that the tradition of
communities meeting in the homes of believers had ksablished very early in the
development of the early church. The presence of househgs in Rome (Prisca and
Aquila had a church which met in their house accordingdm.16.3) also demonstrates
that such a tradition was present in communities whierewot founded by PauRom.
1.13).

As | outlined earlier (see pp 45ff) some of the argusbehind the assumption
that wealthy householders were leaders within the ehtych lie in the background to the
Graeco-Roman household. The head of the householdpateefamilias, had overall
responsibility (even legal responsibifit§) for those under his roof. It was he who would
go out into the outside world to do business and engagdainsadf thepolis, while his

women and servants remained at home. The structureeohdusehold was basically

118 Aristobulus (Row. 16.10), Narcissus (Roz. 16.11), Philemon (P/. 1-3), Stephanas (7 Cor. 16.15), Gaius (Roz.
16.23).

119 Holmberg, 1978, pp 14-57; Horrell, 1999, pp 319-320.
120 Thus Campbell, 1994, p 126 and Maier 1991, pp 35-36.

121 Horrell, 1999, p 319 as also Meeks (1983, pp 134-6) and Holmberg (1978, p 118) who also supposes that Paul
sought out wealthy patrons to act as church leaders (1978, pp 104-107).

122 In Aets 17.6-9, Jason appears legally responsible for the actions of Paul while he is staying with him.
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hierarchical and theaterfamiliasexpected a certain degree of respect and obedi&hce.
Thus, when groups of believers began to meet in hom&asinatural for the householder

to assume a position of authority and leadership withén ddlieving community (i.e.
equivalent to thepaterfamiliag. Such seems to have been the case when voluntary
associations were established in the homes of pdfftb¥sluntary associations, like the
early church communities, were often dependent on beaoefaar patrons to house them
and provide for their more practical needs and thesernsavere rewarded with ‘effective
control of the club’s life®® Thus, for those Gentile believers who owned homes and were
accustomed to entertain there — those Gentile betiew#io were the likely emerging
leaders of the Gentile subgroup — the ability to host theh&rist for the believing
community was a means of exercising leadership and ic#ueithin the church. The
possibility of reciprocal commensality could open up tley fior them to exercise more
fully the role of leadership within the church by prasgdover the principal liturgical event

of the community, a role to which they were alreadyuatmmed within the wider field of
their acquaintances. When the arrival of the ‘peoplefdames’ put an end to reciprocal
commensality at Antioch the opportunity of presiding otvex common Eucharist meal
also ended, at least in terms of the whole churchhaamiy.

6.5.4 Antioch and the Social Psychology of Schismat  ic Groups

The evidence oGalatiansandActsis that the dispute at Antioch resulted in Paul leaving
the Antiochene community. It would appear that Paul didwin the confrontation with
Peter; if he had done so it is likely that he would haremtioned the fact in hlsetter to

the Galatians® Paul does not mention Barnabas as a co-worker irtsd and seems

to go his own way from this time onwartfé.Taylor concludes that the Antioch incident

‘brought to an end the partnership between Barnabas ardaPd also to the latter’s
association with the church at Antiocf®

123 Mecks, 1983, p 30 who also points out that, at that time, the concept of infetior and supetior roles in society
was basic to the well-being of society as a whole. Those who exercised authority were those who were fit to
exercise authority.

124 For example in Rome ‘collegium quod est in domu Sergiae Paullinae’ (Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum 6.9148).
125 Meeks, 1983, p 78.
126 HEsler, 1987, p 87; Dunn, 1990, p 160; Taylor, 1992, p 137.

127 Conzelmann (1987, p 123) attributes the separation of Paul and Barnabas to the incident at Antioch and not to
the disagreement over Mark as Luke reports in Aets 15.38-39.

128 Taylor, 1992, p 139.
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Dunn, too, sees the Antioch incident as a parting of ways.

The defeat at Antioch, therefore, in all probabilitwaolved a triple breach — with
Jerusalem (hence the distancing formula, particuldriy ), with Barnabas (cfActs
xv.36-41), and with Antioch (which, even accordingActs xviii.22, he only visited

once more}?*

Much of the socio-psychological work on group dynamics ¢@ncentrated
on group cohesion rather than schismatic groups. But tgcemme work has been
performed on schismatic groupy8.Sani and his co-workers have developed a model of
schism which seems apt for the breach between Paulhandntiochene church. Sani
proposes that schism occurs when a subgroup within a supet@rdroup perceives that
changes are occurring which undermine the characteristicch are fundamental to the
identity of the group (see chapter 2.6.4). This subversiografp identity leads to a
decreased sense of loyalty to the group and perceptiagmsub disunity*** Further, the
group experiencing these negative feelings can also femdless and unable to express
the dissent that they are experiencing. When this iBeapf Paul's situation it is clear
that the dispute was central to Paul's understandirigsomission to the Gentiles. Paul
had argued at the Jerusalem Conference that Gentiledyslighould be full members of
the early church, with all that that entailed in termf exercising leadership and
authority, without adhering to all the Torah observanehich were incumbent on Law-
observant Jews. Paul opposes the suggestion that Gbetiéerers should keep all
aspects of the Law whenever that suggestion is madeargiges against it at the
Jerusalem Conferenc&sdl. 2.3-5); he confronted Peter when Peter withdrew from
reciprocal commensalityGal. 2.11-12); he opposed the agitators for circumcision at
Galatia Gal. 5.11 and 6.15) and at Philipftiil. 3.2-3); he pleads for tolerance with the
‘weak’ in Rome but, nonetheless, clearly shows beathimself, belongs to the ‘strong’
who believe that neither food nor the keeping of daymportant in this new ag&¢m
14.1 -15.2).

129 Dunn, 1990, p 130; Holmberg (1978, pp 34, 65) also speaks of a ‘break in relations’ between Barnabas and Paul
and between the Jewish Christian patt of the Antiochene church and Paul.

130 Sani, 2005, 2008, Sani and Reicher, 1998, 2000; Sani and Todman, 2002; Prislin ¢f @/, 2000; Hart and van Vugt,
20006; Prislin and Christensen, 2005.

131 Sani, 2008, p 727.
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[T]he kingdom of God is not food and drink but righteousrsggbpeace and joy in the
Holy Spirit. Rom 14.17)

For Paul the essential feature for membership of the @aurch is faith in Christ.

[W]e have come to believe in Christ Jesus, so thamight be justified by faith in
Christ, and not by doing the works of the law, becausen@will be justified by the
works of the law. Gal. 2.16)

For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircisian counts for anything; the

only thing that counts is faith working through lovéa{. 5.6)

In Paul's eyes it is this crucial identity of faith @hrist that is being questioned by Peter
when he withdraws and separates himself from the @ebélievers. He and Peter no
longer share ‘a consensus on the beliefs, valuegjdssit and behaviours — in a word,
the norms— that characterise the grodp® When this occurs then schism becomes a
possibility.

The trigger that may eventually lead some membersincajechism is the perception
that the change implies a radical subversion of thegientity, a denial of its ‘true’,
deep essencé®

But schism is not inevitable at this stage. If the disgsnbelieve that they can voice
their dissent and be heard then the group may yet sdiiidaul certainly seems to have
voiced his dissentGal. 2.11-14) but his voice was not heeded and, apparently, was not
likely to be heede#® Thus the Antiochene church no longer represented thetieése
norms of the gospel as he understood them from theatewelhe experienced on the
road to Damascuss@al. 1.11-12) and all his efforts to bring Peter and the Anaoeh
Jewish believers back to the gospel of Christ haddaehism was inevitable and Paul
had no alternative but to leave Antioch.

In Chapter 2 (see pp 66ff) | argued that leadership of a grosytogroup was
dependent on the leader being prototypical of the group b¥yigrgiin his/her person

132 Sani, 2008, p 726.

133 Sani, 2008, p 727.

134 Sani and Reicher, 2000, p 110, Sani, 2008, p 727.

135 Taylor (1992, p 137) suggests that only a few, such as Titus and Silvanus, supported Paul in the dispute.
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the norms of the group. | made reference to Hogg and Knipmenlvbo have
demonstrated how the prototype of a group is in flux wherakoontext is in flux and
can change depending on the out-group to which the in-grompares itseff*® Using a
measure of contrast (Metacontrast Ratio)he prototypicality of each member of the
group can be calculated against two opposing out-groups amelaged figures to
demonstrate the flux (Fig. 6.1 and 6.2). The figures beldwstibte how the most
prototypical member of the in-group changes from C to Enathe salient comparison
for the in-group shifts from right to left. At Antioche shift is from the position prior to
the appearance of the ‘people from James’, when waaprable fellowship was the
norm, to the position after their arrival when Peted the rest of the Antiochene Jewish
believers withdrew from such table fellowship and exolusof Gentiles from table
fellowship became the norm. It is obvious that thesean important shift in
prototypicality from C to E where C represents a pasithore distant from the norms of
the ‘people from James’ than does position E. Paug &sader of the mission to the
Gentiles and of the pro-Gentile faction at Antioclowd occupy a position close to C.
With the arrival of the ‘people from James’ and #feft away from reciprocal table
fellowship, Paul, at position C, is no longer prototypichthe group at Antioch. The
prototypicality of the community at Antioch has movedrnee the position of the Law-
observant Jewish believers who experience a thoettietr Jewish identity by reciprocal
commensality with Gentile believers and further froauls pro-Gentile faction. As
leadership partly depends on the leader being prototypiché afrbup, Paul’'s position as
a leader within the Antiochene church is threatened.ef®ins prototypical of the pro-
Gentile faction but not of the Antiochene communityaashole.

136 Hogg and Knippenberg, 2003, pp 8-9.

137 “The ratio is the relationship between the specific position of the member and the out-group position relative
to the specific position of the member and the position of every other member of the in-group” (Hogg and
Knippenberg, 2003, p 8) so it compares the difference for the specific member from the out-group (as a
positive factor) but also takes into account the difference of the specific member from the mean position of the
rest of the in-group (as a negative factor).
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e Out-group X — Prior to the arrival of the
W ‘people from James’ the out-group was
those Law-observant Jewish believers
who experienced a conscious objection to
reciprocal table fellowship and hence
would exclude themselves from
integrated commensality.

Metacontrast Ratio

A B C D E F G

Figure 6.1 Members of the Antiochene church (A-G) armaparyed to an out-group of
Jewish believers who experienced identity threat iimgavith Gentiles.

Out-group Y — After the
arrival of the ‘people from
James’ the out-group becamj
the Gentile believers who
were excluded from table
fellowship with Jewish
believers.

D

Metacontrast Ratio

Figure 6.2 Members of the Antiochene church (A-G) arepawed to an out-group of
Gentile believers who desire reciprocal table fellowstith Jewish believers.

In addition, the effect on Paul of Peter's change e&rthwas probably
intensified by the recent belief that Peter had aligmatelf with what might be termed
the Gentile-tolerant group. Prisliet al. in their study on schism concluded that the
reactions to the loss of the majority position wgreater than the reactions to gaining the
majority positiom->° Paul's disappointment at Peter’s withdrawal from tdbl®wship
was probably greater than had been his pleasure at Retealswillingness to share in
reciprocal hospitality with Gentile believers. Inwather study, Prislin and Christensen
argued that the danger of schism is greatest immediabdwing radical changes

within the group but, if the group survives this initial perider the chances of a breach

138 Prislin ez al., 2000.
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within the group decreases with time and with gradual ictiera between subgroup®.

In terms of the Antioch dispute, Paul's departure seenmave been immediate. There
was no time to heal the breach. Nor is it likely tRaul was alone in deciding that the
only course of action was departure. It is probable titas,Tat least, also left Antioch
with Paul. Titus had been closely associated with Rauh delegate at the Jerusalem
Conference and we hear of Titus again as Paul boakisi@®2 Cor.7.14) and speaks of
him as a valued co-worke® (Cor. 8.23) and brother2(Cor. 2.13). Titus was entrusted
with the collection for the poor in CorintR Cor. 8.6). It makes sense then that Titus left
Antioch with Paul and became his travelling companion eadately following the
Antioch dispute.

6.6 Conclusions

The dispute at Antioch represents the testing of gheesnent of the Jerusalem Conference
in practice. The agreement of the Jerusalem Confereeeds to be such that it provides a
reasonable explanation for the events at Antidainuist account for the ambiguous actions
of Peter in first eating and then withdrawing from regtwvith Gentile believers. It must
account for the ease with which Barnabas and the oth&dochene Jewish believers
followed Peter in withdrawing from table fellowship. ltust account for Paul's anger
being directed specifically at Peter and finally it mpsovide adequate cause for Paul

severing contact with the church at Antioch.

In this chapter, | have attempted to argue that, atioémt reciprocal
commensality between Jewish and Gentile believerarbe an established practice after
the Jerusalem Conference. This, | believe, was theéupt of the more favourable attitude
towards the Gentile believers which resulted from thedifigs of the Jerusalem
Conference. The Gentile believers were acknowledgadlasdmbers of the early church,
able to exercise roles of authority and leadership viath,the provision that enabled those
Law-observant Jewish believers whose identity assJesas threatened by excessive

contact with Gentiles to remain as a distinct andreéetayrouping of the early church.

Reciprocal commensality also goes a long way in explgitihe, apparently,
erratic behaviour of Peter, Barnabas and the AntiocBews. The Jerusalem Conference
allowed such practices as reciprocal table fellowshipvdseth Jews and Gentiles in the

139 Prislin and Christensen, 2005.
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cases of those Jews whose identity as Jews was atetfreel by such association with
Gentiles, for Gentiles were full members of the eattyrch. Paul, Barnabas and the
Antiochene Jewish believers were not contravening abeclusions of the Jerusalem
Conference by accepting invitations to dine in the hoofgSentile believers; they were
accepting the Gentile believers as full members efctiurch. Peter, too, was showing his
acceptance of the Gentile believers when he ate thém Gal. 2.12). Such acceptance
from the designated ‘apostle to the circumciséshl( 2.8) was a major triumph for the
Pauline, pro-Gentile faction at Antioch. But the trpimwas short-lived. The ‘people from
James’ arrived at Antioch and insisted on their rightgler the terms of the Jerusalem
Conference, to maintain their Jewish identity by rtépgc unacceptable contact with
Gentiles even though they were believers. This posalaem for Peter, Barnabas and
the Antiochene Jewish believers for now they wereeidrto choose between accepting
Gentile hospitality and extending Jewish hospitalitythhe ‘people from James’. The
problem for Peter was most acute for these were peaplieJerusalem, possibly even co-
workers in his mission to the circumcised. Peter migradetthe Jewish camp and other
Jews followed him. Peter’s actions are understandaldifdo Paul they represented a
complete denial of his earlier acceptance of the iledmlievers. When the choice had to
be made Peter aligned himself with those whose Jewisttitidevas threatened by
exceptional contact with Gentile believers. Petacton in withdrawing from reciprocal
commensality showed clearly to Paul that Peter did oo¢m the Gentile believers as
equal members of the early church with Jewish belsegtespite his earlier behaviour. Paul
confronted Peter with his objections but the objectiomsewrejected by Peter and
apparently by Barnabas and the other Antiochene Jewlseimown understanding, Peter,
Barnabas and the other Antiochene Jews were simptlingbby the findings of the
Jerusalem Conference in offering hospitality to thamsish believers who have some
conscientious objection to reciprocal table fellowshiih Gentile believers. In this context
it is important to note that Paul never accuses Peteheorother Antiochene Jewish
believers of deviating from the finding of the Jerusaléomference. His objection is based
on what is demanded by the gospel of Christ not onrdekimg of agreements.

If Peter and the other Jewish believers were adheringhd¢o Jerusalem
agreement then what provoked Paul's anger to the dkigrite confronted Peter and then
severed contact with his own community at Antioch4rktlseveral factors contributed to

Paul's anger. Firstly, Paul's satisfaction at the agesg of the Jerusalem Conference
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(Gal. 2.7-10) suggests that he understood the agreement asgoftdl membership of the
early church to the Gentile believers. It is true thatagreement also offered support for
those Law-observant Jewish believers who had somecmmtious objection to close
contact with Gentile believers as threatening thewish identity. Although the division of
the missions was not geographical, it was probablesihett people as these would be
found mainly within the land of Israel and that, in Biaspora where the Gentile believers
were more numerous, the Gentile believers would enjoyrfathbership and equal status
with their Jewish brothers. This understanding was amphfirmed by Peter’s actions in
eating with Gentiles at Antioch. However, the arriwhthe ‘people from James’ reversed
this perception; it was obvious that, in the presesfcdewish believers who had some
conscientious objection to close contact with Geflitiéevers as threatening their Jewish
identity, the Gentile believers were to be relegatetheir previous position of inferior
status:*® After his success at Jerusalem and the approval impjigtie actions of Peter,
the ‘apostle to the circumcised’, this change in cirdanses must have been a bitter pill
for Paul to swallow. Secondly, the agreement of tmasdgem Conference had elevated
Paul's position within the Antiochene church. The Jaiamm agreement meant that Paul's
pro-Gentile position became the approved position oivi@e church, recognised by the
Jerusalem ‘pillars’ and confirmed by Peter’s actioAmtioch. From being a leader among
the pro-Gentile faction at Antioch, Paul became ddeaf the whole church because he
represented the prototypical position of the Antiochelmerch. With the arrival of the
‘people from James’ the Jewish believers shifted thesition and returned to a form of
restricted table fellowship. This left Paul as no langetotypical of the whole Antiochene
church and hence he lost some of his credentials leadar of the whole church. His

authority as a leader was undermined.

Perhaps of most importance to Paul was the effect ofetinen to restricted
commensality on the Gentile believers. The rejaectb reciprocal hospitality at Antioch
had implications for the status of the Gentile belisweithin the early church. The events
of the Jerusalem Conference encouraged the Gentilevée to regard themselves as
worthy of equal status and honour with Jewish believetisimthe community. While
restricted commensality was the norm the Gentilesewedfectively in a position of

140 Barclay (1988, p 76) argues that ‘the issue involved in the Antioch dispute is the fundamental eguality of Jew
and Gentile” When the Antiochene Jews withdraw from table fellowship with Gentiles, Paul sees their
behaviour as betokening ‘a wholly mistaken understanding of the identity of Jewish and Gentile believers’ (p
77).
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inferiority, dependent on their Jewish brothers for holfyitaut unable to return this
hospitality. The inability to reciprocate hospitality svékely to be a cause of shame,
particularly to the Gentile believers who were of mateto high social status in the wider
community, The Jerusalem agreement allowed Gentile veediea way out of their
dishonour by reciprocating hospitality and hence being tbkegard themselves and be
regarded as equals within the early church communityaviting Jewish believers to their
homes, the Gentiles would be challenging Jewish besieeeshare their social space with
them. Initially this challenge was received positivatyd the new status of the Gentile
believers was acceptable to the community but, wehatithdrawal from table fellowship,
it was rejected, presumably with loss of face for ¢h@&ntile believers whose hospitality
was now being rejected. In addition, the ability teepfiospitality to Jewish believers, if
that hospitality included the ritual Eucharistic meal, wiaalso bring with it the possibility
of presiding over the Eucharistic meal, a positiom@ifience, power and leadership within
the church. Thus, | contend, the issue at Antioch masjust whether uncircumcised
Gentiles could eat with Jewish believers, but whethircumcised Gentiles were equal
members of the Antiochene church and, as such, tablearticipate with the Jewish
believers in hosting assemblies of the community amdimeng positions of power and
leadership within the early church.
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Chapter 7
Concluding Remarks

7.1 The Conclusions of the Thesis

This thesis deals with the incidents described by PaOhapter 2 (1-14) of theetterto
the Galatianswhich occurred at Jerusalem and Antiod&s | noted in the opening
Chapter, these incidents have attracted the attentibiblidal scholars for many years.
The new facet which | hoped to bring to these studigbdsuse of the insights and
models of social psychology. The study of social psiaxy deals with the behaviour of
individuals when they are part of social groups. It resess the processes involved in
group formation and the dynamics which occur within and éetwgroups or subgroups
as they oppose each other or seek to be more clesigited. Social psychologists do
not propose mechanisms or models to deal with group formation oadditkte intra-or
inter-group relationships; rather théyentify processes which seem already to exist
whenever individuals form themselves into social groupshWiis insight into group
dynamics, the models of social psychology should prown@luable resources for
analysing the disputes which arose in the early churaheapanded beyond its Jewish
origins into the new opportunities offered by the Diasmdr&entile participation in the
Jesus movement. The Jerusalem Conference met to prasdethe problem of the
Gentile believers in the early church communitiese Tajor groups in dispute were the
Antiochene church, which was a mixed church of JewishGantile believers, and those
believers who retained an essentially Jewish appraathet early church. The mother
church of Jerusalem led by the ‘pillars’, Peter, Jaams John, were to arbitrate and
ultimately give a verdict on the problem.

In Chapter 2, | identified the specific models and praesesgich | use in this
thesis. These are principally the processes by whicindividual enters and proceeds
through an existing social group, the procedures involved iertfergence of figures of
authority and power, especially leadership, within groupsptbeesses by which groups
in conflict attempt to remain assimilated, and the factdngh can lead ultimately to
schism within a group. As well as identifying these modelavehattempted to give
examples of them from the ancient Mediterranean wéwdthe groups in dispute were
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the Jewish and Gentile believers, the data used meafidys to Jewish and Gentile
groups and the interactions between them as well asttihedl@s of Gentiles towards
Jews andrice versa.The specific data for these examples are derived froariaty of
sources which include the New Testament, the Hebrew ,B8#eond Temple Jewish
literature, Jewish writers, especially Josephus, &edwritings of Greek and Roman
authors of the time. In citing these examples | hopavoid the criticism that the use of
socio-psychological models is anachronistic in bibliegkearch.

Before approaching the issue of the Jerusalem Confer@ecthyd in Chapter
3, | attempted to trace the origins of the Gentileewelis at Antioch. Like many scholars
| argue that the Gentile believers originated from thanpathizers’ who attached
themselves to the Jewish synagogues of the Diaspora. 8bthese ‘sympathizers’
acted as patrons and benefactors of the Jews and thagogue communities. As such
they must have been people of, at least, moderatehasead status in the wider society
and could be regarded as status-advantaged. There igVitllence of the status of the
Gentiles who joined the church at Antioch but therendasreason to think that they
differed substantially from the ‘sympathizers’ from avh they arose. Titus, the only
named Gentile believer at Antioch, journeyed around ¢ountry as envoy and
ambassador for Paul — a position which would seem toreeqoime personal wealth.
Paul readily committed the Antiochene Gentile belisver ‘remember the poorGal.
2.10).

The presence of influential ‘sympathizers’ within the symags was known
within Judaism but there were factors in the early chuoohneunity which made the
situation/status of Gentile believers in the Antiocheherch different from that of
‘sympathizers’ within Judaism. If there had been little @difference between the status
of the Gentile believers and the ‘sympathizers’ in Judatissndifficult to envisage what
problem might have precipitated the Jerusalem Confer@imgeGentile believers could
simply be treated in the same way as the ‘sympathirerdidaism — they could attend
meetings, act as benefactors but be unable to exeaaatberity or power within the
communities. In Judaism full membership required competesersion including, for
men, circumcision, but the early church had its owmtaimn rite of baptism. The
Gentile believers at Antioch had undergone an initiatido the church community and

so regarded themselves as members of the community iayathat uncircumcised
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‘sympathizers’ in Judaism could not. In addition, the @entre represented as entering
the Antiochene church in significant numbeicts 11, 19-26) and thus forming a
subgroup within the church, a subgroup not necessarily oppos$iee dewish faction but
distinct from it. In any such group some begin to emerdeatters and these leaders are
often those who are viewed by the rest of the grouptatsssadvantaged. It is my
contention, in Chapter 4, that Gentile believers bégamerge as leaders of the Gentile
subgroup at Antioch, representing their opinions and seie@ethe superordinate group;
Titus is such a representative who accompanied Paul amélizes to JerusalenGal.
2.1). The exercise of authority through leadership is chenisst of full membership of

a group. This status of Gentile believers, demonstratedebgsxtercise of authority, was
contested by some Jewish believers who still requirediracision as the initiation rite
into full membership. It was this dispute over the stafuSentile believers in the early
church and the appropriateness of their occupying posit@indeadership that
precipitated the need for the Jerusalem Conference.

At the Conference, the ‘pillars’ were called upon toidiecpon the status of
the Gentile believers in the early church. Were th#lymembers as a consequence of
their baptism with the right to exercise authority deadership in the community to
which full membership entitled them, or was circumcigiequired for full membership,
without which they were limited to an inferior statud?eTbeliefs of both the Pauline
faction and the Jewish believers were strongly helenaking their decision the ‘pillars’
risked the possibility of schism. If the ‘pillars’ fountbtally in favour of the
uncircumcised Gentile believers, those Jewish believein® held on strongly to their
Jewish identity through complete Torah observance, Vikedy to leave the new
movement rather than jeopardize their Jewish identy the other hand the
uncircumcised Gentile believers would lose their statuse new movement and return
to an inferior status no better than that of ‘sympatkizen Judaism. The Jerusalem
Conference appears to have ended amicably and to tHadaiis of all parties; neither
Paul nor Luke record any schism following the decisiothef‘pillars’. Inevitably, the
decision must have been a compromise of some sort. ©ke likely compromise was
that of dual identity, such that both Jews and Gentéésined their original identities
whilst also being members of the early church. YettHermore Law-observant Jewish
believers to retain their Jewish identity would ilwrestricted contact with Gentiles.
Therefore, provision needed to be made for these Jeeigvérs. | suggest that the ‘two
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missions’ solution allowed Paul and his co-workers totinga their mission to the

Gentiles on the basis of full membership of the commgufor baptised Gentiles.

However, there was the concession to the more Lawradnst Jewish believers that they
need not associate with the Gentile believers in aay which threatened their
perception of Jewish identity and that they need not subfemmselves to Gentile

leadership. In principle this satisfied all parties toddrisalem Conference.

At Antioch the Jerusalem Conference solution was puthto test. The
Antiochene church welcomed the Gentile believersulisriembers of the early church
communities and accepted their right to positions diaity. But then the ‘people from
James’, who belonged to the more Law-observant factiatived at Antioch and the
Jewish contingent were forced to choose. They museredontinue to associate fully
with the Gentile believers and thus reject the visifoom Jerusalem or they must extend
Jewish hospitality to the visitors which meant shunningoime extent, association with
their fellow Gentiles. Led by Peter, the Antiochepe/d shunned the Gentile believers,
at least for the duration of the visit of the ‘peoplenf James’. The whole episode
demonstrated forcibly to Paul that the Gentile belieweese not being completely
accepted, and that whenever the more Law-observarghl®&elievers were present the

Gentile believers would be relegated to inferior statigsleft Antioch.

7.2 Future Prospects for Research

Time and space limit the work which can be performed enpilesent research project.
However, there are a few areas which might merih&rrinvestigations. Here | mention

just two:

1. In this thesis | examined the dispute at Antioch inligiet of the ‘two missions’
solution described in this thesis. But the solution probabtended beyond
Antioch to some of the other disputes which Paul clotesiin later letters. It
would be interesting to examine the disputes in Galdal. (5.1-7) and the
conflict between the ‘weak’ and the ‘strong’ in Ronfiko(n 14.1 -15.1) in the

light of the ‘two missions’ solution.

2. | have expressed the opinion, in Chapter 1 (pp 29-30), iba@postolic Decree
did not arise from the Jerusalem Conference but wasewisubsequently. Again
it would be fascinating to analyse the Apostolic Dedrethe light of the ‘two
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missions’ solution. Does the Apostolic Decree helpesolve the sort of conflict
which occurred at Antioch as a result of the ‘two naissi solution?

3. In the next section below | note some similaritiee$ween the striving for status
of the Gentiles in the early church and the curremtisty of women for status
(and acceptance for leadership) at all levels in tod@yisistian churches. A
thorough analysis of the parallels might provide ingghto the how the current
difficulties over women in Christian leadership mighsbproceed.

7.3 The Bias of the Author

In the opening chapter (p 2) | mentioned that the culturg¢tangyht of their own period
inevitably influences scholars in their studies and intésgon of ancient documents.
Undoubtedly this is also true of me. It seems approptia¢eefore, to give some account

of my own time and culture.

| have worked for most of my life as a research sigenfs such | am
familiar with and have used the laws and rules guwxgrthe material world in much of
my work. | also judge that there are rules which govermd action, although the
complexity of human action makes discerning these rutese difficult than the
discerning of the corresponding laws governing the nongi world. | recognise,
therefore, that | am more likely to accept that nedm@n be used to predict human
behaviour than is someone of a non-scientific backgrondd am comfortable in using

them.

From a religious viewpoint | come from a Roman Cathbéckground, with
the restrictions which this brings on the roles open to evwm the church. From a
secular viewpoint | have been fortunate to live and watk my adult life in
environments in which women were treated with equalitieel the contrast between my
religious and secular existence and, like the Gersylenpathizers’, experience a certain
dissonance at the contrast (see p 122). | see manyefmiaditween the acceptance of
Gentile believers into the early church as full merstof the community and the present
situation of women in the Catholic Church. | often hvibat a present day Conference
could have the confidence to say ‘It seems good to the $Hatit and to us’Acts15.28)
with regards to the equality of women.
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| have followed with interest the progress made by thgliéan community
in its attempts to afford women the same opportunitiedefadership already open to
men. The solution which is in operation in the Churchmdl&nd since the ordination of
women priests involves what are popularly known as ‘flyorglhops’. According to acts
of the General Synod, when any parish has a consciertlgastion to accepting the
ministry of a women priest, that parish can request nisatvomen be so appointed.
Further, if their local bishop had officiated in any waytlee ordination of a woman to
the priesthood, the parish can request that it no lobgemder the pastoral care of that
bishop but be visited and cared for by a ‘flying bish§pThus schism was avoided by
making provision for those members with conscientious tibjexto women priests. |
am aware that this current solution of the Church ofl&md is very similar to the
solution | have proposed as comprising the ‘two missiomrsdiet of the Jerusalem
Conference.

The Church of England is approaching another milestonehasday
approaches when it must consider the next step of apgpwbmen bishops. Again the
‘flying bishops’ are to be called upon to care for and nenisv those parishes with
conscientious objections to women bishops. If the ‘flyirghbp’ solution has prevented
schism so far, it is unlikely to resolve the problem aofnwen bishops. It is ludicrous to
envisage bishops with different areas of authority andh wiithority which can be

rejected by some members at will.

[I]f you create yet another stratum of flying bishop agtemtirely independently of
local women bishops whose authority he rejects, tlmanhave created a separate

denomination®®

If the comparison between the status of Gentile belge in the early church and the
status of women in some Christian churches today lid, ilien lessons can be learnt
from history. The setback at Antioch did not deter @etile believers; they continued
until they were, ultimately, the predominant membershithe church. Women will not
be deterred by the current opposition to the endeavoumqgimal status with men. The
future lies with the women as, in the early churchlag with Gentile believers.

9% Priests (Ordination of Women) Measure 1993.

950 Damien Thompson, Blogs Editor of the Telegraph Media Group at http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/
damianthompson/5369385/This_new_{lying bishop_plan_is_lunacy viewed 20-08-2009.
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