Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

The Role of the Synagogue in the Aims of Jesus



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

THE KINGDOM OF GOD AND THE ASSEMBLY OF THE PEOPLE: THE ROLE OF
THE SYNAGOGUE IN THE AIMS OF JESUS

BY JORDAN J. RYAN, B.A., M.A.

A Thesis Submitted to the School of Graduate Studies in Partial Fulfilment of the

Requirements of the Degree Doctor of Philosophy

McMaster University © Copyright by Jordan J. Ryan, June 2016



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

McMaster University DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY (2016) Hamilton, Ontario (Religious
Studies)

TITLE: The Kingdom of God and the Assembly of the People: The Role of the
Synagogue in the Aims of Jesus

AUTHOR: Jordan J. Ryan, B.A. (University of Toronto), M.A. (St. Michael’s College)

SUPERVISOR: Anders Runesson NUMBER OF PAGES: 463



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

LAY ABSTRACT
The four canonical Gospels describe the synagogues of the Land of Israel as the primary

locus of the public activities of Jesus of Nazareth. Despite the prominence of synagogues
in the accounts of Jesus’ life and career, academic research on early synagogues has not
yet played a significant role in the study of the historical Jesus. This project has two
related goals. The first is to contextualize Jesus’ activities in synagogues in light of
current research on ancient synagogues. The second is to determine the role that the
institution of the synagogue played in the aims of Jesus. | argue that the evidence
indicates that the synagogue was intrinsic rather than incidental to Jesus’ mission, and
that it was both the vehicle and the means by which he intended to realize his aim of the

restoration of Israel.
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ABSTRACT
The four canonical Gospels describe the synagogues of the Land of Israel as the primary

locus of the public activities of Jesus of Nazareth. Despite the prominence of synagogues
in the extant accounts of Jesus’ life and career, academic research on early synagogues
has not yet played a significant role in the study of the historical Jesus. This project
incorporates the findings of recent research on ancient synagogues into the study of the
historical Jesus. So doing helps to recover a piece of Jesus’ early Jewish context that has
been frequently neglected or misunderstood in previous scholarship.

This thesis has two related goals. The first is to contextualize Jesus’ activities in
synagogues in light of current research on ancient synagogues. The second is to determine
the role that the institution of the synagogue played in the aims of Jesus. | argue that the
evidence indicates that the synagogue was intrinsic rather than incidental to Jesus’
mission, and that it was both the vehicle and the means by which he intended to realize
his aim of the restoration of Israel. The historical investigation in this project helps to
clarify our understanding of Jesus’ mission and also helps us to better understand the data
involving synagogues in the Gospels. My examination of the evidence finds that the
narratives involving synagogues in the Gospels accurately reflect an ancient synagogue
setting, and can be better understood in light of current scholarship on synagogues. This
speaks in favour of the historical plausibility of these narratives, and highlights the

importance of the institutional setting of the synagogue for the interpretation of this data.



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This project could not have been completed without the help and support of the family

members, friends, and colleagues who have journeyed alongside throughout my doctoral
studies. There are too many to name here, and so my expressions of gratitude here will
have to be limited to those who have made the most direct impact.

Anders Runesson, my supervisor, has been an excellent mentor, teacher, and
friend. Much of my thought and identity as a scholar has been shaped by interactions and
conversations with him. My tireless committee members, Stephen Westerholm and Eileen
Schuller, are invaluable resources, and have also contributed much to my academic
development. | consider myself fortunate to have learned from them. Dan Machiela has
also been very helpful and willing to impart wisdom throughout my time at McMaster,
and for that | am grateful. Thanks is also due to Philippa Carter, who was a superb work
supervisor and from whom | have learned much about teaching. | am also grateful to the
Religious Studies administrative staff, particularly Doreen Drew, for their tireless work.

To my fellow graduate students and colleagues at McMaster and Toronto: thank
you for your friendships and for the many long conversations that have made my graduate
studies so much more enjoyable. There are far too many of you to name, so | will only list
a few who have been especially influential and supportive: John Bolton, Ryan Watson,
Jonathan Bernier, Miriam Decock, Anthony Meyer, Michael Johnson, Wally Cirafesi,
Greg Fewster, and Bruce Worthington.

I would also like to extend my gratitude to the members of the Magdala Center
Archaeological Project. Marcela Zapata-Meza deserves very special thanks for her

friendship, her willingness to aid with my research, and for teaching me so much about

Vv



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

archaeological methods and field work. Rosaura Sanz, Andrea Garza, and Meztli
Hernandez also deserve particular mention here for their help. Arfan Najjar of the Israel
Antiquities Authority has also contributed much to my research, and it was a pleasure to
have worked with and learned from him at Magdala. My thanks also goes out to Fr.
Eamon Kelly, whose help and support during my research trips to Israel in both 2012 and
2014 were much appreciated. | am also grateful to the Canadian Friends of the Ecole
Biblique, who made a stay at the Ecole Biblique in Jerusalem possible. A good portion of
the archaeological research for this project was done during my time at the Ecole, and |
am thankful for that opportunity.

A special word of thanks is due to my parents, Bill and Lillian, who have been
constant sources of inspiration and encouragement. My sister, Caitlin, also deserves my
gratitude for her constant willingness to discuss the finer points of the study of the ancient
Mediterranean world, and for sharing the formative experience of archaeological
excavation and research with me in 2012. Angeline, my mother-in-law has been kind,
understanding, and caring throughout my studies. My wife, Joy, has been a constant
source of support and love, and has exhibited the utmost patience throughout the writing
of my thesis as well as the research process that led up to it. Thank you for being with me

for every step of this journey.

Vi



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

Table of Contents

CHAPTER 1: Introduction and Status QUAaeStioNiS..........cevvrerrinrieniennenie e
IO ] T (104 A o o TSP
1.2 Jesus According to Historians: Methods and Portraits, Past and Present.................
1.3 Recent Developments in Synagogue ReSEarch..........ccccevvveevveieiiese e
1.4 Scholarship on Jesus and the SYNagoguUE...........ccevviieieeiesieese e
1.5 Conclusion: Charting a Path ..........ccccoveiiiii i

CHAPTER 2: Outlining the Practice of History: A Historiographical Approach to
JESUS et

2.0 INTTOAUCTION .ottt e et ee et e e e e et eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeneeennnees

2.2 Where We Stand: The Criteria of Authenticity and Social Memory Theory in
CUITENT RESEAICN ...ttt st et e st e et e e sreesaeeneesreenne e

2.3 Addressing Some Problems and Misconceptions: The Doctrine of Re-Enactment,
Idealism, and the Role of Testimony in HIStOrY ..........ccocviiiieiiiiiceeceeeeee

2.4 The Shortfalls of SCiSSOrs-and-Paste...........cccoceriiereiiriiee e
2.5 Data and EVIAENCE .......cceeiiiiieiieiieie ettt sa et saeeneesreese e
2.6 INTEIBINCE. ...t sttt e s
2.7 The Historical Imagination ............cccceiiiiiieiiiic e
2.8 The Role of QUESLION aNd ANSWET ........c.eciiiiirieiie ettt
2.9 CONCIUSION ...ttt sttt eer e e s enee e

CHAPTER 3: Approaching the Sources: Hermeneutics, Truth, and Knowledge in
the Practice Of HISTONY ...

L INTTOAUCTION .ottt e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennnes

3.3 Lonergan’s Cognitional Theory: “Transcendental Method” ............c.ccceviiiiiinenne
3.4 Subjectivity, Objectivity, and Bridging the Postmodern Gap..........cccccvevvevvrneennenn.
3.5 Understanding the Data...........cceeiieiiiiiieie e
3.6 Intention and “The Inside of the Event” .........cccccviiiiiiiiii e
3.7 Truth, Judgment, and Evidence in HiStOrY .........ccccoovevie i
3.8 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt b ae e

CHAPTER 4: Defining the “synagogue”: Synagogue Origins and Development in
RECENT RESEANCH ...



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

g I Lo oo [0 Tox 1 o] o PSPPSR 87
4.2 Synagogue TermMINOIOQY ......coveueiierieie e s ettt sre e 87
4.3 The Origins of the Synagogue in Current Scholarship ...........cccooeveveiieiiciesienenn, 90
4.3.1 The City Gate HYPONESIS......ceciuiiiiiieie e 90
4.3.2 SYyNagogues as ASSOCIALIONS .....c.eiveriieieiieieesiesieseesre e sreeste e sre e e esee e 94
4.3.3 Distinguishing Between Public and Association Synagogues ...........c.ccccveuenn. 97
4.3.4 Public Assembly in Jerusalem During the Second-Temple Period................. 100
O O] o [ 1] o] PSSR 102
CHAPTER 5: The Public Synagogue As Jesus Knew It: Functions, People, and
F N o TN =Tod LU SRS 104
T8 A 111 0o [ od 1 o] SO UR USSR 104
5.2 Scripture Reading: Torah and Nevi i .......ccocviiiiiiinienieese e 106
5.2.1 The Politics of INterpretation ............ccoveveeieiiec i 110
5.3 The Public Synagogue as a Local-Official Institution............c.ccocoevveieiiiiniienn, 114
5.4 The Legal-Judicial FUNCLION ..........ccoooiiiiiiicce e 120
5.5 Synagogue People: Who Attended the Public Synagogue?.........c..ccccocevveiviiennn, 121
5.6 Public Synagogue BUIlAINGS .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiec e 135
5.6.1 Basic Architectural Pattern and ArtwWork..........ccccvevereerenieseene e seese e 140
5.6.2 Purity and Synagogues: Migva ot and Handwashing............cccccevvverivervicinnnnnn 145
5.6.3 Synagogue Buildings: Summary and Conclusions............cccocvevvvienivenveinnnnn 147
5.7 Chapter Conclusion: Summary and SYNthesiS..........cccoeiieveiiieiiccece e 148
Chapter 5 Figures: Synagogue Archaeology and Architecture.............cccocvevveiveennen, 152
EXCURSUS: Early Post-Second Temple Period Synagogues..........cccccvvevveieiveennenn. 162
CHAPTER 6: How “The Synagogue” Has Impacted the Study of Jesus in Previous
Research: AN EVAlUALION..........cooiiiii e 167
6.1 INEOTUCTION ...ttt st b e be e nreas 167
6.2 Three Phases in Previous SChOIarship ..........ccccoviereniiiiieeiesee s, 168
6.2.1 Phase One: Relating “The Synagogue” to “The Church” ...........c.ccoeiiinnenn. 170
6.2.2 Phase Two: The Existence of Synagogue Buildings and the Charge of
N g Tod o 0] ] ] o SRR 177

6.2.3 Phase Three: Authenticity, Plausibility, and the Recovery of the Synagogue as a
Context for Jesus’ Galilean MINIStIY .......ccooiveiiiiiieneiee e 183



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

6.3 CONCIUSION ...ttt saeenteere e beenbeaneenreas 201
CHAPTER 7: Kingdom and Synagogue: The Synagogue and Jesus’ Program ......204
7.1 The Synagogue SUmMmMary StateMENtS.........c.ccvivveiiereeiieieese e 204
7.2 Proclaiming the Kingdom in Their SYNagoguES..........cccvvvereiiiereereeieseesieaiesneas 211
7.2.1 Kingdom and ESChatology.........c.coviieiiiieiie i 212
7.2.2 What Did Jesus Mean by “The Kingdom of God”? ........cccccovvvviviiiiiiiiiennnn, 218
7.2.3 Kingdom and SYNAQOGUE........coiveiiiierieeie e sieeiesreestee e ses e e ee e s e e sneeseeas 226
7.3 Teaching in the SYNAGOGUES ..........ooiiiririeieieie ettt 236
7.3.1 The Antitheses as Synagogue Teaching ..........ccocvvvvininiiienencneeceeeee, 242
7.3.2 The Antitheses in the Web of Historical Imagination ............c.ccccocvnviiiiennen, 261
o4 Tod [ 1] o o PSSR STPSRRRR 263
CHAPTER 8: The Incident in the Synagogue at Nazareth (Luke 4:16-30; Mark 6:2-
6; Matthew 13:54-58) .......cccooiiiiiieee et nre s 264
8L INEFOUUCTION ...ttt ettt bbb e e 265
8.2 Historical Plausibility and the Relationship of Luke 4:16-30 to Mark 6:2-6......... 265
8.3 Luke 4:16-30 and the Problem of Jesus’ Literacy ..........cceovrereivrienererinenieennens 281
8.4 A Historical Interpretation of Jesus” Reading of Isaiah...........ccccoeviiiiiiiiinnn, 291
8.5 Applying the Institution-Critical LeNS..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiecec e, 305
8.6 CONCIUSION ...ttt e e st e sreesteeneesreenneaneenreas 311
CHAPTER 9: Healings and Exorcisms in Synagogue Settings (Matt 12:9-14; Mark
3:1-6; Luke 6:6-11 / Mark 1:21-28; LUKE 4:31-37) ...cvcvereeieeeeie e sieese e sieeie e 313
o0 A 1 0 To [ od 1 o OSSPSR 313
9.2 MIracles and IMISSION ......c.covriiiieieiieeesee ettt 315
9.3 EXOrciSm and SYNAGOGUES .......c.eeueiueeiueeieireeiteaeesreesteesesteessessaesraesressaesseessesneesreas 319
9.4 The Exorcism of the Demoniac in the Synagogue at Capernaum (Mark 1:21-
28/LUKE 4:31-37) oottt ettt sttt ettt bbb re et 323
9.5 Liberating the Woman With the Bent Back (Luke 13:10-17) ......ccocevvevieiiieennnnns 329
9.5.1 Luke 13:18-21 as Synagogue Teaching?.........ccocervrerieienenene s, 343
9.6 Healing the Man With the Withered Hand: Mark 3:1-6/Matt 12:9-14/Luke 6:6-11
...................................................................................................................................... 348
0.7 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt et e entesaeeteereesreenneanennrees 359



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

CHAPTER 10: “I am the Bread of Life”’: The Teaching in the Synagogue at

Capernaum (JONN B:25-71) ....cccoiiieicieieee ettt 362
000 I 1 oo [0 Tox 1 To o PP U USSP UURPSRRPRS 362
10.2 Applying the Johannine Witness as Historical Evidence..............c.ccoovvviiinenne. 363
10.3 Establishing the SEttiNg..........ccccoveiiiiiiieie e 365
10.4 Interpreting the Bread of Life Discourse as Historical Evidence ........................ 367
10.5 CONCIUSION ...ttt bbbt 386

CHAPTER 11: To Jerusalem: The Aposynagogos Passages and the Relationship

Between the Temple and SYNAgOQUE ..........cccveviiieiieie i 388
0 1 oo T 1 o PSSRSO 388
11.2 The Temple, Festivals, and National Assembly in the Aims of Jesus................. 388
11.3 The Gathering of Israel and Aposynagogos ...........ccccuceveveieiciiiiiiseees 396
R ) o [ 1] o USSR SURPSRRR 400

CHAPTER 12: CONCIUSION.......cuiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiee e 402

WORKS CITED... .ottt sttt sttt s ne e 407

APPENDIX A: Additional Notes on Secondary Rooms in Synagogue Buildings....460



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

List of Figures and Tables

Figure 1.1: Table comparing synagogue summary statements in the four canonical
Gospels.

Figure 5.1: The synagogue at Gamla. Photograph courtesy of Anders Runesson.

Figure 5.2: Floorplan of the Gamla synagogue. Courtesy of Danny Syon and the Israel
Antiquities Authority. From

Figure 5.3: Floorplan of the Magdala synagogue. Courtesy of Marcela Zapata-Meza.
Figure 5.4: The main assembly hall of the Magdala synagogue.
Figure 5.5: The “study room” of the Magdala synagogue.

Figure 5.6: Carved limestone block possibly used as a reading table. Photograph courtesy
of Anders Runesson.

Figure 5.7: Architectural elements of the Magdala synagogue assembled out of context in
June of 2012.

Figure 5.8: Column with red-painted plaster in the Magdala synagogue.

Figure 5.9: Facade of the Magdala stone. Photograph courtesy of Anders Runesson.
Figure 5.10: Rear face of the Magdala stone. Photograph courtesy of Anders Runesson.
Figure 5.11: Side panel of the Magdala stone. Photograph courtesy of Anders Runesson.
Figure 5.12: Top surface of the Magdala stone.

Figure 5.13: Stone basin discovered on the street outside the Magdala synagogue.
Figure 5.14: Floorplan of the Qiryat Sefer synagogue. Credit: Yoav Tzionit and the Israel
Antiquities Authority. Permission Pending. From Yitzhak Magen, Yoav Tzionit, and
Orna Sirkis, “Khirbet Badd ‘Isa — Qiryat Sefer,” in The Land of Benjamin (ed. Noga
Haimovich-Carmin; JSP 3; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2004), 179-241.
Figure 5.15: Floorplan of the Modi’in synagogue. Courtesy of the Israel Antiquities
Authority. From Alexander Onn, Shlomit Wexler-Bdolah, Yehuda Rapuano, and Tzah
Kanias, “Khirbet Umm el-‘Umdan,” Hadashot Arkheologiyot 114 (2002): fig. 96.

Figure 5.16: Floorplan of the Masada synagogue. Courtesy of Dieter Mitternacht.

Xi



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

Figure 5.17: Floorplan of the Herodium synagogue. Ehud Netzer. Courtesy of the Israel
Exploration Society. From Ehud Netzer, “Herodian Triclinia: A Prototype for the
‘Galilean-Type’ Synagogue,” in Ancient Synagogues Revealed (ed. Lee I. Levine;
Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1982), 49-51.

Figure 5.18: Floorplan of the association synagogue at Jericho. Courtesy of the Israel
Exploration Society. From Ehud Netzer, “A Synagogue From the Hasmonean Period
Recently Exposed in the Western Plain of Jericho,” Israel Exploration Journal 49, no. 3
(1999): 203-221.

Xii



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

AJEC
ASSB
AYB
BASOR
BAR
BECNT
BTB
CBNTS
CBQ
(OIN)
HdO
ICC

IEJ

JBL
JETS
JIMJS
JJS
JSHJ
JSNT
JSJISupp
JSNTSupp
JSOTSupp
JOR
LNTS
LXX
MT
NAC
NCBC
NIGTC
NICNT
NTS
oTS
PTMS
RBL
RBS
SBT
SNTU
TOTC
TSAJ
WBC
WUNT
ZAW

Abbreviations

Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity.

Runesson, Binder, and Olsson, 2008.

Anchor Yale Bible.

Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research.
Biblical Archaeology Review.

Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament.
Biblical Theology Bulletin.

Coniectanea Biblica New Testament Series.

Catholic Biblical Quarterly.

Frey, 1936-1952.

Handbuch der Orientalistik.

International Critical Commentary.

Israel Exploration Journal.

Journal of Biblical Literature

Journal of the Evangelical Theology Society.

Journal of the Jesus Movement in its Jewish Setting.
Journal of Jewish Studies

Journal for the Study of the Historical Jesus.

Journal for the Study of the New Testament.

Journal for the Study of Judaism Supplement Series.

Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series.
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series.

Jewish Quarterly Review.

Library of New Testament Studies.

Septuagint.

Masoretic Text.

New American Commentary.

New Cambridge Bible Commentary.

New International Greek Testament Commentary.

New International Commentary on the New Testament.
New Testament Studies.

Old Testament Studies.

Princeton Theological Monograph Series.

Review of Biblical Literature.

Resources for Biblical Studies.

Studies in Biblical Theology.

Studien zum Neuen Testament und seiner Umwelt.
Tyndale Old Testament Commentary.

Texts and Studies in Ancient Judaism.

Word Biblical Commentary.

Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament.
Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft.

Xiii



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

DECLARATION OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

I, Jordan J. Ryan, declare that this thesis has been researched and written by myself and
myself alone.

Xiv



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

CHAPTER 1: Introduction and Status Quaestionis
1.1 Introduction
The synagogue was a vital aspect of Jewish societal, political, and religious life in Galilee

and Judea during the late Second-Temple period. According to the evangelists, it also
played an essential role in the life and career of Jesus. As the Gospels report, it was Jesus’
custom to attend synagogue gatherings on the Sabbath (Luke 4:16), and it was also the
primary venue for his teaching and preaching activities outside of Jerusalem (Mark 1:38;
Matt 4:23; Luke 4:14-15, 43-44; John 18:20). In light of this, the fact that research on the
synagogue has thus far had a minor impact on historical Jesus studies is striking. This is
all the more surprising in light of the turn towards the recovery of Jesus’ Jewish
background in historical Jesus scholarship since the latter half of the twentieth-century.
The goal of this project is to draw the threads of historical Jesus research and synagogue
scholarship together, in order to apply the findings of recent synagogue scholarship to the
study of Jesus’ historical actions, aims, and words.

There can be no doubt that Jesus cannot be understood apart from his historical
context. Much effort has rightly been put into understanding Jesus within the context of
the Jewish society, culture, and religion of his day. In the words of Geza Vermes, “the
historical Jesus can be retrieved only within the context of first-century Galilean Judaism.
The Gospel image must therefore be inserted into the historical canvas of Palestine in the
first century CE.”* The synagogue, as | shall endeavour to demonstrate, was an important

facet of Jewish life, society, religion, culture, and identity within Judea and Galilee during

! Geza Vermes, The Real Jesus: Then and Now (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 52
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the time of Jesus. Thus, in consonance with the testimony of the evangelists, the
synagogue was also a major facet of Jesus’ life, society, religion, culture, and identity. It
thereby stands to reason that if we desire to understand Jesus as a first-century Galilean
Jew, that understanding must be conditioned by current research on the early synagogue,
the institution in which Jesus’ thought was shaped and in which his message was
delivered.

A common and deceptively intuitive misconception is that the synagogues of the
time of Jesus were generally similar in form and function to modern synagogues. As such,
it is easy to see the synagogues in the Gospels primarily as “religious” institutions.
Current synagogue research, however, has highlighted the political role played by
synagogues on the local-official level. As Anders Runesson has put it, the synagogue was
“a religio-political town hall of sorts.”? One of the emphases of this project will be on the
synagogue’s identity as a simultaneously “religious” and “political” institution. By
understanding Jesus’ interactions, teachings, and actions within the synagogue as
occurring within a religio-political setting, we may be able to shed new light on the
political dimension of Jesus’ aims and proclamation. Numerous attempts have been made
in recent years to recover the political aspects of Jesus’ thought, intentions, and deeds,

often resulting in an anti-imperial reading of Jesus and the Gospels.® However, these

2 Anders Runesson, “Saving the Lost Sheep of the House of Israel: Purity, Forgiveness, and Synagogues in
the Gospel of Matthew,” Melilah 11 (2014): 8-24 (9).

3 E.g., Douglas E. Oakman, The Political Aims of Jesus (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012); Richard A.
Horsley, Jesus and Empire (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003); Richard A. Horsley and Tom Thatcher,
John, Jesus, and the Renewal of Israel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2013); John Dominic
Crossan, God and Empire: Jesus Against Rome, Then and Now (New York: HarperCollins, 2007); Warren
Carter, Matthew and Empire: Initial Explorations (Harrisburg: Trinity Press, 2001); Warren Carter, John

2
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works have tended to focus on the national and imperial political levels, giving little
consideration to the local level. As a result, despite being a major political institution with
which Jesus interacted and which he utilized as a platform for his teaching and
proclamation, the synagogue has played a negligible role in political examinations of
Jesus. Studying the synagogue can offer a corrective for this oversight, putting us in touch
with politics “on the ground” in the towns and villages where Jesus taught, healed,
exorcised, and proclaimed his message of the Kingdom.

Every historical investigation needs a starting point — a problem or datum which
raises questions that need to be answered. For this investigation, that starting point is the
data in the Gospels which indicate that the synagogue functioned as the locus for Jesus’
program in Galilee and Judea (Mark 1:38-39; Matt 4:23-25; Luke 4:14-15, 43-44; John
18:20; see fig. 1.1 for comparison). These passages all reflect a common memory of the
synagogue as the primary context for Jesus’ activities of proclamation, teaching,
exorcism, and healing, especially while he was in Galilee. This is an indication that,
regardless of the literal “authenticity” or “verifiability” of the incidents in either passage,
Jesus was remembered at a very early stage in the tradition as having used the synagogue
as a platform for carrying out his program.* Similarly, Jesus indicates in Mark 1:38 that
his intention is to “proclaim the message” (Gk. xnpv&w) in the towns near to Capernaum.

This statement of intent is followed up in v. 39, in which we are told that he “went

and Empire: Initial Explorations (New York: T&T Clark, 2008); Sean Freyne, Jesus, A Jewish Galilean
(London and New York: T&T Clark International, 2004).

4 Indeed, as James Dunn has argued, Jesus remembered may be the only realistic objective of any quest for
the historical Jesus. See James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Christianity in the Making 1; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 882.
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throughout the Galilee proclaiming the message in their synagogues.” Thus, we may infer
that proclamation in the synagogues is equated with proclamation to the towns of Galilee.
What does all of this mean for the historical understanding of Jesus? Firstly, it
means that any historical reconstruction of Jesus, his acts of healing and exorcism, and
the message that he proclaimed should be properly contextualized by being firmly
situated within the early Galilean synagogues, and should thus be informed by current
research on early synagogues. This much is immediately apparent, and contextualization
is certainly a task worth pursuing in its own right.> Nevertheless, even if this first task is
accomplished, we are still faced with the crucial interpretive task of understanding the
data itself. In other words, we must ask why Jesus used the synagogues as the locus of his
actions. Thus, our second task is to determine what role the synagogue played in Jesus’
aims. This goal is of particular historical value, since it gets at the “inside of the event” of
Jesus’ actions.® As a result, it is this task of determining the role played by synagogues in
Jesus’ aims that will be the primary occupation of the present study. That having been
said, the two tasks are interrelated, and we cannot hope to determine the role played by
synagogues in Jesus’ aims unless Jesus and his actions are firmly contextualized in the

first-century synagogue and rooted in current synagogue research.

5 Cf. R. G. Collingwood, who argues that one of the characteristics of history is that the historian’s picture
“must be localized in time and space.” See R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (ed. Jan van der Dussen; rev.
and enl. ed.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993 [1946]), 246. Contextualization is both essential for this reason, as
well as for providing crucial evidence for the interpretation of the matter that is being contextualized.

® On the importance of intention and the “inside of the event,” see Ben F. Meyer, Aims of Jesus (PTMS 48;
Eugene: Pickwick, 2002 [1979]), 76ff., cf. 111-113; Ben F. Meyer, Critical Realism & the New Testament
(PTMS 17; Eugene: Pickwick Publications, 1989), 157-170; Collingwood, Idea of History, 213ff. The
distinction between the “inside” and “outside” of the event originates with Collingwood, and its importance
and relevance for the study of Jesus was apprehended by Meyer.

4
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Now that the basic tasks of this study have been defined, the remainder of this
chapter will be devoted to charting the course for the discussion to follow, locating it
within the context of past and present scholarship.

1.2 Jesus According to Historians: Methods and Portraits, Past and Present

This study places emphasis on the importance of historical method and current
developments in historical Jesus research. As such, a brief review of the history of the
academic study of the historical Jesus with particular attention paid to method will help to
situate the present project both in light of recent methodological developments and of the
history of the discipline in general.

The academic historical examination of Jesus is typically recognized to have been
inaugurated by Hermann Samuel Reimarus (d. 1768), whose seminal work was first
published both posthumously and anonymously between 1774 and 1778 by G.E.
Lessing.” Not only is Reimarus’ work usually considered to be the first critical historical
work on Jesus, but it is also notable for being the first political reading of Jesus, depicting
him as a failed revolutionary concerned with the liberation of Israel from Roman
oppression. Reimarus astutely noticed that neither Jesus nor John the Baptist directly
explained the term “kingdom of God” to their audiences, which led him to the conclusion
that the kingdom proclaimed by Jesus should be understood in the same terms that would

have been familiar to his early Jewish audience. Thus, according to Reimarus, Jesus

" Reference here is made to the modern English translation, Hermann Samuel Reimarus, Reimarus:
Fragments, (ed. Charles H. Talbert; trans. Ralph S. Fraser; Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2009[1774-1778]). See
also the original English translation, G. E. Lessing, ed., Fragments from Reimarus: Consisting of Brief
Critical Remarks on the Object of Jesus and His Disciples as Seen in the New Testament, trans. Charles
Voysey (London: Williams and Norgate, 1879). Reimarus’ original title for the work was Apologie oder
Schutzschrift fur die vernilinftigen Verehrer Gottes.
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proclaimed a temporal Jewish kingdom with himself at its head as a messianic king. As
he writes, “the prevailing idea of the Messiah and his kingdom was that he would be a
great temporal king and would establish a powerful kingdom in Jerusalem, whereby he
would free them of all servitude and make them masters over other people.”

It is striking that Reimarus’ portrait of Jesus, despite its many shortcomings, was
based on an interpretation of Jesus’ intention as distinguished from that of the post-Easter
apostles,® which he determined by historically contextualizing Jesus’ message within the
Judaism of his day. This procedure produced a Jesus with political ambition and a
concern for the liberation of Israel.

Reimarus’ provocative writings may well have been the initial spark that kindled
the so-called “First Quest” for the historical Jesus.'® However, the scholarship that
followed customarily understood Jesus as an apolitical or pre-political figure, and
interpreted his proclamation of the kingdom of God accordingly.** For example, in his

1863 Vie de Jésus, Ernest Renan understood Jesus’ conception of the kingdom of God in

terms of “the spiritual kingdom, and the deliverance of the soul,” whereas the notion of a

8 Reimarus, Fragments, “The Intention of Jesus and His Disciples,” 1.30.

% Reimarus, Fragments, “The Intention of Jesus and His Disciples, 1.31.

10 A complete review of this period is beyond the purview of this work. However, an excellent overview
and introduction to the so-called “First Quest” and the major works of that period can be found in Gregory
W. Dawes, ed., The Historical Jesus Quest: Landmarks in the Search for the Jesus of History (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2000), which collects and introduces excerpts of major works from
Reimarus to Késemann. It is also worth recognizing that the traditional division of the history of historical
Jesus scholarship into three quests is not without its problems, as will become apparent in the discussion
below. The standard periodization is retained here for the sake of convenience and continuity with standard
reviews of the history of scholarship.

11 Dawes notes that the interpretation of the kingdom of God is a leitmotif in the work of the early questers.
Cf. Dawes, Historical Jesus Quest, X.
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temporal revolution “does not appear to have impressed him (Jesus) greatly.”*? Albrecht
Ritschl conceived Jesus’ notion of the kingdom of God in moral terms.® Johannes Weiss
(writing in 1892) and Albert Schweitzer (circa 1901) both forcefully argued that Jesus’
proclamation of the kingdom should be understood in thoroughly eschatological terms.*
Indeed, it was not until the 1960s that an interest in the political aspects of the life of
Jesus arose once more, in the form of the hypothesis that Jesus was a zealot or zealot
sympathizer, a social revolutionary against Israel's Roman overlords.™®

Although his particular interpretation of Jesus and his message was not followed
by subsequent scholarship, the distinction that Reimarus made between the thought and
message of the historical Jesus on the one hand, and that of his followers on the other,
was significant for the development of the quest for the historical Jesus. The notion that in
some sense, to borrow the words of Rudolf Bultmann, “the proclaimer became the
proclaimed”® became a fixture of historical Jesus research. Thus, distinguishing between
the historical Jesus and the exalted Jesus proclaimed by the evangelists and the apostles

was the primary methodological preoccupation of the First Quest.

12 Ernest Renan, Life of Jesus, (trans. William G. Hutchinson; London: Walter Scott Ltd., 1893[1863]), 171-
172.

13 See Part I of Albrecht Ritschl, “Instruction in the Christian Religion,” in Three Essays (trans. Philip
Hefner; Eugene: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2005), 222ff.

14 See esp. Johannes Weiss, Jesus’ Proclamation of the Kingdom of God (trans. Richard Hyde Hiers and
David Larrimore Holland; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971[1892]); and Albert Schweitzer, The Mystery of
the Kingdom of God: The Secret of Jesus’ Messiahship and Passion (trans. Walter Lowrie; New York:
Dodd, Mead and Company, 1914), originally published as the second part of Albert Schweitzer, Das
Abendmahl: im Zusammenhang mit dem Leben Jesu und der Geschichte des Urchristentums (Tubingen and
Leipzig: Mohr Siebeck, 1901).

> Most notably, S. G. F. Brandon, Jesus and the Zealots (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1967), and
Oscar Cullmann, Jesus and the Revolutionaries (New York: Harper Collins, 1970). Robert Eisler, Iesous
Basileus ou Basileusas (2 vols.; Heidelberg: Carl Winters Universitéitsbuchhandlung, 1929-1930) might be
considered a forerunner to this approach.

16 Rudolf Bultmann, The Theology of the New Testament (1948-1953) (trans. Kendrick Grobel with an
introduction by Robert Morgan; Waco: Baylor University Press, 2007).

7
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The early quest for the historical Jesus was, methodologically speaking, an
interpretive endeavour, as scholars attempted to make sense of Jesus’ actions and
teachings. However, the efforts of the First Questers were vulnerable to some important
critiques. As Martin Kéhler argued, the “Lives of Jesus” produced by the Quest present an
image of Jesus that is “refracted” through the spirits of their authors, who play the role of
“stage manager behind the scenes, manipulating, according to his own dogmatic script,
the fascinating spectacle of a colorful biography.”” Likewise, Schweitzer came to the
eventual conclusion that the Jesus produced by much of the First Quest never existed.
Rather, “he is the figure designed by rationalism, endowed with life by liberalism, and
clothed by modern theology in historical garb.”*® A further objection arose that the Jesus
of history could not be distilled from the Gospels.'® Moreover, the sentiment that the
historical Jesus was of little use for theology, a position maintained in various forms by
such influential thinkers as Kahler, Bultmann, and Karl Barth, put a damper on the
enthusiasm for the Quest.?°

A major development came with the advent of form criticism and its focus on

17 Martin Kahler, The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic Biblical Christ (; trans. Carl E. Braaten;
Philadelphia, 1964[1892]), reprinted in Dawes, Historical Jesus Quest, 225-226.

18 Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of its Progress from Reimarus to
Wrede (trans. W. Montgomery; New York: Macmillan, 1968), 398; trans. of Von Reimarus zu Wrede: eine
Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung (Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1906).

19 Relatively early examples of this position include, for instance, Martin Kahler, So-Called Historical
Jesus; and William Wrede, The Messianic Secret (trans. J. C. G. Greig; London: James Clarke & Co.,
1971[1901]). Wrede argued that even the earliest Gospel, Mark, is written from the perspective of faith and
should not be regarded as a reliable source for the reconstruction of the Jesus of history.

2 See Kahler, So-Called Historical Jesus; Rudolf Bultmann, “Liberal Theology and the Latest Theological
Movement,” in Gregory W. Dawes, The Historical Jesus Quest: Landmarks in the Search for the Jesus of
History, (Louisville: John Knox Press, 2000), 242-268; repr. from Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and
Understanding (New York: Harper & Row, 1969); trans. of Glauben und verstehen (Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1933); and Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, vol. 1:2: The Doctrine of the Word of God (London:
T&T Clark, 1956), section 19.4.
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isolating individual pericopes of early tradition from the narrative context, provided by
the evangelists, in which they are embedded.?! The preoccupation of the form critics with
the Sitz im Leben of these pericopes within the life of the early Church left less room
again for the historical reconstruction of Jesus, especially since it was accepted that the
individual pericopes had been shaped by their use in the life of early Christian
communities even prior to their inclusion in a Gospel. This shaping of the tradition units
by community concerns, illuminated by the retrieval of the Sitz im Leben, led to
skepticism about the historian’s ability to recover the sense of these tradition units within
the setting of Jesus’ teaching. The Gospels could thus be understood by the form critics to
be the product of faith rather than historical sources for the life and teaching of Jesus.?
Although the period in which these developments came about, from Schweitzer up until
the early 1950s (1906-1953), is often termed the “No Quest” period, it is important to
recognize that research on Jesus did in fact continue on through this period.?® To name
just two important examples, C. H. Dodd’s Parables of the Kingdom (1935) was

published in this period, as was T. W. Manson’s The Teaching of Jesus (1931).%*

2L Some of the most important works in Gospel form criticism include Martin Dibelius, Die
Formgeschitchte des Evangeliums (3™ ed. Giinther Bornkamm; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1971[1919]); and
Rudolf Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition (trans. John Marsh; Peabody: Hendrickson, 1963);
trans. of Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931).

22 For example, consider Bultmann’s statement to the effect that “the Christ who is preached [in the
Gospels] is not the historic Jesus, but the Christ of the faith and the cult,” in Bultmann, History of the
Synoptic Tradition, 370-371. Nevertheless, we must be careful not to push Bultmann’s skepticism too far.
To the contrary, in the introduction to Jesus and the Word, although Bultmann expresses pessimism about
reconstructing the life and personality of Jesus, he nevertheless sets out to examine Jesus’ message. See the
introduction to Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus and the Word (trans. Louise Pettibone Smith and Erminie Huntress
Lantero; London: Collins, 1958[1926]), esp. 14-15.

23 Cf. the opinion of Stanley E. Porter, Criteria for Authenticity in Historical Jesus Research, (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 36ff., esp. 40-45.

24 C.H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom (London: James Nisbet & Co., 1935); T.W. Manson, The
Teaching of Jesus: Studies of its Form and Content (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1931).
Further examples and discussion of research on Jesus published during this period can be found in Porter,

9
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One of the most influential developments in historical Jesus research came about
at a lecture given in 1953 by Ernst Kasemann.?® This lecture is typically regarded as the
beginning of a revitalization of scholarly interest in the historical Jesus, referred to as the
“New Quest.” Kdsemann recognized as a problem that scholars only had access to the
historical Jesus through the kerygma of the early Christian community.?® Indeed,
Ké&semann acknowledges a general skepticism about the historical value of the Gospel
sources, saying that “the historical credibility of the Synoptic tradition has become
doubitful all along the line.”?” However, Kdsemann had a method for determining the
historical authenticity of a given tradition, by means of determining the distinctive
elements of Jesus’ teaching: “In only one case do we have more or less safe ground under
our feet; when there are no grounds either for deriving a tradition from Judaism or for
ascribing it to primitive Christianity.”?® This methodological principle came to be known
as the “criterion of dissimilarity,” and it provided some assurance of historical results in
spite of a general lack of confidence in the Gospel sources.

The criterion of dissimilarity became a major methodological component of
historical Jesus research in the years to follow, both throughout the New Quest and

beyond. The criterion of dissimilarity was joined by other criteria for authenticity which

Criteria for Authenticity, 36-45. Note also that Bultmann himself also published Jesus and His Word, a
work concerned with the message of Jesus, during this period (circa 1926).

25 published in English as Ernst Késemann, “The Problem of the Historical Jesus,” in Essays on New
Testament Themes (trans. J.W. Montague; London: SCM Press, 1964[1954]), 15-47; repr. Gregory Dawes,
ed. The Historical Jesus Quest (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2000), 279-313. Pagination here
follows this reprint.

% Kasemann, “Problem of the Historical Jesus,” 289.

27 Késemann, “Problem of the Historical Jesus,” 302.

2 Kasemann, “Problem of the Historical Jesus,” 302. See also Bultmann’s earlier formulation of this same
principle in Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, 205.

10
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were developed in the years following Kdsemann’s lecture, primarily the criteria of
coherence, multiple attestation, embarrassment, and Aramaic language.?® Bolstered by the
use of redaction criticism, which sought to identify, isolate, and examine the editorial
impact of the evangelists on the Gospels,* the criteria of authenticity became the default
methodological fixture of historical Jesus research.

The so-termed “Third Quest” has no definitive beginning. Rather, it emerged
slowly over a period of decades.®! As a result, it is also hard to define precisely what
constitutes the “Third Quest.”*? Russell Morton sums up the usual thought on the matter
well in saying, “The so-called Third Quest of the Historical Jesus represents not so much
a single quest as the common interest of a number of researchers: to understand Jesus
within the context of Second-Temple Judaism.”

The concern for Jesus’ context within Judaism was already present in Geza

Vermes’ Jesus the Jew (1973),% but the “Third Quest” came into its heyday in the 1980s

2 Lists and descriptions of the criteria from the “New Quest” period can be found in Norman Perrin,
Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1967), 37-45; and Reginald H. Fuller, A Critical
Introduction to the New Testament (Naperville: Allenson, 1966), 95-98. For more recent lists and
discussions, see John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus, (5 vols.; New York:
Doubleday, 1991-2016), 1:168ff.; Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz, The Historical Jesus: A
Comprehensive Guide (trans. John Bowden; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1998), 114-118; Porter, Criteria
for Authenticity, 69-99; Tom Holmén, “Authenticity Criteria,” in Encyclopedia of the Historical Jesus (ed.
Craig A. Evans; New York and London: Routledge, 2007), 43-54.

30 On the use of redaction criticism in historical Jesus research, see Norman Perrin, What Is Redaction
Criticism? (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1969), 68-73; C. Clifton Black, “Redaction Criticism,” in
Encyclopedia of the Historical Jesus (ed. Craig A. Evans; New York and London: Routledge, 2007), 491-
494,

31 On the coining of the term “Third Quest,” see N. T. Wright, “Doing Justice to Jesus: A Response to J.D.
Crossan,” Scottish Journal of Theology 50, no. 3 (1997): 359-379. Notably, Wright did not conceive of the
“Third Quest” solely in terms of interest in Jesus’ Jewish context.

32 This may itself be an indication that the “three quest” terminology and standard periodization is flawed.
33 Russell Morton, “Quest of the Historical Jesus,” in Encyclopedia of the Historical Jesus (ed. Craig A.
Evans; (New York and London: Routledge, 2007), 472-479 (476).

34 Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew: A Historian’s Reading of the Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1973).

11
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and 1990s, with the work of figures such as E. P. Sanders, N. T. Wright, and John P.
Meier.*® Other influential scholars, such as Robert Funk, John Dominic Crossan, Burton
Mack, and the Jesus Seminar,®® who were not necessarily interested in Jesus’ Jewish
context, so much as in a Jesus stripped of the interpretive elements layered on top of him
by his early followers, were also active during this period. The work of these scholars is
usually associated with the “Third Quest” as well, presumably due to temporal proximity.
However, Wright (who coined the term “Third Quest”) distinguished between the “Third
Quest,” which he considered to be in the tradition of the work of Schweitzer, and these
scholars, whom he considered to belong to a “Renewed New Quest,”®" in the tradition of
Wrede’s more thorough skepticism and Bultmann’s “deJudaized Jesus.””%®

Regardless of the inherent messiness of the standard periodization, the criteria of
authenticity remained a methodological staple throughout the 1980s and 1990s. This state
of affairs has continued into the new millennium. However, despite the long reign that the
criteria have enjoyed as the default methodological tool in historical Jesus research, they
have now begun to fall out of favour. One of the most important methodological

developments in recent years has been signalled by the publication of Jesus, Criteria, and

the Demise of Authenticity,® in which a united front of contributors have called the

35 E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985); N.T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory
of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996); Meier, A Marginal Jew (vol. 1).

36 Robert W. Funk, Honest to Jesus: Jesus for a New Millennium (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco,
1993); John Dominic Crossan, The Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant (San
Francisco: HarperCollins, 1991); Burton Mack, A Myth of Innocence: Mark and Christian Origins
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988); Robert W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, and the Jesus Seminar, The Five
Gospels: What Did Jesus Really Say? (New York: HarperCollins, 1997).

37 Wright, Victory of God, 28-82.

38 Wright, Victory of God, 79, 81. See also p. 28.

39 Chris Keith and Anthony Le Donne, eds., Jesus, Criteria, and the Demise of Authenticity, (London and
New York: T&T Clark International, 2012).

12
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criteria-based approach to the study of the historical Jesus into serious question.*°
Although criticism of the criteria approach is certainly not a new development,* the
publication of this volume is an indication that the criteria approach has been unseated
from its place as the default methodology in the minds of many scholars. This has left a
methodological vacuum in the discipline needing to be filled.

Around the turn of the millennium, interest began to grow in memory studies and
the application of social memory theory to the Gospels. Particularly important in this
regard was the publication of the volume, Memory, Tradition, and Text, edited by Alan
Kirk and Tom Thatcher.*? Since then, a deluge of monographs on Jesus employing social
memory have been published.*® Chris Keith has proposed what he calls the “memory
approach,” which he offers as a procedural alternative, based upon the insights of social

memory theory, to the criteria approach.**

40 Contributors include Morna D. Hooker, Anthony Le Donne, Chris Keith, Jens Schréter, Loren T.
Stuckenbruck, Dagmar Winter, Rafael Rodriguez, Mark Goodacre, Scot McKnight, and Dale C. Alison.

41 See, for example, the work of Morna Hooker, whose thought on the matter is exemplified in “On Using
the Wrong Tool,” Theology 75 (1972): pp. 570-581. Similarly, see D. G. A. Calvert, “An Examination of
the Criteria for Distinguishing the Authentic Words of Jesus,” New Testament Studies 18 (1972): pp. 209-
219.

42 Alan Kirk and Tom Thatcher, eds., Memory, Tradition, and Text: Uses of the Past in Early Christianity
(Semeia 52;Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2005).

43 Important recent examples include Chris Keith, Jesus’ Literacy: Scribal Culture and the Teacher from
Galilee (LNTS 413; London: T&T Clark International, 2011); Chris Keith, Jesus Against the Scribal Elite:
The Origins of the Conflict (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014); Anthony Le Donne, The
Historiographical Jesus: Memory, Typology, and the Son of David, (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2005);
Rafael Rodriguez, Structuring Early Christian Memory: Jesus in Tradition, Performance, and Text, (LNTS
407; London and New York: T&T Clark International, 2010); and Dale C. Allison, Jr., Constructing Jesus:
Memory, Imagination, and History, (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2010). Of a different tenor, though
still employing memory theory to some extent, see also Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses:
The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2006); Robert K. Mclver,
Memory, Jesus, and the Synoptic Gospels (Leiden: Brill, 2011).

4 See especially Chris Keith, Jesus” Literacy: Scribal Culture and the Teacher from Galilee, (LNTS 413;
London and New York: T&T Clark, 2011), pp. 61-70; and Chris Keith, Jesus Against the Scribal Elite,
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014), pp. 69-84.
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Although I recognize the contributions that both the memory- and the criteria-
based approaches offer, | propose that a different path be forged, one that is solidly
grounded in the philosophy of history and historiography. | suggest that our discipline has
much to learn from theorists of history outside of the biblical studies fold. The historical
method employed in this project will thus be outlined and discussed in relation to the
works of historiographical thought of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. In
particular, the posthumously published work of R. G. Collingwood (d. 1943) in
philosophy of history, The Idea of History,* contains insights that are relevant and
applicable to current discussions. These insights have the potential to form a foundation
for methodological procedures in future research. A method based upon his work,
supplemented by an epistemological hermeneutic drawn from the synagogue the critical
realist cognitional theory of Bernard Lonergan will be outlined in Chapters 2 and 3. As a
result, the method, philosophy, and approach of this project owes more to works of
philosophy of history and historiography of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries than
to mainstream historical Jesus scholarship of the past century.

While the impetus for the present work stems directly from current developments
in synagogue studies and historical Jesus research, the above reflection upon the history
of the quest for the historical Jesus and the methods employed in its service also points us
back to its origin. Despite all of the problems and shortcomings of Reimarus’ work, the
present study holds several features in common with his thought and procedure. First, the

issue of Jesus’ intention, which was at the heart of Reimarus’ portrait of Jesus, will be

4 Collingwood, The Idea of History.
14
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examined and explored, particularly in relation to the synagogues of Galilee. The
intention of historical actors, the “inside” of historical events, plays an important role
within both Collingwoodian and critical realist historiography,*® and in this respect,
Reimarus was far ahead of his time. Second, this examination of Jesus’ intention will be
informed by historical contextualization within the Judaism of his day. In this case,
special emphasis will be placed upon the context of Jesus’ activities within early
synagogues in the Land of Israel. Third, the present study will be attentive to the political
dimension of Jesus’ message, actions, and intentions, especially as they concern the
synagogues of the Land. This will be done with caution and in relation to the evidence.
1.3 Recent Developments in Synagogue Research

A brief review of recent scholarship on ancient synagogues will help to set the stage for
the discussion in later chapters. Synagogue research has advanced in leaps and bounds
since the close of the last millennium. Indeed, recent developments have produced what
might be described as an emerging “new perspective” on early synagogues. This “new
perspective” is characterized by a recognition of the co-existence and intertwining of the
multiple aspects of the synagogue discussed above, particularly the “liturgical” (religious)

and “non-liturgical” (especially communal and political) aspects.*” Although there are

46 This will be covered in our discussion of historical method in Chapter 2.

47 Examples include Donald D. Binder, Into the Temple Courts: The Place of the Synagogues in the Second
Temple Period (SBL Dissertation Series 169; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1999); Lee I. Leving,
The Ancient Synagogue: The First Thousand Years (2" ed.; New Haven and London: 2005); Anders
Runesson, The Origins of the Synagogue: A Socio-Historical Study (Coniectanea Biblica, New Testament
Series 37; Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell, 2001); Birger Olsson, “The Origins of the Synagogue: An
Evaluation,” in The Ancient Synagogue From Its Origins Until 200 C.E.: Papers Presented at an
International Conference at Lund University, October 14-17, 2001 (ed. Birger Olsson, and Magnus
Zetterholm; CBNTS 39; Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiskell, 2003), 132-138; James F. Strange, “Archacology
and Ancient Synagogues up to about 200 C.E.” in The Ancient Synagogue From Its Origins Until 200 C.E.:
Papers Presented at an International Conference at Lund University, October 14-17, 2001 (ed. Birger
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exceptions, this recognition of the different aspects of the synagogue frequently
accompanies an acknowledgment of a typological distinction between two types of
synagogues. In the late 1990s, discussion of the origin of synagogues resulted in
competing definitions of the synagogue as either a Greco-Roman association, similar to a
club or guild, or a public municipal institution, similar to a town hall. Strong evidence
exists, however, for both of these definitions, which led to the conclusion first proposed
by Anders Runesson in his dissertation, published in 2001, that there were in fact two
types of institutions designated by synagogue terms: semi-public association synagogues
and public synagogues. These advances in scholarship have also been bolstered by new
archaeological evidence. Since the mid-1990s, remains of Second-Temple period
synagogue buildings have been identified at Qiryat Sefer (1995),%° Jericho (1998),>°

Modi’in (2000),>! and Magdala (2009).%2 A late first-century synagogue has also been

Olsson, and Magnus Zetterholm; CBNTS 39; Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiskell, 2003), 37-62; Ralph J.
Korner, “Before Church: Political, Ethno-Religious, and Theological Implications of the Collective
Designation of Pauline Christ-Followers as Ekklesiai,” (Ph.D. diss., McMaster University, 2014); Rachel
Hachlili, Ancient Synagogues — Archaeology and Art: New Discoveries and Current Research (HdO 105;
Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2013); Mordechai Aviam and William Scott Green, “The Ancient Synagogue:
Public Space in Ancient Judaism,” in Judaism From Moses to Muhammad: An Interpretation (ed. Jacob
Neusner, William Scott Green, and Alan J. Avery-Peck; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2005), 183-200;
Jonathan Bernier, Aposynagogos and the Historical Jesus in John: Rethinking the Historicity of the
Johannine Expulsion Passages, (Biblical Interpretation 122; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2013; Graham H.
Twelftree, “Jesus and the Synagogue,” in Handbook for the Study of the Historical Jesus (ed. Tom Holmén
and Stanley E. Porter; 4 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 4:3105-3134; Eric C. Stewart, Gathered Around Jesus:
An Alternative Spatial Practice in the Gospel of Mark (Matrix: The Bible in Mediterranean Context 6;
Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2009).

48 Runesson, Origins.

4% Anders Runesson, Donald D. Binder, and Birger Olsson, The Ancient Synagogue from its Origins to 200
C.E.: A Source Book (Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity 72; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2008), no. 35.
Abbreviated as ASSB. See fig. 5.14.

0 ASSB, no. 15. See fig. 5.18.

51 ASSB, no. 29. See fig. 5.15.

52 Jirgen K. Zangenberg, Archaeological News From the Galilee: Tiberias, Magdala and Rural Galilee,”
Early Christianity 1 (2010): 471-484 (476-478). Cf. Dina Avshalom-Gorni and Arfan Najar, “Migdal:
Preliminary Report,” Hadashot 125 (2013). Online: http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail_eng.aspx?id=2304&mag_id=120. See figs. 5.3-13.
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identified at Khirbet Qana.>

These developments in scholarship and recent archaeological discoveries provide
a new interpretive framework within which scholarship on early Judaism, Galilean
studies, and research on Jesus and the Gospels might operate. As discussed above, one of
the aims of the present study is to consider the Gospel data on the historical Jesus in light
of the interpretive paradigm provided by these advances.

1.4 Scholarship on Jesus and the Synagogue

The present work is the first book-length treatment of the issue of the relationship of
Jesus to the synagogues of his day. However, this work is preceded and anticipated by a
handful of much shorter works, and by a brief but storied history of the impact of
reconstructions of “the synagogue” upon historical Jesus research. This will be discussed
and evaluated in much greater depth in Chapter 6, but some introduction here will help to
set the stage.

The history of the impact of reconstructions of “the synagogue” on historical Jesus
research can be divided into three phases. In the earliest phase, “the synagogue” was
reconstructed in scholarship in terms of its relationship to “the church,” usually either as a
foil or counterpart. Perhaps the most important example of this can be found in the work
of J. Louis Martyn. Martyn’s influential 1968 study, History and Theology in the Fourth
Gospel, which received a new edition as recently as 2003,%* proposed a two-level reading

of the Gospel of John, in which the aposynagogos passages (9:22, 12:42, and 16:2) are

%3 ASSB, no. 3.
54 J. Louis Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (NTL; Louisville and London: Westminster
John Knox Press, 2003[1968]).
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understood to reflect the exclusion of the Johannine community from the synagogues of
their own day. Here, the synagogue is depicted in an adversarial relationship to Jesus’
later followers, “the church.” This notion that John can be read on two levels, one of
which tells the story of the community, has had a remarkable impact on the role of the
Fourth Gospel in historical Jesus research.

During the second phase, serious questions were raised about the existence of
synagogue buildings during the Second-Temple period, and thus during the life of Jesus.
These questions effectively leveled a charge of anachronism against Luke, the only one of
the four canonical evangelists to clearly reference a synagogue building. This doubt over
the existence of synagogue buildings began with the publication of an article by Howard
Clark Kee on the topic in 1990,> which spawned a debate lasting more than a decade

between those who accepted Kee’s hypothesis®® and their detractors,®” who pointed out

%5 Howard Clark Kee, “The Transformation of the Synagogue After 70 C.E.: Its Import for Early
Christianity,” NTS 36 (1990): 1-24.

% Heather A. McKay, “Ancient Synagogues: The Continuing Dialectic between Two Major Views,”
Currents in Research: Biblical Studies 6: (1998) 103-42; Heather A. McKay, Sabbath and Synagogue: The
Question of Sabbath Worship in Ancient Judaism (Religions in the Greco Roman World 122; Leiden, New
York, and Kdéln: Brill, 1994); L. Michael White, “Reading the Ostia Synagogue: A Reply to A. Runesson,”
Harvard Theological Review 92 (1992): 222-237; L. Michael White, The Social Origins of Christian
Architecture (2 vols.; Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1996-1997); L. Michael White, “Synagogue
and Society in Imperial Ostia: Archaeology and Epigraphic Evidence,” Harvard Theological Review 92
(1999): 409-433; Carsten Claussen, Versammlung, Gemeinde, Synagoge: die hellenistisch-jiidische Umfeld
der friihchristlichen Gemeinden (Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen Testaments 27; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 2002); Carsten Claussen, “Meeting, Community, Synagogue — Different Frameworks of
Ancient Jewish Congregations in the Diaspora,” in The Ancient Synagogue From its Origins until 200 C.E.
(ed. Birger Olsson, and Magnus Zetterholm; Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell, 2003), 144-167; Richard A.
Horsley, Galilee: History, Politics, People (Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1995), 222-237, cf.
Richard A. Horsley, Archaeology, History, and Society in Galilee: The Social Context of Jesus and the
Rabbis (Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1996),131-153.

5" For example, Richard E. Oster, “Supposed Anachronism in Luke-Acts’ Use of SZYNAT'QI'H,” NTS 39
(1993): 178-208; Kenneth Atkinson, “On Further Defining the First-Century Synagogue: Fact or Fiction? A
Rejoinder to H.C. Kee,” NTS 43 (1997): 491-502; John S. Kloppenborg Verbin, “Dating Theodotos (C1J Il
1404),” JJS 51, no. 2 (2000): 243-280; Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 92-111; Lee I. Levine, “The First-
Century Synagogue: Critical Reassessments and Assessments of the Critical,” in Religion and Society in
Roman Palestine: Old Questions, New Approaches (ed. Douglas R. Edwards; New York: Routledge, 2004),

18



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

that Kee’s proposal is not supported by the evidence from the Second-Temple period.
This debate had the effect of delaying the application of synagogue data to the quest for
the historical Jesus due to the controversy and confusion that it created around Second-
Temple period synagogues.

The third and final phase is directly related to the significant advances in
synagogue studies that occurred around the turn of the millennium and beyond. In this
present phase, scholars have begun to recognize the potential for the recent advances in
synagogue studies to contribute to research on the historical Jesus. However, only a
handful of works effectively utilizing these insights have been published. Jonathan
Bernier has produced a monograph which challenges Martyn’s two-level reading of the
aposynagogos passages, partly on the basis of current synagogue research.®® Graham
Twelftree has published an article on “Jesus and the Synagogue” in the Handbook for the
Study of the Historical Jesus which details some recent developments in synagogue
research and employs a redaction-critical approach to the issue of the authenticity of the
synagogue passages in the Gospels.>® Runesson has also briefly considered the issue of
the relationship of the historical Jesus to the synagogue in an article titled, “The Gospels,

the Historical Jesus, and Jewish Society: The Importance of the Synagogue for

70-102; E.P. Sanders, Jewish Law From Jesus to the Mishnah: Five Studies (London: SCM Press, 1990),
341-343; Rainer Riesner, “Synagogues in Jerusalem,” in The Book of Acts in its Palestinian Setting (ed.
Richard Bauckham; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 179-210; P.W. van der Horst, “Was the Synagogue a
Place of Sabbath Worship Before 70 C.E.?” in Jews, Christians, and Polytheists: Cultural Interaction
during the Greco-Roman Period, (ed. Steven Fine; London: Routledge, 1999), 18-43; Runesson, Origins,
149-152.

%8 Bernier, Aposynagogos, passim.

% Twelftree, “Jesus and the Synagogue,” 4:3105-3134.
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Understanding the New Testament.”®® Although his treatment of the historical Jesus is
very short (comprising less than ten pages), he raises some interesting preliminary
questions and issues that are worth pursuing.

1.5 Conclusion: Charting a Path

The present study is located at the intersection of synagogue studies and historical Jesus
research, and as such, our path is partially laid out for us by the current state of affairs and
recent developments in both of these fields. The study is divided into three parts. Part |
will discuss historical method, philosophy, and hermeneutics. In Part 11, 1 will examine
the Second-Temple synagogue in light of recent scholarship and archaeological
discoveries, and will produce a basic portrait of its roles and functions within Jewish
society in the Land. This will lead into Part 111, which will be concerned directly with the
historical Jesus. It is in Part 111 that | will examine and address the primary research
questions of this project, and present a historical reconstruction of the role of the
synagogue in the aims of Jesus.

Part | consists of Chapters 2 and 3. In Chapter 2, | will outline the foundations of a
historical method and approach based primarily on the thought of R. G. Collingwood, in
dialogue with other thinkers in historiography and the philosophy of history. This will be
followed in Chapter 3 by a discussion of hermeneutics and an epistemology of history,
rooted in the Lonerganian tradition. Chapter 3 will also address the issues of historical

judgment and the viability of a critical-realist, Collingwoodian historiography in light of

80 Anders Runesson, “The Historical Jesus, the Gospels, and First-Century Jewish Society: The Importance
of the Synagogue for Understanding the New Testament,” in A City Set on a Hill: Festschrift in Honour of
James F. Strange (ed. Daniel Warner; Fayettevilla: Borderstone Press, 2014), 265-297 (287-292).
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the post-modern critique of history. The historiography and hermeneutics that will be
presented in these two chapters will be employed throughout this work. Due to the current
state of the field of historical Jesus research with regard to method, the discussion of
historiography, philosophy, and hermeneutics in this section is necessary, and will be
foundational for the investigation to follow.

Part Il, comprised of Chapters 4 to 6, presents a portrait of the Second-Temple
public synagogue in light of the findings and advancements of contemporary synagogue
studies. Chapter 4 will discuss and examine evidence concerning the definition of the
“synagogue” in recent scholarship. This will entail a discussion of current research on the
origins of the synagogue. This will dovetail into Chapter 5, in which | will examine the
evidence pertaining to the synagogue as Jesus knew it, in order to produce an overview
and reconstruction of public synagogues in the Land of Israel during the late Second-
Temple period. Specifically, | will discuss early public synagogues functions, officials
and attendees, as well as architecture within the socio-political setting of Jewish towns
and villages. Chapter 6 will then review the impact of scholarly reconstructions of “the
synagogue” on the study of Jesus and the Gospels, with particular emphasis on work
written since the 1990s. Here, the findings of the previous chapters in Parts I and Il will
be brought to bear in order to review and critique past scholarship, both on a
historiographical basis and on the basis of current advances in synagogue research. This
review of past scholarship depends heavily on the methodological discussion in Chapters
2 and 3, and on the reconstruction of early public synagogues in Chapters 4 and 5, which

is why it cannot be addressed until Chapter 6.
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Once this has been accomplished, we will turn to the Gospel data and the
historical Jesus in Part 111, made up of Chapters 7 through 11. Chapter 7 will examine the
synagogue summary statements (Mark 1:38; Matt 4:23; Luke 4:14-15, 43-44; John
18:20). In so doing, | will set out to determine the role of the synagogue in the aims of
Jesus and to contextualize the activities of Jesus’ program in light of the reconstruction of
the public synagogue presented in Chapters 4 and 5. | will argue that the synagogue was
intrinsic rather than incidental to the aims of Jesus, and that it was both the vehicle and
the means by which he intended to bring the Kingdom of God as he conceived of it into
existence. The work in this chapter will present the basic hypothesis of the project, which
will be evaluated in light of the evidence discussed in the chapters to follow.

Chapters 8 through 11 will investigate specific narratives in the Gospels involving
synagogues. Chapter 8 will examine Jesus’ reading from the scroll of Isaiah in the
synagogue at Nazareth (Luke 4:16-30 and parallels). Chapter 9 will discuss the role
played by healings and exorcisms in Jesus’ synagogue program and will specifically
examine three miracle narratives set in synagogue contexts: Mark 1:21-28/Luke 4:31-37,
Luke 13:10-17, and Mark 3:1-6/Matt 12:9-14/Luke 6:6-11. Chapter 10 will investigate
and interpret Jesus’ teaching in the synagogue at Capernaum in John 6:25-71. Chapter 11
will briefly explore Jesus’ aims regarding Jerusalem and its temple in light of recent
research on the relationship between the synagogue and temple. Consideration will be
given to John 18:20 and to the Johannine aposynagaogos passages there. The investigation

will be brought to a close in Chapter 12, which will present the conclusions of the study.
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Mark 1:38-39

Matthew 4:23-25

Luke 4:14-15; 43-44

John 18:20

He answered, ‘Let us go
on to the neighbouring
towns, so that | may
proclaim the message
there also; for that is
what | came out to

do.” And he went
throughout Galilee,
proclaiming the
message in their
synagogues and casting
out demons.

Jesus went
throughout Galilee,
teaching in their
synagogues and
proclaiming the
good news of the
kingdom and curing
every disease and
every sickness
among the

people. So his fame
spread throughout all
Syria, and they
brought to him all
the sick, those who
were afflicted with
various diseases and
pains, demoniacs,
epileptics, and
paralytics, and he
cured them.

Then Jesus, filled
with the power of
the Spirit, returned
to Galilee, and a
report about him
spread through all
the surrounding
country. He began to
teach in their
synagogues and was
praised by everyone
(vv. 14-15).

But he said to them,

‘I must proclaim the

good news of the
kingdom of God to

the other cities also;
for I was sent for this
purpose.’ So he
continued
proclaiming the
message in the
synagogues of
Judea (vv. 43-44).

Jesus answered, ‘I
have spoken openly
to the world; I have
always taught in
synagogues and in
the temple, where all
the Jews come
together. I have said
nothing in secret.

Fig 1.1: Comparison of the synagogue summary passages in the four canonical Gospels.
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CHAPTER 2: Outlining the Practice of History: A Historiographical Approach to
Jesus

2.1 Introduction
The primary aim of this chapter it is to outline the philosophy and method which will be

employed throughout the rest of this work. I will also review the current trends and
developments in historical Jesus research briefly touched upon in Chapter 1 in more
depth. This will help to further situate what I am proposing within the ongoing
methodological discussion in the mainstream of the field.

The method proposed below is primarily inspired by the thought of R. G.
Collingwood and Bernard Lonergan. Collingwood provides a historiographical
foundation, while Lonergan contributes a hermeneutic and grounded epistemology, both
of which are necessary for historical investigation. Collingwood’s seminal thought on the
nature and practice of history, primarily contained in his posthumously published work,
The Idea of History,®! has the potential to form the basis of a sound procedure for
historical Jesus research. Unlike many other notable theoretical works of the twenty and
twenty-first centuries, Collingwood’s work is concerned not only with the nature of
history, but also with the infrastructure of history,5 the ‘nuts and bolts’ of method and
procedure. The emphasis of his historiographical thought on evidence, interpretation,
imagination, and questioning provides some initial orientation for navigating through the

darkness of history.®

81 Collingwood, The Idea of History.

62 On the “superstructure” and “infrastructure” of history, see Leon J. Goldstein, Historical Knowing
(Austin: University of Texas, 1976), 141. On Collingwood and the infrastructure of history, see Jan van der
Dussen, History as a Science: The Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood (Dordrecht and Heidelberg: Springer,
2012), ix.

83 We will return to this point in Chapter 3, when we discuss the postmodern turn to the subject.
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Chapter 3 will introduce certain aspects of Lonergan’s work that can further build
upon Collingwood’s insights, and which may function as a corrective to certain elements
of his understanding of history that | consider problematic. The end result will be a
procedure that is distilled from Collingwood’s philosophy of history resituated within a
Lonerganian critical-realist epistemological framework. Ben F. Meyer once remarked that
Collingwood himself never did provide a satisfactory theory of knowledge, and thus,
Lonergan offers “the most trenchant contemporary follow-up on Collingwood.”®* In other
words, Lonergan’s cognitional theory offers an epistemological corrective and update of
Collingwood’s insights into the nature and practice of history.

Although Collingwood is among the most influential figures in the philosophy of
history and historiography, the effects of his contributions, methodological foundations,
and insights into the nature of history itself have not yet been properly incorporated into
historical Jesus research. This is not to say that Collingwood has never been cited or
utilized in our field. % However, as Ben Meyer has put the matter, “Many cite
Collingwood but few follow him in the effort to free history from irrelevant baggage.”%®

Due to early misapprehension and misrepresentation of his thought in combination

with the emergence of the criteria of authenticity as a methodological standard in the mid-

8 Meyer, Critical Realism, 150.

% There are indeed occasional references to Collingwood in scholarship on the historical Jesus. Some recent
examples of works that cite Collingwood in various capacities include Robert L. Webb, “The Historical
Enterprise and Historical Jesus Research,” in Key Events in the Life of the Historical Jesus (ed. Darrell L.
Bock and Robert L. Webb; WUNT 247; Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 9-93; Bernier, Aposynagagos;
Jens Schroter, “The Criteria of Authenticity in Jesus Research and Historiographical Method,” in Jesus,
Criteria, and the Demise of Authenticity (ed. Christ Keith and Anthony Le Donne; London and New York:
T&T Clark International, 2012), 49-70; Le Donne, Historiographical Jesus.

% Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament, 148.
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twentieth century, crucial dimensions of Collingwood’s contributions to historical method
have been passed over by the historical Jesus enterprise. Incorporating Collingwood’s
thought at this juncture may serve to fill the need for a robust historical procedure, and
will also serve as a corrective for some of the problems that have arisen in the discipline.
Simply put, a Collingwoodian historiography is incompatible with the quest for the
“authentic” Jesus. The methodological insights presented in The Idea of History can only
properly be applied in a post-scissors-and-paste historiographical landscape.®” Given that,
as our discussion below will indicate, this is where historical Jesus studies appear to be
headed, the methodological dimensions of The Idea of History now have much to offer
the discipline. It is only once we have broken out of the scissors-and-paste paradigm that
Collingwood’s vision of the historian’s task can be truly appreciated.

Rather than being superseded by postmodernism, Collingwood anticipates the
postmodern turn towards the subject,% and offers the historiographical and theoretical
resources to incorporate the insights of postmodernism and move on from it.%° In other
words, Collingwood offers a way to span the gap between subject and object in history.

For this reason, Collingwood’s work has a place in the aftermath of the postmodern turn

57 As we will see in section 2.4 below, Collingwood is harshly critical of a “scissors-and-paste” approach to
history, which is history constructed by excerpting and combining the testimonies of different authorities.
8 Cf. van der Dussen, History as a Science, ix. See also Hayden White’s favourable treatment of
Collingwood in Hayden White, Tropics of Discourse: Essays in Cultural Criticism (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins, 1978), 59-62.

8 For a summary of the postmodern critique of history, see F.R. Ankersmit, “Historiography and
Postmodernism,” History and Theory 28, no. 2 (1989): 137-153. For reactions to the postmodern critique in
New Testament studies see, e.g., Pieter F. Craffert, “Multiple Realities and Historiography: Rethinking
Historical Jesus Research,” in The New Testament Interpreted: Essays in Honor of Bernard C. Lategan (ed.
Cilliers Breytenbach, Johan C. Thom, and Jeremy Punt; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2007), 87-116; Beth M.
Sheppard, The Craft of History and the Study of the New Testament, (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2012), 164-169.
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to the subject. Both Collingwoodian idealism and Lonerganian critical realism have the
awareness and resources necessary to help bridge the gap between subjectivity and
objectivity. This is a great strength of both traditions, and leaves both Collingwood and
Lonergan largely unphased by the postmodern turn towards the subject in history without
a need to retreat into empiricism.”® We will discuss these issues further in Chapter 3. For
now, it is sufficient to note that the advent of postmodernism has not rendered these
thinkers obsolete.

To the contrary, The Idea of History has continued to generate conversation and
secondary scholarship throughout the mid- to late twentieth century up to today, as a
cursory glance through the bibliography of the recently published Collingwood research
companion will confirm.” In fact, according to Marnie Hughes-Warrington, “Present-day
Collingwood scholars are only just beginning to chart and understand this extraordinarily
9572

wide vision of history.

2.2 Where We Stand: The Criteria of Authenticity and Social Memory Theory in
Current Research

Since the turn of the millennium, the study of the historical Jesus has seen significant
advancements and developments. Some of the most notable of these advancements

include the recovery and understanding of the Fourth Gospel as a source for the historical

0 Compare, for example, E. H. Carr, What is History? (2" ed.; ed. R. W. Davies; Harmondsworth and New
York: Penguin, 1987[1961]); Geoffrey R. Elton, The Practice of History (2" ed.; Oxford: Blackwell,
2001[1967]); and more recently, perhaps also Richard J. Evans, In Defense of History (new ed.; London:
Granta, 2001[1997]).

1 James Connelly, Peter Johnson and Stephen Leach, R. G. Collingwood: A Research Companion,
(London: Bloomsbury, 2014).

2 Marnie Hughes-Warrington, Fifty Key Thinkers on History (2" ed.; Oxon: Routledge, 2008), 43.
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Jesus,” as well as the increasing role played by archaeological evidence.” These same
years have also seen the rise of the use of social memory theory in historical Jesus
research as well as the decline of the traditional criteria-based approach. While there had
been a number of objections to the criteria approach in earlier decades,” dissatisfaction

with the criteria and recognition of their limitations has now come to a head,’® and there

73 The proceedings and findings of the “John, Jesus, and History” section of the Society of Biblical
Literature have been both influential and exemplary in this regard. This section has thus far produced three
publications: Paul N. Anderson, Felix Just, and Tom Thatcher, eds., Critical Appraisals of Critical Views,
vol. 1 of John, Jesus, and History, (SBL Symposium Series 44; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2007); Paul N. Anderson, Felix Just, and Tom Thatcher, eds., Aspects of Historicity in the Fourth Gospel,
vol. 2 of John, Jesus, and History (Atlanta : Society of Biblical Literature, 2009); and Paul N. Anderson,
Felix Just, and Tom Thatcher, eds., Glimpses of Jesus Through the Johannine Lens, vol. 3 of John Jesus
and History (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2016). Some examples of other important publications
concerning the use, applicability, and recovery of the Fourth Gospel as a source for the historical Jesus
include Craig L. Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of John’s Gospel.: Issues and Commentary (Downers
Grove; InterVarsity Press, 2001); Paul N. Anderson, The Fourth Gospel and the Quest for Jesus: Modern
Foundations Reconsidered (London and New York: Continuum, 2007); Tom Thatcher, Why John Wrote a
Gospel: Jesus — Memory — History (Louisville: John Knox Press, 2006); Bernier, Aposynagogos; Dwight
Moody Smith, “Redaction Criticism, Genre, Narrative Criticism, and the Historical Jesus in the Gospel of
John,” in Jesus Research: New Methodologies and Perceptions, vol. 2 of Jesus Research (ed. James H.
Charlesworth, with Brian Rhea and Petr Pokorny; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2014), 624-
633; Horsley and Thatcher, John Jesus, & the Renewal of Israel.

4 For examples, see James H. Charlesworth, ed., Jesus and Archaeology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 2006); Jonathan L. Reed, Archaeology and the Galilean Jesus: A Re-Examination of the
Evidence (Harrisburg: Trinity International Press, 2000); Craig A. Evans, Jesus and His World: The
Archaeological Evidence (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2012); James H. Charlesworth, ed.,
Jesus and Temple: Textual and Archaeological Explorations (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2014); Sean
Freyne, The Jesus Movement and Its Expansion: Meaing and Mission (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 2014); Roland Deines, “Galilee and the Historical Jesus in Recent Research,” in Galilee in the Late
Second Temple and Mishnaic Periods: Life, Culture, and Society (vol. 1; ed. David A. Fiensy and James
Riley Strange; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2014), 11-48; as well as the methodological essays in “Section
2: Archaeology and Topography: Perceiving Jesus in His World,” of James H. Charlesworth, ed., with
Brian Rhea and Petr Pokorny, Jesus Research: New Methodologies and Perceptions (vol. 2; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2014), 103-197.

5 As mentioned above in Chapter 1. For an overview of early objections or proposed modifications to the
criteria approach, see Donald L. Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics in Jesus Studies: An
Examination of the Work of John Dominic Crossan and Ben F. Meyer (JSNTSup 262; London and New
York: T&T Clark, 2004), 195-208.

6 Some recent examples include Stanley E. Porter, “How Do We Know What We Think We Know?
Methodological Reflections on Jesus Research,” in Jesus Research: New Methodologies and Perceptions
(vol. 2; ed. James H. Charlesworth, with Brian Rhea and Petr Pokorny; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 2014), 82-99; Freyne, The Jesus Movement; Freyne, Jesus, A Jewish Galilean: A New Reading of the
Jesus Story; Bernier, Aposynagagos; Horsley and Thatcher, John, Jesus & the Renewal of Israel. The work
of Annette Merz and Gerd Theissen concerning dissimilarity and plausibility also merits mention here, e.g.,
in Theissen and Merz, The Historical Jesus, cf. also Dagmar Winter, “Saving the Quest for Authenticity
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is a pressing need for more robust foundations.

The publication of the essays collected in Jesus, Criteria, and the Demise of
Authenticity has been a key indication that the tide has been turning against the criteria
approach.’” The rationale for such a claim lies in the concerted challenge to the criteria
and to the search for authenticity that the contributors represent, which is indicative of a
growing state of dissatisfaction with the criteria approach in the discipline as a whole.
While the contributors differ in opinion as to whether the criteria should be abandoned or
reformed, all of them express general discontent with the criteria approach in one way or
another.”® The critiques of the criteria approach present real and crucial issues, all of
which raise questions about its methodological viability. As will be seen below, I also
have some reservations about and objections to the criteria approach of my own.

The contributions to Demise of Authenticity provide a good starting point for
understanding the problems that the criteria approach faces. However, while it does a
good job of identifying problems, it does little in the way of providing solutions.
Nevertheless, in the conclusion, Chris Keith briefly details an approach to the historical
Jesus based upon the findings of social memory theory.”® This “memory approach” is

described in more detail elsewhere in his work.8® With the memory approach, Keith has

from the Criterion of Dissimilarity: History and Plausibility,” in Jesus, Criteria, and the Demise of
Authenticity, (ed. Chris Keith and Anthony Le Donne; London and New York: T&T Clark International,
2012), 115-31.

7 Keith and Le Donne, eds., Demise of Authenticity.

78 For example, compare the opinion of Chris Keith, “The Indebtedness of the Criteria Approach to Form
Criticism and Recent Attempts to Rehabilitate the Search for an Authentic Jesus,” in Jesus, Criteria, and
the Demise of Authenticity, (ed. Chris Keith and Anthony Le Donne; London and New York: T&T Clark
International, 2012), 25-48, with that of Winter, “Saving the Quest.”

79 Chris Keith, “Concluding Remarks,” in Jesus, Criteria, and the Demise of Authenticity, (ed. Chris Keith
and Anthony Le Donne; London and New York: T&T Clark International, 2012), 200-205.

80 See esp. Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 27-70; and Keith, Against the Scribal Elite, 67-84.
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identified an emerging trend in historical Jesus research, which he considers to have the
potential to provide a way forward in a post-criteria landscape.

The core principle of the “memory approach” is the application of social memory
theory to the gospel data,®! and especially the recognition of the character of Jesus
traditions as collective memory.®? Contrary to appearances, remembering is not done in
isolation. All memory is social. As Maurice Halbwachs, the progenitor of social memory
theory, has maintained, “the mind reconstructs its memories under the pressures of
society.”® Individual memory is a part or aspect of group memory, “since each
impression and each fact, even if it apparently concerns a particular person exclusively,
leaves a lasting memory only to the extent that one has thought it over — to the extent that
it is connected with the thoughts that come to us from the social milieu.”® Understanding
the processes of humans remembering, how the social milieu impacts individual
remembering, and how communities commemorate,® is of interest to history. This is
because it helps historians to understand the nature of the surviving traces of the past that

are used as evidence in the historical endeavour.2®

81 For a good introduction to social memory theory and to the Jesus tradition as social memory, see Alan
Kirk, “Social and Cultural Memory,” in Memory, Tradition, and Text: Uses of the Past in Early Christianity
(Semeia 52; ed. Alan Kirk and Tom Thatcher; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2005), 1-24, and Alan
Kirk and Tom Thatcher, “Jesus Tradition as Social Memory,” in Memory, Tradition, and Text: Uses of the
Past in Early Christianity (Semeia 52; ed. Alan Kirk and Tom Thatcher; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2005), 25-42.

82 The now classic work of Maurice Halbwachs has been influential in this endeavour. See, e.g., Maurice
Halbwachs, On Collective Memory (trans. Lewis A. Coser; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992),
esp. 35-189.

8 Halbwachs, Collective Memory, 51.

8 Halbwachs, Collective Memory, 53.

8 Cf. Le Donne, Historiographical Jesus, 60

8 Social memory theory has been utilized in various forms for historiographical purposes by a number of
historians. A few notable examples include Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de
Mémoire,” Representations 26 (1989): 7-24; Pierre Nora, Realms of Memory: Rethinking the French Past
(trans. Arthur Goldhammer; New York: Columbia University Press, 1996); Yael Zerubavel, Recovered
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A central tenet of the memory approach is the notion that the past is remembered
and thus interpreted in light of the present in commemorative activities.®” The result is
that, as Keith writes, “there is no memory, no preserved past, and no access to it, without
interpretation.” While the criteria approach attempts to separate authentic traditions
from the interpretations around them, the “memory approach” recognizes that this cannot
be done, since there are no un-interpreted traditions to separate.®® This is not to say that
the past is inaccessible, or eclipsed by the present.%® Although the past is anchored in the
present, the present is nevertheless “constituted by the past.”®! The past is indeed
remembered, though not without interpretation. However, scholars should not simply
discard the interpretations, since it is through the interpretations of the past that
connections to the actual past are preserved.®? Thus, Le Donne posits that “matters of
emphasis, perspective, and interpretation are the very basis for memory’s existence.”%
According to the “memory approach,” the historian’s task is to explain the existence of

the memories of Jesus in the Gospels, by accounting for the interpretations in the Gospels

Roots: Collective Memory and the Making of Israeli National Tradition (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1995); Barry Schwartz, Abraham Lincoln and the Forge of National Memory (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2000); Barry Schwartz., Abraham Lincoln in the Post-Heroic Era: History and Memory in
Late Twentieth-Century America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008); Jan Assman, Religion and
Cultural Memory (trans. Rodney Livingstone; Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006).

87 Cf., e.g., Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 54ff.; Kirk, “Social and Cultural Memory,” 20ff.; Le Donne,
Historiographical Jesus, 42; Dale C. Allison, Constructing Jesus: Memory, Imagination, and History
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2010), 4.

8 Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 61.

8 Cf. Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 61.

% This is essentially the position described as “continuitism.” A good summary and defence of this position
can be found in Anthony Le Donne, “The Problem of Selectivity in Memory Research: A Response to Zeba
Crook,” JSHJ 11 (2013): 77-97.

% Schwartz, Forge of National Memory, 302.

92 Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 65; Alan Kirk, “Memory,” in Jesus in Memory: Traditions in Oral and Scribal
Perspectives (ed. Werner H. Kelber and Samuel Byrskog; Waco: Baylor University Press, 2009), 155-172
(169).

% Le Donne, Historiographical Jesus, 51.
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rather than by dismissing them.%* This task runs contrary to traditional methods for
studying the historical Jesus, which make use of the criteria and redaction criticism in
order to free authentic traditions from the redactional frameworks in which they are
embedded.*®

There are now a considerable number of scholars who are incorporating the
insights of social memory theory into their work on Jesus and the Gospels.?® Of course,
not all of these scholars employ social memory theory in the same manner, nor do they
necessarily all agree about how much of the “present” is represented in the traditions
preserved in the Gospels. Nevertheless, Keith’s “memory approach” identifies and
highlights some of the common threads and underlying foundations of this trend in
current research. It is important, however, to distinguish the proponents of the “memory
approach” from those scholars who utilize social memory theory to establish the historical

reliability of the Gospel traditions, since these are two distinct approaches.®’

% Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 66.

% For a classic description of this traditional method, see Perrin, What Is Redaction Criticism?, 68-74.

% Some examples include Allison, Constructing Jesus; Samuel Byrskog, “A New Quest for the Sitz im
Leben: Social Memory, the Jesus Tradition, and the Gospel of Matthew,” NTS 52 (2006): 319-336; Dennis
C. Duling, “Social Memory and Biblical Studies: Theory, Method, and Application,” BTB 36, no. (2006):
2-3; Zeba Crook, “Collective Memory Distortion and the Quest for the Historical Jesus,” JSHJ 11, no. 1
(2013): 53-76; Werner H. Kelber, “The Generative Force of Memory: Early Christian Traditions as
Processes of Remembering,” BTB 36, no. (2006): 15-22; Werner H. Kelber and Samuel Byrskog, eds.,
Traditions in Oral and Scribal Perspectives (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2009); Kirk, “Social and
Cultural Memory”; Kirk, “Memory”’; Kirk and Thatcher, “Jesus Tradition as Social Memory”’; Le Donne,
The Historiographical Jesus; Rafael Rodriguez, Structuring Early Christian Memory: Jesus in Tradition,
Performance, and Text, (LNTS 407; London and New York: T&T Clark International, 2010); Jens
Schréter, From Jesus to the New Testament: Early Christian Theology and the Origin of the New Testament
Canon (trans. Wayne Coppins; Waco: Baylor University Press, 2013); Jens Schroter, “The Criteria of
Authenticity in Jesus Research and Historiographical Method,”; Thatcher, Why John Wrote a Gospel.

97 Especially Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2006); and Robert K. Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and the Synoptic Gospels
(RBS 59; Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2012). This approach has attracted criticisms, e.g., Judith C.S. Redman,
“How Accurate are Eyewitnesses? Bauckham and the Eyewitnesses in Light of Psychological Research,” JBL
129 (2010): 177-97; Paul Foster, “Memory, Orality, and the Fourth Gospel: Three Dead-Ends in Historical
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Social memory theory has brought some valuable insights to the study of the
historical Jesus. Nevertheless, the “memory approach” is not a method, nor does it
provide the historian with a clear path for moulding the raw data into history. The
historian’s craft does not consist solely of recognizing and understanding elements of the
present in the past. Keith has rightly avoided calling this procedure a “method,”
preferring the more modest term “approach.” In his own words, “no formal method has
replaced the criteria approach. Recent post-criteria Jesus research has, however, exhibited
a shared set of assumptions that I and others have referred to as the ‘Jesus-memory
approach’ or simply ‘memory approach’ in light of the prominent role of social memory
theory.”® This caution is judicious. The “memory approach” may provide some initial
orientation as a way to understand the data and in what way it might be used as evidence
for the historian’s investigation.

A well-defined historiographical procedure or philosophy of history is still
lacking. Although memory research has provided a useful tool for historical investigation,
historical reconstruction is not achieved through the recognition of the interpretive
imprint of the present on memories of the past (called “distortion”), but by asking

historical questions of the data provided by those memories and other sources, whether

Jesus Research,” JSHJ 10, no. 3, 2012: 191-227; Crook, “Collective Memory Distortion”; John S.
Kloppenborg, “Memory, Performance, and the Sayings of Jesus,” JSHJ 10 (2012): 97-132. See also the
response to Crook by Anthony Le Donne, “The Problem of Selectivity”, and Crook’s reply, Zeba A. Crook,
“Gratitude and Comments to Anthony Le Donne,” JSHJ 1 (2013): 98-105. A response to Foster can be
found in Stanley E. Porter and Hughson T. Ong, “Memory, Orality, and the Fourth Gospel: A Response to
Paul Foster with Further Comments for Future Discussion,” JSHJ 12 (2014): 143-164, replied to in Paul
Foster, “Memory, Orality, and the Fourth Gospel: An Ongoing Conversation with Stan Porter and Hughson
T. Ong,” JSHJ 12 (2014): 165-183.

% Chris Keith, Scribal Elite, 81.
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literary or material, interpreting the data, applying that data as evidence, inferring
historical knowledge from it, and connecting the evidence by means of the historical
imagination.

2.3 Addressing Some Problems and Misconceptions: The Doctrine of Re-Enactment,
Idealism, and the Role of Testimony in History

Collingwood is notoriously difficult to understand, and is prone to being misconstrued.%
Further complicating the matter is the fact that his seminal work in the philosophy of
history, The Idea of History (IH), was compiled and published posthumously, with the
definitive revised and expanded edition being published almost half a century later in
1993.1% A great deal of the misunderstanding is related to the controversial doctrine of
re-enactment. It is best to address this matter straightaway in order to alleviate confusion.
One of Collingwood’s more important contributions to the theory of history and to
the practice of history is his distinction between the inside and the outside of historical
events.! By the “outside” of the event, Collingwood essentially means the physical
dimension of the event, including bodies, the movement of bodies, geography, etc. The
“inside” of the event is that which “can only be described in terms of thought,” that is, the

thought of the historical actors.'%? The two are sides of the same coin, and Collingwood

9 Awareness of this issue is frequently reflected in the secondary literature. See, e.g., Peter Johnson,
Collingwood’s The Idea of History, Xiii; van der Dussen, History as a Science, 283; William H. Dray,
History as Re-Enactment: R. G. Collingwood’s Idea of History (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 5; Louis
O. Mink, Mind, History, and Dialectic: The Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood (Middletown: Wesleyan
University Press, 1969), 158-160. I have dealt with some of the misunderstandings of Collingwood’s
thought by New Testament scholars in further depth elsewhere, in Jordan J. Ryan, “Jesus at the Crossroads
of Inference and Imagination: The Relevance of R. G. Collingwood’s Philosophy of History for Current
Methodological Discussions in Historical Jesus Research,” JSHJ 13, no. 1 (2015): 66-89.

10 R, G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (ed. T.M. Knox; 1% ed.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1946); R. G.
Collingwood, The Idea of History, (ed. Jan van der Dussen; rev. and enl. ed.; Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1993). Unless otherwise stated, all further references will be made to the revised and enlarged edition.

101 Collingwood, Idea of History, 213. This concept will be further discussed in the next chapter.

102 Collingwood, Idea of History, 213.
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rightly maintains that history is concerned with both the outside and the inside of event.%
Although this is in itself not particularly controversial, Collingwood also states that the
historian discerns the thoughts that are the object of historical inquiry only by “re-
thinking them in his own mind.”'** Thus, he maintains that the historian “must re-enact
the past in his own mind.”'% This might be considered reasonable so far as the outside of
an event is concerned, but the re-thinking of the thought of historical actors is an
intuitively eccentric proposition.

Even if we grant that the thoughts of a historical actor exist to be rethought by a
historian in the present, one of the most serious problems with the doctrine of re-
enactment remains. It is questionable to suppose that one can actually rethink the thoughts
of another without having access to the direct experience of their historical context,
including all of the specific individual experiences that shaped their thoughts. This is at
the core of David Hackett Fischer’s objection that re-enactment requires the historian to
actually be the person whose thoughts they are re-enacting, which is impossible.1%

Despite the peculiarity of this particular idea, there is no need to reject or
disregard Collingwood entirely on this basis alone. There are two reasons for this. First, it

must be recognized that re-enactment is not actually a methodological matter or tool, but

103 Collingwood, Idea of History, 214.

104 Collingwood, Idea of History, 215.

105 Collingwood, Idea of History, 282.

106 Although he mistakenly conceives of it as a method, Fischer otherwise presents a reasonable objection to
the re-enactment of past thought in David Hackett Fischer, Historians’ Fallacies: Toward a Logic of
History (New York: Harper & Row, 1970), 196-197. He writes, “To require a historian to rethink Brutus’
thought before he killed Caesar is to require him to become Brutus. And this he cannot do, any more than
Disko Troop (of Rudyard Kipling’s Captains Courageous) could convert himself into a twenty-pound cod.
For Brutus did not merely think different things than Collingwood thought — he thought them differently...
some thought which interests historians cannot be separated from feeling, or from thinking structures which
exist within limits of space and time.”
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an epistemological doctrine pertaining to Collingwood’s understanding of history itself.
Second, Collingwood’s genuinely methodological insights, which will be discussed
below, can be applied independently of this doctrine and still hold their validity if re-
enactment is removed. A cursory survey of the secondary literature reveals a serious
concern amongst Collingwood’s later interpreters to clarify that the doctrine of re-
enactment is not methodological and that it is a critical mistake to treat it as such.'%’ The
doctrine of re-enactment in Collingwood’s thought is best understood not as a “method”
but as a “condition” for history,%® or more simply, as a description of what historical
knowledge entails.

Collingwood was essentially a philosophical idealist, and he developed his
philosophy of history in opposition to the prevailing realism of his day. This sort of
realism is basically identical to what Lonergan calls “naive” realism, 1% which is to be
distinguished from his own “critical” realism. The doctrine of re-enactment is essential to
the anti-realist aspect of Collingwood’s understanding of the nature of history. Johnson

calls it a “load-bearing doctrine,” and once it is removed “you are left with history as

197 For example, Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, 54; van der Dussen, History as a Science,
263; Alan Donagan, “The Verification of Historical Theses,” Philosophical Quarterly 6 (1956): 193-208
(207). The exhaustive review and evaluation of the history of interpretation of the doctrine of re-enactment
in van der Dussen, History as a Science, 85-96 is highly recommended. Although some early interpreters
tended to view re-enactment as a method, the view that it is a doctrine or condition for history has stood the
test of time and won out.

108 Cf. Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, 54; William H. Dray., “R. G. Collingwood and the
Acquaintance Theory of Knowledge,” Revue Internationale de Philosophie 11 (1957): 420-432 (432);
Dray, History as Re-Enactment, 59; Donagan, “Verification of Historical Theses,” 206-207; Robert G.
Shoemaker, “Inference and Intuition in Collingwood’s Philosophy of History,” The Monist 53 (1969): 100-
115 (112-113). Similarly, van der Dussen, History as a Science, 292-294, though van der Dussen notes the
doctrine’s relevance for method, despite not being a method in itself.

109 E.g., Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007), 263-264.
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realism understands it.”1!° It thereby comes as no surprise that Lonergan omits it from his
own account of history in Method in Theology, which is heavily influenced by
Collingwood.!!! In speaking of Collingwood’s “Copernican revolution” in historical
inquiry, Lonergan says, “unfortunately it is contained in an idealist context. But by
introducing a satisfactory theory of objectivity and of judgment, the idealism can be
removed without dropping the substance of what Collingwood taught about the historical
imagination, historical evidence, and the logic of question and answer.”!2

Lonergan, and Ben Meyer after him,**® were thus able to apply certain aspects of
Collingwood’s methodological insights within a critical realist framework. As both
Lonergan and Meyer demonstrate, Collingwood’s methodological insights do not depend
on these other aspects of his thought and require serious consideration by the historian
whether in light or in spite of them. Although | recognize its purpose and place within
Collingwood’s thought, the doctrine of re-enactment need not be retained, since it
overcomplicates matters and entails the acceptance of an essentially idealist
epistemology.!'* Following Lonergan, I propose that the substance of Collingwood’s
methodological approach to history, once it has been distilled from the framework in

which it appears in The Idea of History, can be resituated within a Lonerganian “critical-

realist” epistemology, which leaves no need for the re-enactment of past thought.

110 Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, 54.

111 Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, 175-234.

112 Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, 206, emphasis my own.

113 E.g., Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament, 147ff.

114 Cf. Jasper Hopkins, “Bultmann on Collingwood’s Philosophy of History,” Harvard Theological Review
58, no. 2 (1965): 227-233 (231). According to Hopkins, Collingwood’s methodological statements
concerning evidence “can be held fast, even though his bizarre metaphysical theory about what it means to
recapture a past thought be rejected.”
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Rudolf Bultmann made use of some particular aspects of Collingwood’s thought
in the influential Gifford Lectures (1955), later published as History and Eschatology.!*®
Bultmann’s reading of Collingwood would subsequently come to have a substantial
impact on the New Quest for the historical Jesus.''® However, as several scholars have
since pointed out, Bultmann egregiously misunderstood Collingwood.*” As a result,
Collingwood was put into the service of a historical project and procedure that was
antithetical and contrary to the foundations of his philosophy and historiography. Thus,
Ben Meyer writes that “for years Bultmann and his followers indulged in the habit of
citing Collingwood on history. This is ironic, for virtually nothing of Collingwood’s drive
to free history of alien inhibitions and prohibitions passed into their practice.”®

Curiously, Bultmann concentrated on the problematically idealist aspects of
Collingwood’s philosophy of history, and endorsed Collingwood’s theory of historical re-
enactment as a method.'® Jasper Hopkins points to Bultmann’s interpretation of
Collingwood as holding partial responsibility for the neglect of his work by
theologians.?® Given Bultmann’s towering presence in historical Jesus research, it is

likely that this is the case in our field as well.

Now that the ground-clearing work has been done, we may turn to the

115 Rudolf Bultmann, History and Eschatology: The Presence of Eternity (New York: Harper, 1957), 122-
147.

116 For a summary and critique of the manner in which Collingwood was applied by proponents of the New
Quest, see Paul Merkley, “New Quests for Old: One Historian’s Observations on a Bad Bargain,” Canadian
Journal of Theology 16, no. 3 (1970): 203-218.

17 Hopkins, “Bultmann on Collingwood’s Philosophy of History,” 227-233; Merkley, “New Quests for
Old”; Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament, 148-150; van der Dussen, History as a Science, 82-
83.

118 Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament, 150.

119 Bultmann, History and Eschatology, 130-131.

120 Hopkins, “Bultmann on Collingwood’s Philosophy of History,” e.g., 227.
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methodological insights that will form the basis for the procedure of the present historical
investigation. Throughout this undertaking, it must be kept in mind that The Idea of
History is a posthumous composite work whose concern is to present a philosophy of
history rather than a comprehensive method. As such, it does not systematically lay out a
clear historiographical procedure, nor is that its purpose. Thus, a historical method must
be distilled from its insights. This is the task now set before us.

2.4 The Shortfalls of Scissors-and-Paste

Collingwood’s concept of scissors-and-paste is particularly relevant to the current
discussions in historical Jesus research concerning the criteria of authenticity. Scissors-
and-paste is history constructed by excerpting and combining the testimonies of different
authorities.?! Historical criticism, in Collingwood’s estimation, is nothing more than an
advanced instance of scissors-and-paste. The primary question it is concerned with asking
is: “shall we incorporate this statement in our own narrative or not?”” The methods
developed to this end are intended to answer either affirmatively or negatively.!??
Authentic statements are included in the history, while the inauthentic statements are
discarded. The historian is then left to consider the implications of the statements that
have been included, disregarding that which has been cast aside as inauthentic. This hits
close to home, since this is essentially how the criteria approach operates in historical

Jesus research.1?®

121 Collingwood, Idea of History, 257.

122 Collingwood, Idea of History, 259.

123 The scissors-and-paste character of certain approaches in historical Jesus research has also been noted by
Pieter F. Craffert, The Life of a Galilean Shaman: Jesus in Anthropological-Historical Perspective,
(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2008), 6, 33, 254.
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Scissors-and-paste history is problematic because it creates an inflexible
dichotomy between authentic and inauthentic traditions. We should note here that
Collingwood’s insight in this regard finds confirmation in the challenges presented to the
distinction between authentic/inauthentic by social memory theory. Scissors-and-paste is
primarily interested in asking one particular question of the data, namely, “is this
statement true or false?”2* For Collingwood, the better question is “what does this
mean?”*?® More specifically, this entails asking and answering the questions “what did
the author mean by it?”” and subsequently “what does this mean for my investigation?”

In a murder case, a detective might discover that the statement of an individual
who claims to have committed the crime but was incapable of so doing for one reason or
another is false.!?® This false statement, however, should not simply be discarded — it
raises further questions, requires explanation, and despite being false, may yet be
evidence for the matter at hand. Why might the witness lie about committing the crime?
Perhaps to protect someone else. This knowledge can then be used by the detective to
advance the investigation. So it is also with the historian’s task. Even “inauthentic” data
requires explanation, and by understanding the statement and what light it may shed, one
transforms the statements of one’s sources or authorities into evidence for the question at

hand. It is for this reason that extreme skepticism or minimalism, in which “inauthentic”

124 Collingwood, Idea of History, 261.

125 Collingwood, Idea of History, 275.

126 Cf. Collingwood’s detective story, written to illustrate historical method, in Collingwood, Idea of
History, 266-282. The analogy between the task of the detective, who puts together a picture of the past on
the basis of traces of the past in the present in the form of testimony and material evidence, and the
historian is celebrated and further examined in the collection of essays edited by Robin W. Winks, The
Historian as Detective: Essays on Evidence (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1970).
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traditions are simply discounted from the investigation altogether, must be rejected.!?’
This does not mean that it is not at all worth knowing whether a statement
corresponds to historical reality.1?® Collingwood readily acknowledges that some
statements may need to be rejected.!?® However, a judgment on the correspondence of a
statement to historical reality can really only be made with confidence once a statement is
understood, and even if the judgment is negative, the statement may still be of use in
some way other than in its literal sense. Here, we are again reminded of the example of a
murder case in which a witness is lying, wherein knowledge of the fact that they are lying
and the precise content of the lie may itself be helpful evidence for reconstructing the
past. Moreover, the validity of any judgment will ultimately stand or fall in one way or
another on the basis of its relationship to evidence. This could be, for instance, evidence
indicating a problem with the statement (for example, historical implausibility or
anachronism), or evidence that favours an alternative construction or a dissenting witness.
It is striking how well Collingwood’s critique of scissors-and-paste complements
recent work in historical Jesus research utilizing social memory theory. Since there is no
memory without interpretation,'3® Keith has remarked that even if a tradition about Jesus
is considered false, the proper approach to that tradition is not to ask whether or not Jesus

was misremembered, and to discard it if he was, but rather to ask how Jesus was

127 Hence, Collingwood’s biting dismissal of skepticism, and the hard distinction he makes between the
critic and the skeptic in Idea of History, 252. This point has also been applied by Chris Keith. See Keith,
Jesus’ Literacy, 63-64.

128 Historical judgments of truth and falsehood will be discussed in the next chapter.

129 As is the case with his comparison of the accounts of Suetonius and Tacitus on Nero’s policy and the
evacuation of Britain, in Collingwood, Idea of History, 244-245.

130 Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 61.
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misremembered and “proceed to explain what socio-historical conditions led to the
production of that memory.”*3! This basic notion that data, even traditions that are
suspected to be false, should be explained and understood rather than discarded is both
similar to and confirmatory of Collingwood’s critique of scissors-and-paste.

The key to escaping the trap of scissors-and-paste is the ability to treat data as
evidence for a question or investigation rather than as testimony. | suggest that the
discipline of historical Jesus research needs to abandon the search for “historicity” or
“authenticity.” This does not mean that historical truth should be abandoned. | must stress
once more that this does not mean that we will never need to determine whether
something did or did not happen, or whether a witness is telling the truth. However, as
anyone who has ever read a good detective novel will know, the truth or falsity of a
statement is not always as interesting for the purposes of reconstructing the past as the
very fact that it is made to begin with. Evidence comes in many forms, so the historian’s
task is not to simply sift traditions in order to separate “authentic” from “inauthentic,” but
to understand the data, know what is relevant, and how to apply it as evidence to the
investigation and questions at hand.

2.5 Data and Evidence
History is constructed in relation to evidence. This is the most fundamental aspect of the

historian’s task. Knowledge of the past is not direct, as it is in the empirical sciences, but
inferred, mediated through evidence. Evidence forms the framework upon which the

historical reconstruction hangs, and the truth of a reconstruction is justified by an appeal

181 Keith, Jesus’ Literacy, 64.
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to evidence.'®? However, relevant data cannot simply be gathered and arranged, because
data requires interpretation. Thus, at its most basic level, history is a discipline concerned
with interpretation.!®® E. H. Carr puts the matter well in saying that it is untrue that “the
facts” speak for themselves, since “the facts speak only when the historian calls on
them.”134

What exactly counts as evidence? According to Collingwood, there is a
correlation between a historical question and evidence, and thus, “Anything is evidence
which enables you to answer your question — the question you are asking now.”*3 In
other words, evidence is not something that comes ready-made. All data is potentially
evidence for something. Data becomes actualized as evidence once it is applied to a
historical inquiry, and so what is to be used as evidence becomes clear as the inquiry
progresses.t® Evidence exists within the context of an investigation. In other words,
something can only be evidence when it is contemplated historically.**” Thus,
Collingwood remarks that “you can’t collect your evidence before you begin your
thinking.”'3 The key notion here is that the historical enterprise is not simply about

gathering information independent of an investigation or question. Rather, history

involves the application of data as evidence in an investigation.

132 Cf. Collingwood, Idea of History, 246.

133 Cf. Sheppard, Craft of History, 15-16. On interpretation as the formal task of history, see Collingwood,
Idea of History, 368-370. The importance of interpretation for history is also recognized and discussed by
Johann Gustav Droysen, Outline of the Principles of History (trans. E. Benjamin Andrews; Boston: Ginn &
Company, 1897), 26ff.

134 Carr, What is History?, 11. Carr’s understanding and use of the term “facts” is problematic, but this can
be corrected by replacing what he considers to be “fact” with “evidence.”

135 Collingwood, Idea of History, 281.

136 Cf. Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, T1.

137 Cf. Collingwood, Idea of History, 247.

138 Collingwood, Idea of History, 281.
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Collingwood’s understanding of evidence purposefully encourages the historian to
consider the potential contribution that can be made not only by literary sources, but also
by non-literary sources. This includes, for example, archaeological sources and material
data, which can be contributed through such things as numismatics, ceramics, and
architecture,'3 as well as topography and geography. Collingwood was no armchair
philosopher of history, but was himself both an accomplished historian and archaeologist
of Roman Britain,**° and he is well known for his emphasis upon the interpretation of
archaeological data within historical reconstruction.*! By contrast, archaeology has only
relatively recently come to play a significant role in historical Jesus research.!4?

Material evidence can be used to establish a historical context beyond what
literary sources provide, operating outside of what is remembered. For example,
archaeology, including numismatics, ceramics, and architecture, has played a major part

in recent efforts to reconstruct the economy of Galilee,** which has in turn been used in

139 On this, see Collingwood, Idea of History, 386. Concerning the use of numismatics in historical Jesus
research, see David Hendin, “Jesus and Numismatics: The Importance of Coins in Reconstructing Jesus and
His World,” in Jesus Research: New Methodologies and Perceptions (ed. James H. Charlesworth, with Brian
Rhea and Petr Pokorny; 2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2014), 2:190-197.

140 5ee especially R. G. Collingwood, Roman Britain (rev. ed.; Barnes and Noble, 1994); and R. G.
Collingwood, The Archaeology of Roman Britain (repr.; rev. ed.; ed. I.A. Richmond; London: Bracken
Books, 1996).

141 See van der Dussen, History as a Science, 268-271.

142 On this, refer to James H. Charlesworth, “Jesus Research and Archaeology: A New Perspective,” in
Jesus and Archaeology (ed. James H. Charlesworth; Grand Rapids and Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2006), 11-
63.

143 E g., Morten Hgrning Jensen, Herod Antipas in Galilee: The Literary and Archaeological Sources on the
Reign of Herod Antipas and its Socio-Economic Impact on Galilee (WUNT 215; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2010); David A. Fiensy and Ralph K. Hawkins, eds., The Galilean Economy in the Time of Jesus (Early
Christianity and its Literature 11; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013); and the chapters on
economy in David A. Fiensy and James Riley Strange, eds., Galilee in the Late Second Temple and
Mishanaic Periods: Life, Culture, and Society (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2014), esp. 263-387.
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Jesus research to interpret and contextualize Jesus and the movement around him. 144
Archaeological evidence breaks down the scissors-and-paste paradigm, in which data is
primarily considered in terms of its “authenticity” or “inauthenticity,” since it is typically
nonsensical to consider provenanced archaeological data (from excavations properly
conducted) in terms of “authenticity.” Provenanced archaeological data requires
interpretation, not verification. Moreover, grounding a reconstruction in material evidence
alongside literary evidence prevents the historian from falling into the trap of confusing
literary analysis with historical reconstruction,**® and from slavery to the authority of
witnesses. As soon as material evidence is cast alongside literary sources, the historian is
required to use the historical imagination and reconstruction in order to connect the two.
Evidence thus plays a dual role in history. Firstly, it is one of the primary building
materials, the robust skeletal framework, of history. Secondly, evidence is the standard of
plausibility for historical constructions, the solid bedrock in which a construction is
grounded. A reconstruction that is unable to explain relevant evidence, or that is lacking
in evidence must be considered problematic.1#® This does not mean that sources should be
simply reproduced. Evidence requires interpretation, since data can only be reasonably
applied as evidence if it is understood. A historian may even disagree with a statement in

a source, but by interpreting it, may find that it is applicable to the investigation in some

144 See esp. Freyne, The Jesus Movement, 90-132; and Oakman, Political Aims of Jesus. Jensen also makes
judicious use of similar data in his reconstruction of the reign of Herod Antipas in Jensen, Herod Antipas in
Galilee.

145 Cf. the now famous critique of Hooker, “On Using the Wrong Tool,” passim.

146 A concrete example of such a problematic reconstruction can be found in H.C. Kee’s denial of the
existence of pre-70 CE synagogue buildings, which is treated in Chapter 6 below. See Kee,
“Transformation of the Synagogue.”
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other way apart from the literal sense of the statement.4’

2.6 Inference
Historical knowledge is inferential knowledge. It is not like empirical knowledge.

According to Collingwood, the business of history is “to study events not accessible to
our observation, and to study these events inferentially, arguing to them from something
else which is accessible to our observation, and which the historian calls ‘evidence’ for
the events in which he is interested.”**® This principle is self-evidently true, since
historical events belong to the past and cannot be observed in the present, although they
can be argued to from their traces in the present.*® We see here how essential the
historian is to the practice of history, since inference requires not only evidence, but a
historian to infer historical knowledge from the evidence. Nevertheless, history is not
subjective belief, but a type of knowledge, an inferential knowledge. Historical
knowledge is grounded in evidence, from which it is inferred, but with which it is not
identical. This concept is fundamental to the practice of history, and yet its applicability
within historical investigation is far too easily underestimated.

The methodological upshot of understanding history to be inferential is that a clear
distinction must be made between history itself and the evidence used to construct it. The
historian is not interested in the evidence per se, but in the inferences that may be drawn

from the evidence.'® In other words, history is something that is inferred by the historian

147 Cf. Marc Bloch, The Historian’s Craft (trans. Peter Putnam; New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1953), 64.
148 Collingwood, Idea of History, 251-252.

149 Cf., e.g., Sheppard, The Craft of History, 70-71; Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 106-107;
Lonergan, Method in Theology, 206; Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, T1.

150 Cf. Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, 45.
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from the evidence, not derived from it directly. So far as literary evidence is concerned,
the historian is not enslaved to the testimony of witnesses, nor to historical authorities,
because the historian’s picture is his or her own to create on the basis of what can be
inferred from the witnesses or authorities. Consequently, it is not enough to simply
establish the “reliability” or “authenticity” of a source or a piece of evidence. There are
questions to be asked and data to interpret beyond what the witnesses can provide.

We must remember at this point that history can enlighten us when memory fails,
when something was not recorded, or not observed.®! Memory provides some of the raw
data necessary for the historian’s task, but history is not reducible to memory.*? The
presence of memory distortion, misremembering, redaction, or minor errors in a source
does not mean that the past cannot be reconstructed from it, since knowledge of the past
is inferred, and thus does not need to be tied to the exact content of a statement. As the
discussion of the problem of scissors-and-paste indicated above, historical knowledge can
even be inferred from an untruthful witness, since it does not stand or fall on the
“authenticity” of statements.

The fact that historical knowledge is inferential knowledge rather than direct
empirical knowledge is not a cause for concern. Inference is a regular element of human
cognition. As Robin Winks has put it, “we all make inferences daily, and we all collect,
sift, evaluate, and then act upon evidence. Our alarm clocks, the toothpaste tube without a

cap, warm milk at the breakfast table, and the bus that is ten minutes late provide us with

181 Cf. Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, 45.
152 Collingwood, Idea of History, 366-367; cf. 252-253; 486-488.
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evidence from which we infer certain unseen actions.”**® Despite being inferential,
history is not made-up, invented, or pulled out of thin air. Evidence, traces of the past in
the present which can be observed by the historian,’>* grounds inference. There is no
history without evidence, since there is nothing to make inferences from.

2.7 The Historical Imagination
The concept of inference dovetails into imagination. Collingwood insists that historians

must go beyond their sources in two ways.**® One of these is through criticism of the
evidence, the processes of deciding how the sources will be used and in what measure,*®
with which historical Jesus research is intimately familiar. The other is through
construction. Throughout the history of the quest for the historical Jesus, the critical
aspect of history has had a tendency to eclipse the constructive element.*>” However,
history is both critical and constructive. Construction allows historians to arrive at
knowledge that may have been unknown to the authors of the sources, or that was
forgotten, withheld, or omitted. It can also allow for the rediscovery and use of something
that went unmentioned because it was assumed and went without saying within the
author’s temporal and cultural milieu, as is the case with much contextual and

background information.

158 Robin W. Winks, introduction to The Historian as Detective: Essays on Evidence (ed. Robin W. Winks;
New York: Harper & Row, 1970), xiii-xxiv (xvi).

154 See Collingwood, Idea of History, 251.

155 Collingwood, Idea of History, 240.

156 Cf. Lonergan, Method in Theology, 206.

157 The traditional methods used in historical Jesus research are designed to facilitate criticism. This is
clearly the case with the criteria of authenticity. As the names indicate, the same goes for form, redaction,
and source criticism. Indeed, the ever-increasing multiplication of methodologies in Biblical studies
labelled with the word “criticism” is indicative of an obsession with criticism in our discipline.
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The historical imagination is the constructive element in history.*® The historian’s
task requires the interpolation of information between the data,**® making connections
and filling in gaps. According to Collingwood, knowledge inferred in this way is
“essentially something imagined.”*®° This does not mean that what the historian
reconstructs is not “real,” in the sense of being fictional or untrue. As Collingwood says,
“If we look out over the sea and perceive a ship, and five minutes later look again and
perceive it in a different place, we find ourselves obliged to imagine it as having occupied
intermediate positions when we were not looking.”*%! This is precisely how the
constructive act of writing history should operate. Perception of the two positions of the
ship provides points of data to work with. The imagination fills the gap between them.
Thus, the narrative that emerges of the ship travelling between points A and B is firmly
rooted in evidence — it is not arbitrary.

The historian’s construction consists of a web, composed of threads of
imagination stretched between nodes of evidence, which provide relatively fixed points
for the imaginative threads.'®? In order for a construction to be truly historical, it must be
firmly embedded in evidence.'®® The points are relatively fixed, because the historian is

responsible for the interpretation, use, and application of evidence in a construction.®*

158 One of the best in-depth treatments of this aspect of Collingwood’s thought can be found in Marnie
Hughes-Warrington, How Good an Historian Shall | Be? R. G. Collingwood, The Historical Imagination,
and Education (British Idealist Studies Series 2: Collingwood 2; Exeter: Imprint Academic, 2004).

159 Collingwood, Idea of History, 240.

160 Collingwood, Idea of History, 241.

161 Collingwood, Idea of History, 241.

162 Collingwood, Idea of History, 242-243. Cf. also Lonergan, Method in Theology, 189.

163 Cf. Johnson, Collingwood’s The Idea of History, 48.

164 Collingwood, Idea of History, 242-243. For further discussion of this, see Dray, History as Re-
enactment, 197-198. This premise fits quite well with Meyer’s notion of “data control,” in Meyer, Aims of
Jesus, 81-87.
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These points of evidence are responsible for the strength and viability of a construction.
More and stronger evidence will result in more robust connections and imaginative
threads between those points of evidence. The plausibility of a web of historical
construction is derived from the strength of its evidence and the interweaving and
connectivity of the threads between the nodes.!® This is one of the most important
distinctions separating history from historical fiction.%® Both history and historical fiction
must be consistent and localized in time and space. However, as Collingwood writes, “the
historian’s picture stands in a peculiar relation to something called evidence,” since the
truth of a historical statement can be justified by an appeal to the evidence.'®” A
construction consisting of too much imagination and not enough evidence will cease to be
history, and will instead fall into the realm of historical fiction,6®

This does not, however, mean that something is untrue simply because it is not
stated directly in the sources. Scholars must be careful when they claim that “there is no
evidence” to support a given hypothesis when what is really meant is that there is no
direct statement in the sources or authorities of the content of the hypothesis. To do so is
to relinquish one’s autonomy as a historian and to fall into the problematic practice that
Collingwood calls “scissors-and-paste.”®® Instead, the historian must be able to ask the

right questions and apply the right evidence to those questions. Because anything is

185 In agreement with Dray, History as Re-enactment, 197.

186 Collingwood, Idea of History, 246.

167 Collingwood, Idea of History, 246.

188 An excellent unpacking of the distinction between history and fiction can be found in Hughes-
Warrington, How Good an Historian Shall | Be?, 136-138.

169 Cf., e.g., Collingwood, Idea of History, 256; R. G. Collingwood, Principles of History (ed. William H.
Dray and Jan van der Dussen; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 150.
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evidence which enables the historian to answer the question that he or she is asking,'"
evidence goes well beyond the realm of direct statements by the sources or authorities.
On the other hand, because history can only be inferred from evidence, reconstructions
that are imaginative but not rooted in the evidence are suspect and tantamount to fiction.
Let us consider an example in order to illustrate this. The recent discoveries at
Magdala have produced very interesting finds and results for our understanding of first-
century Galilee. However, there are no clear, direct statements in the Gospels that locate
Jesus in Magdala proper. Did Jesus ever visit Magdala? The location of the site places it
within the range of the Galilean peripatetic ministry of Jesus, which is described in the
gospels as taking place along the Sea of Galilee (Matt 4:18, 15:29, Mk 1:16, 3:7-8, 7:31,
John 6:1). The pattern of Jesus' ministry involved the synagogues of Galilee (Matt 4:23,
9:35, Mark 1:39, Luke 4:15, John 18:20), and a synagogue has indeed been discovered at
Magdala. Magdala’s location between Nazareth and Capernaum places it on the route by
which Jesus would have travelled between the two, a journey which is depicted occurring
twice in the synoptic gospels (Matt 4:15, Luke 4:16, 31). A journey from Cana to
Capernaum is also depicted in the Gospel of John, which could also have taken Jesus
through Magdala (John 2:1, 12). Moreover, the name of one of his followers, Mary
Magdalene, probably indicates that she hailed from Magdala. All of this data constitutes
evidence for our question. Although no authority tells us directly that Jesus visited
Magdala, if we connect the fixed points of evidence by means of historical imagination,

we are able to go beyond the statements of the sources and infer that Jesus probably

170 Collingwood, Idea of History, 282.
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visited or passed through Magdala at some point in time, and that he may have even been
active there for short periods of time.

The application of the historical imagination to the study of the historical Jesus is
immediately apparent. There are innumerable gaps and lacunae in the Gospel narrative.
For example, in the Gospel of John, Jesus will be located in Galilee in one episode, and
then in Judea in the next, or vice versa (e.g., John 2:12, 13; John 5:1, 6:1). As in the
example of the ship cited above, travel and intervening time must be imagined between
the two episodes. A more pertinent example for the present project concerns Jesus’
teaching in the synagogues. In several places in the synoptics, we are told that Jesus
preached and taught in the synagogues, but we are not told the content of that teaching
beyond the fact that, in some instances, he was “proclaiming the Kingdom™ (Matt 4:23,
9:35; Mark 1:21, 6:2; Luke 4:44, 6:6, 13:10). It is not possible to reconstruct the precise
words or content of Jesus’ teaching on these occasions, but it may be possible to employ
the historical imagination to reconstruct the basic premises and tenets of his teaching in
the synagogues in a general way on the basis of data pertaining to Jesus’ teaching while in
Galilee, data pertaining to synagogue teaching and practices, and clues within the Gospel
synagogue episodes themselves.

Another application of the concept of the historical imagination that has been
passed over in historical Jesus research involves a recognition of the reciprocity between
the imaginative web and the points of evidence between which it is stretched. Just as the
web of imagination depends on the evidence that grounds it, so too is the evidence itself

supported by the web. As Collingwood writes, “It is thus the historian’s picture of the
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past, the product of his own a priori imagination, that has to justify the sources used in its
construction.”*’* The interpretive web is not dependent on the independently established
historicity of data. On the contrary, it serves as the “touchstone” by which the truth of
alleged facts are determined.!’? The validity of the “facts” cannot be determined apart
from a picture of the past. It is ultimately the historian’s picture of the past as a whole
rather than individual traditions or facts that matters and does the work of historical
criticism. After all, if the picture as a whole is coherent, this supports the truth of the facts
used to ground it. Thus, according to Collingwood, historical criticism of the sources is
done “by considering whether the picture of the past to which the evidence leads him is a
coherent and continuous picture, one that makes sense.”'’® This cannot be accomplished
within any historiographical paradigm which proceeds by establishing the truth of
traditions prior to engaging in the work of interpretation and construction.’

2.8 The Role of Question and Answer
As our discussion has demonstrated thus far, evidence plays an essential role in historical

investigation, but it is not the object or end goal of history. The historian’s task is not only
to gather and sift evidence, but to infer historical knowledge from it by understanding it
and putting it to the question.}”® As Marc Bloch has said, “Even those texts of

archaeological documents which seem the clearest and the most accommodating will

111 Collingwood, Idea of History, 245.

172 Collingwood, Idea of History, 244.

173 Collingwood, Idea of History, 245.

174 1t is worth noting that Denton observes that this is a major aspect of Collingwood’s thought which has
been passed over by Meyer. See Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 122.

175 Cf. Collingwood, Idea of History, 278ff.; Lonergan, Method in Theology, 187; Johnson, Collingwood’s
The Idea of History, 82ff.
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speak only when they are properly questioned.”"®

Historical method proceeds by asking questions of the data and answering them
by making recourse to evidence.!’” As Collingwood has famously said, “Knowing
involves asking questions and answering them.”*’® The form of the questions, which we
might also call “problems,” is irrelevant, since what matters are their content and the
answers that they will lead to. Questions may be either implicit or explicit, specific or
general, but whatever the case may be, questions are the driving force of an
investigation,!’® giving it direction and shape. In Lonerganian terms, questions are crucial
for the development of understanding. Thus, Lonergan writes, “The understanding that
has been achieved on a determinate point can be complemented, corrected, revised, only
if further discoveries on that very point can be made. Such discoveries can be made only
if further relevant questions arise.”'® Hence, if there are no further relevant questions,
then a certain judgment can be considered to be true.

There is a correlation between questions and evidence.'® They are intimately
related. Evidence, as discussed above, is anything that enables the historian to answer the
question being asked. Conversely, there is a very real sense in which historical problems

(or questions) themselves arise only when the historian possesses potential evidence

176 Bloch, Historian’s Craft, 64.

117 Cf. also Fischer, Historian’s Fallacies, 3-4, in which Collingwood is cited favourably. Fischer
eloquently writes that, “Without questions of some sort, a historian is condemned to wander aimlessly
through dark corridors of learning.”

178 R, G. Collingwood, The New Leviathan, (rev. ed. David Boucher; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), 74.
179 In Collingwood’s words, “The question is the charge of gas, exploded in the cylinder-head, which is the
motive force of every piston-stroke.” Collingwood, Idea of History, 273.

180 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 191. Emphasis is my own.

181 | onergan, Method in Theology, 191.

182 Collingwood, Idea of History, 281.
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bearing on that problem in the first place. Thus, Collingwood says “The historian does not
first think of a problem and then search for evidence bearing on it; it is his possession of
evidence bearing on a problem that alone makes the problem a real one.”8 This may
seem circular, since something can only be evidence in relation to a question, but there is
undoubtedly a certain truth to it. Perhaps it is more of a spiral than a circle. As
Collingwood points out, when legitimate historical questions are asked, questions that are
possible to answer,'8 historians already have some tentative idea of the data that might
serve as evidence to address them.® When scholars investigate whether Jesus travelled
to Jerusalem for one Passover or for multiple Passovers, they are only able to do so
because they are aware that there is evidence that speaks to the problem in the first place.
The procedure of question and answer raises some critical questions for the
traditional methods and procedures in historical Jesus research. The criteria of
authenticity fail as objectively pan-applicable questions, because the most relevant
questions will differ from case to case. Many investigations will not depend on asking
whether or not a certain pericope is multiply attested, doubly dissimilar, coherent with
other sayings attributed to the historical Jesus, or embarrassing for the early church. The

criteria may indeed sometimes pose questions worth asking, but even in these cases, they

18 R. G. Collingwood, “The Limits of Historical Knowledge,” Philosophy 3, no. 10 (1928): 213-222 (222).
184 By this, | mean that historical questions are really only worth asking if there is some evidence that will
allow them to be answered in one way or another. For example, it is pointless, if not somewhat absurd, to
ask what Peter’s favourite colour was, because there is no evidence (at least that I am aware of) that will
enable us to answer that question. However, it is possible, historically speaking, to ask where Peter died, or
whether he was behind the composition of 1 Peter, since there is evidence available to investigate these
matters. Even if the investigation of that evidence results in aporia or a tentative answer, the question is still
valid, due to the existence of evidence that speaks to it.

185 Collingwood, Idea of History, 281.
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should be treated as indices rather than criteria.'® Failure to satisfy the requirements of
any given criterion is not warrant in itself to disregard a saying or to omit it from one’s
history. Asking the questions that the criteria provide may sometimes be helpful for
interpreting the data, but history cannot functionally proceed by recourse to the questions
that they ask alone.!®” History is an autonomous discipline, and the historian must operate
autonomously, finding and asking for him- or herself the most relevant and crucial
questions as they arise over the course of an investigation.

In reality, the criteria can only offer an extremely limited set of questions, and the
most important or relevant questions for a given historical study will probably exist
outside of their boundaries. There are instances in which the very nature of the question
or data itself may go beyond what the criteria were designed to deal with. This problem is
related to the fact that the criteria operate as though the evidence itself is history. They
only deal with what is conveyed directly by the sources. It is striking just how limited the
primary questions posed by the criteria approach actually are. They are really only
designed to ask whether Jesus did or said something. They are incapable of asking, for
example, why or to what end.*®8 For Collingwood, the key question that the historian asks
of a given datum is not “is this true or false?” but “what does this mean?’’18°

In Collingwood’s eyes, even critical history, such as that employed by John

Dominic Crossan in The Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant,*®°

186 Cf. Meyer, The Aims of Jesus, 86.

187 Cf. Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 120-121.

188 This finds traction in Meyer’s concepts of historical interpretation and explanation, in Aims of Jesus, 76-
78.

189 Collingwood, Idea of History, 275.

190 Referring to the methods employed in Crossan, Historical Jesus.
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in which some material is considered to be earlier and authentic, while other material is
regarded as late and thus discarded, essentially handles data as testimony.*! Even when
those materials which are considered to be “late” or “inauthentic” are discarded, one is
left with the “early” or “authentic”” material, which is then incorporated into one’s history
and accepted as historically referential testimony.!%2

The procedure of question and answer is probably best understood as a
hermeneutics.!® In light of this, the question “what does this mean?” is of particular
importance to the practice of history. This is the implicit question being asked every time
data is interpreted. It is the most basic question to be asked, whether implicitly or
explicitly, of data relevant to the historical problem at hand. This is because
interpretation, not authenticity, is at the heart of the historian’s task. Beth Sheppard has
done an excellent job of emphasizing this in her introduction to history and
historiography for students of the New Testament, The Craft of History.!** It is only a
mild hyperbole to state, as she does, that “the historian’s primary task can be boiled down

to one word: ‘interpretation.’”'% Seeking understanding, knowing what something means,

191 In this regard, see especially Collingwood, Idea of History, 258-259.

192 |n general, one might apply this sort of critique to most works which are primarily concerned with
‘authenticity’ or proceed by the sifting and separating out of material that belongs to Jesus as opposed to the
evangelists or the early church. An obvious example of this sort of procedure is the publication of the
results of the Jesus Seminar, Funk, Hoover, and The Jesus Seminar, The Five Gospels and those works by
fellows of the Seminar which are based upon these results, such as Stephen J. Patterson, The God of Jesus:
The Historical Jesus and the Search for Meaning, (Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1998). Even
more sophisticated variants of this sort of historiographical procedure, such as Meier, A Marginal Jew, are
vulnerable to this critique.

193 Cf. Mink, Mind, History, and Dialect, 131ff.; van der Dussen, History as a Science, 274-275. Although
Collingwood calls it a “logic,” Mink rightly observes here that it is not actually a theory of logic so much as
it is a hermeneutics, which supplements but does not replace formal logic.

194 Sheppard, The Craft of History.

195 Sheppard, The Craft of History, 15.
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whether it be a statement in a literary source, a coin hoard found during an archaeological
excavation, a particular palaesographic form of a letter in a papyrus manuscript, the
architecture of an ancient building, or the plan of a town revealed by ground-piercing
radar, is the core of the historical enterprise. In the words of E. H. Carr, “the belief in a
hard core of historical facts existing objectively and independently of the interpretation of
the historian is a preposterous fallacy, but one which it is very hard to eradicate.”*% This
does not mean that there are no “facts,” or worse, that history is whatever any given
historian wants it to be. Again, we recall that the historian’s picture of the past must be
rooted in evidence — its truth depends on it. Conversely, data does not speak for itself, and
requires interpretation in order to function as evidence for an investigation. There can be
no history without evidence, but there is also no evidence without interpretation.

When addressing questions or problems, one may be faced with several possible
explanations that provide varying answers, as a situation may arise in which strong direct
evidence supporting any one particular hypothesis is lacking.'®” When this is the case, it is
appropriate to make what is termed an “inference to the best explanation.” As defined by
C. Behan McCullagh, inference to the best explanation “proceeds by judging which of the
plausible hypotheses provides the best explanation of what is known about the creation of
the evidence in question.”*%® In other words, the hypothesis that best explains the most
evidence is to be preferred. As a consequence, even suspect statements should be

explained rather than discarded, since through explanation, they may yet speak to the

19 Carr, What is History?, 12.

197 C. Behan McCullagh, The Logic of History: Putting Postmodernism in Perspective, (London: Routledge,
2004), 49.

198 McCullagh, Logic of History, 49.
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matter at hand.

2.9 Conclusion
The traditional criteria-based historiographical method in Jesus research has been

seriously problematized or rejected by a number of scholars. In addition to the problems
raised by others, I have voiced some concerns of my own about the limitations of an
approach based upon the criteria of authenticity. It is clear that there are significant
difficulties with the criteria approach, but in the wake of the turning of the tide against the
criteria, a robust historiographical foundation for historical Jesus research is lacking.
Social memory theory provides some promising and useful insights, but it is not a method
in itself. We have been left to seek a way forward.

The primary aim of this chapter has been to lay the groundwork for a historical
method that is rooted in the philosophy of history and historiographical theory. As my
discussion has endeavoured to show, the historian’s task involves asking historical
questions, interpreting data and applying it as evidence for the questions being asked,
inferring historical knowledge from the evidence, and connecting the evidence together
with robust threads of historical imagination. Thus far, the foundation of the method that |
have proposed has been distilled primarily from and in relation to Collingwood’s seminal
philosophy of history, especially his insights into the nature of history. A healthy amount
of input from the thought and work of his later interpreters and from other historians and
philosophers, such as Carr, van der Dussan, Fischer, Johnson, McCullagh, and Meyer, has
helped to further temper and hone the raw ideas that | have drawn from Collingwood.

The fact that Collingwood and the philosophy of history in general have thus far

played a relatively minor role in historical Jesus research is striking, and may be an
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indication of the degree to which New Testament studies have developed in relative
isolation from other disciplines. We should note that when Késemann advanced the
criterion of dissimilarity in his 1953 Marburg lecture, Collingwood’s severe critique of
scissors-and-paste had already been published and was available for some time in the first
edition of The Idea of History (1946). Even now, as New Testament scholarship is
introduced through social memory theory to the notion that interpreted or distorted
traditions should be understood rather than discarded altogether, it is important to
recognize that this insight had already been brought to bear in The Idea of History many
decades prior.

Although much has been gained in our discussion thus far in terms of
fundamentals and basic method, there is still more ground to cover. In particular, the
discussion in this chapter has highlighted the importance of interpretation in history. As a
result, some further discussion of hermeneutics will serve to help round out the
methodological discussion here. | have also indicated some discomfort on my part with
the idealist epistemological trappings of Collingwood’s methodological insights,
especially with the doctrine of re-enactment. It will therefore be necessary to propose an
alternative epistemological and hermeneutical theoretical framework, in order to
determine how to approach the sources, the data, and the evidence that is set before us.
This includes the task of making judgments in history, a key aspect of historical
investigation and method. In other words, we have now laid the foundations for a
historiographical method, but we have yet to determine how to approach the sources and

evidence themselves.
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CHAPTER 3: Approaching the Sources: Hermeneutics, Truth, and Knowledge in
the Practice of History

3.1 Introduction
In the preceding chapter, we laid the foundations for the practice and principles of history.

The discussion thus far has underscored the importance of interpretation in history. As
Collingwood has demonstrated in his critique of scissors-and-paste, the pivotal question
for historical investigation is not “is this statement true or false,” but “what does this
mean?”% Interpretation, understanding the meaning of relevant data and evidence is thus
the beating heart of history.

There is a need for a firm epistemological grounding for our historical
investigation and procedure. History, after all, is concerned with a certain type of
knowledge, knowledge of the past. The burden of the present chapter is to elaborate on
these two matters, epistemology and interpretation, in order to lay out a basic
hermeneutical framework that will be useful for our historical project. Bernard
Lonergan’s cognitional theory and “transcendental method” provides a suitable basis for
this,?% and will be introduced in this chapter in order to fill the need both for an
epistemological and a hermeneutical foundation for our historiography.

As we have seen in the previous chapter, both Lonergan and Meyer were heavily
influenced by Collingwood and have a tendency to cite him favourably in their work on

the philosophy of history and historical method, although they reject the more idealist

199 Collingwood, The Idea of History, 275.

200 This theory is initially outlined in depth in Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding
(Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 3; ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran; 5" ed.; Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1992). It appears in a concise and summarized, though more developed form
in Lonergan, Method in Theology, esp. 3-25.
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dimensions of his thought. As a result, their thoughts on history are very much compatible
with the elements of Collingwood’s understanding of history and the historian’s craft that
we have retained and presented here. Intention and the determination of the “aims” of
historical actors plays an important role in the thought of both Meyer and Collingwood,
and as such, we will discuss the role of intention and the “inside of the event” in historical
investigation in this chapter. Because the determination of the role of the synagogue in
the aims of Jesus is the central question addressed by this project, this particular topic has
specific and special relevance for our historical investigation.

As we shall see in this chapter, judgment is an essential aspect of Lonergan’s
hermeneutics and of the cognitional process. It is also an essential element of the
historian’s task. Historians frequently need to make judgments throughout the course of
historical investigations. How can historians judge truth from falsehood about past events
when the past is not directly observable? How can we be confident about the veracity of
our reconstructions and of the testimony employed in them? Due to its relevance to past
and present concerns in historical Jesus research, the issue of judgment and truth in
history will be taken up towards the end of this chapter.

3.2 Whose “Critical Realism?”
The Lonerganian cognitional theory is sometimes referred to as “critical realism,” the
term by which Meyer consistently refers to it in Critical Realism and the New

Testament.?%* This term has been popularized in biblical studies by N. T. Wright, who

201 Meyer, Critical Realism.

62



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

uses it to refer to his own hermeneutics and historiographical theory.?°? However,
Wright’s presentation of “critical realism” differs in a number of significant respects from
that of Lonergan. This has caused some confusion around “critical realism” and Lonergan
in New Testament studies. This problem is further compounded by the existence of other
philosophical traditions that employ the name “critical realism,” especially that of Roy
Bhaskar.?%® As a result, there is a tendency in New Testament scholarship to confuse and
conflate the thought of Lonergan and Meyer with that of Wright and Bhaskar.

The issue of the varieties of “critical realism” has already been treated by
Denton,?** and does need to be discussed in depth here. However, despite Denton’s work
in this regard, instances of insufficient distinction between the various traditions called by
this name have continued to persist.?®® A few words about Wright’s brand of “critical
realism” are necessary, since he is perhaps the figure most associated with this
nomenclature in New Testament studies. According to Wright, critical realism is

...a way of describing the process of ‘knowing’ that acknowledges the reality of

the thing known, as something other than the knower (hence ‘realism’), while also

fully acknowledging that the only access we have to this reality lies along the
spiralling path of appropriate dialogue or conversation between the knower and

the thing known (hence “critical’).2%

It must be noted that this basic definition of Wright’s “critical realism” differs in form

202 See esp. N. T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (Christian Origins and the Question of
God 1; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992), 32-46

203 E g., Roy Bhaskar, A Realist Theory of Science (London: Verso, 2008[1975]).

204 Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 210-225.

205 Some more recent examples of insufficient distinction or even conflation of philosophical theories
termed “critical realism” without sufficient qualification of the differences between them include Robert B.
Stewart, The Quest of the Hermeneutical Jesus: The Impact of Hermeneutics on the Jesus Research of John
Dominic Crossan and N.T. Wright (Lanham: University Press of America, 2008), 77-88, 112-113n4-5;
Andrew Wright, Christianity and Critical Realism: Ambiguity, Truth and Theological Literacy (London:
Routledge, 2013), 51; Webb, “Historical Enterprise,” 28n55.

206 Wright, People of God, 35. Emphasis is original.
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and substance from Lonergan’s cognitional theory, which will be discussed below. There
is also some considerable distance here between what is “real” in Wright’s “critical
realism” and what is “real” in that of Meyer and Lonergan. As seen above, what is “real”
for Wright is the reality of the object of knowledge as something other than the knower.
However, according to Meyer, “Critical realism locates the issue of real/unreal at the
level of sense only insofar as sense knowledge provides data for higher-level operations
that terminate in judgment. It is perfectly true that what is sensed is, but this is ascertained
not by the senses alone but by understanding and judgment taking account of sense
data.”?®’ In other words, the “real” is that which is not only sensed, but is also known by
means of the cognitive process. Therefore, it is the object known by the critical process of
experience, understanding, and judgment that is real. All of these facts lead to the
conclusion that, although they are not unrelated, Wright’s critical realism is distinct from
Lonergan’s cognitional theory.

3.3 Lonergan’s Cognitional Theory: “Transcendental Method”

According to Lonergan, cognitional theory is the primary field that lies behind
hermeneutics.?® His cognitional theory simultaneously provides both a robust
epistemology and a hermeneutical framework, and so it will be presented here as an
alternative to and corrective for Collingwood’s idealist trappings and as a useful

procedure in itself for historical investigation.?%®

207 Meyer, Critical Realism, xi.

208 Bernard Lonergan, Early Works on Theological Method (Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 22; 3
vols.; ed. Robert M. Doran and Robert C. Croken; Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2010), 1:209.

209 Cf. Ben F. Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament, ix-x. According to Meyer, he learned from
Lonergan that “there was a realism that made room with the idealists for every ambition of intelligence but
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The central premise of Lonergan’s cognitional theory is that seeing is not
knowing.?*® As Collingwood has already shown us in the previous chapter, this is self-
evidently the case so far as knowledge of the past is concerned, since the past is not
observable, but must be inferred, argued to “from something else accessible to our
observation.”?!! Lonergan posits knowledge as a process made up of cognitive operations
taking place on four levels of consciousness and intentionality. These levels are the
empirical level, the intellectual level, the rational level, and the responsible level.?'2 The
empirical level is concerned with sensory perception, the intellectual level with inquiry
and understanding, the rational level with reflection and judgment, while the responsible
level is the level on which human beings are concerned with their own operations and
goals, carrying out decisions on possible courses of action.?:

Cognitive operations are carried out on these levels, each one building on the last.
In order, these operations are experiencing, understanding, judging, and deciding, each of
which is a conscious and intentional act.?!* Each of these operations also function in order
in each of the four operations at all four levels. Experience itself involves experiencing,
understanding, judging, and deciding, as does understanding, and so on.?®

So far as historiography is concerned, knowing the past involves experiencing,

that, correcting the concessions and oversights in idealist critique, went decisively beyond idealism as
well.”

210 Cf. Lonergan, Insight, 437.

211 Collingwood, Idea of History, 251-252.

212 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 9. See also Lonergan, Insight, 298.

213 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 9.

214 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 14.

215 See Lonergan, Method in Theology, 14-15.
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understanding, judging, and evaluating it.2'® Corresponding to this are four “functional
specialties” or disciplines, which Thomas McPartland rightly identifies as
“differentiations of cognitive activities appropriate to the different cognitive levels of
encountering the past and being oriented to the future.”?!’ The disciplines are research
(experiencing the data), interpretation (understanding what the data means), history
(applying the data as evidence, marshalling, weighing, and judging the evidence in
relation to a question), and dialectic (evaluating trends, discerning horizons, and aiming at
a comprehensive viewpoint).?t8

Reducing one’s account of knowledge to sense experience short-circuits the
cognitional process, ignoring the importance of the operations carried out at the
intellectual, rational, and responsible levels. History is not reducible to gathering and
experiencing the data, to research, alone. Sensory experience nevertheless plays a crucial
role in the cognitive process, since the senses provide the data for knowledge.?*® In this,
Lonergan is close to his Thomist roots, since Aquinas reckoned that “whatever is in our
intellect must have previously been in the senses.”??® The cognitive operation of
experience requires the knower to be attentive, to attend to the data taken in by the senses.
For history, this means that attention must be paid to the traces of the past in the present.

Knowledge does not stop at sense perception. Once the senses have made the data

216 Cf. Thomas McPartland, Lonergan and Historiography: The Epistemological Philosophy of History
(Columbia and London: University of Missouri Press, 2010), 35.

217 McPartland, Lonergan and Historiography, 35.

218 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 127-130; cf. McPartland, Lonergan and Historiography, 35, specifically
relating the functional specialties to historiography. Note that there are a total of eight functional specialties
in Method in Theology, but we need only concern ourselves with the first four for our present purposes.

219 Cf. Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 83.

220 Thomas Aquinas, Quaestiones Disputatae de Veritate, g2 a3.
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available, the knower then inquires upon the data, asking questions of it, in order to
understand it.?2! This requires the knower to be intelligent in the sense of being inquiring
and insightful, to ask the right questions of the data, and to be able to answer them in
order to understand it and to derive insight from it. After some datum becomes present to
the senses, one wonders about it, then formulates that wonder as a question, comes to an
answer to the question, and then weighs the validity of the answer.??? As this process
occurs, questions may arise naturally and spontaneously, but they are shaped and
sharpened, ordered and made exact, and an answer is sought, culminating in
understanding. Data, and hence experience, are central to this process. Here, one is
reminded of Collingwood’s “logic” of question and answer, and the role of evidence in
investigation.??

In the practice of history, interpretation is understanding what something means,
whether it be a written text, material evidence, or anything else.??* As such, and as per our
discussion in the previous chapter, the primary question around which understanding
revolves is “what does this mean?” Answering this question will require the historian to
be attentive, to be intelligent, and to be reasonable — to experience the data, to inquire of it

seeking understanding, and to judge the correctness of one’s interpretation. Only once this

is done can he or she state the meaning of the text. How can the historian or exegete be

221 See Lonergan, Insight, 297-298. On asking questions leading to the possibility of making a judgment,
see Method in Theology, 162-63.

222 Cf. Ben F. Meyer, Reality and Illusion in New Testament Scholarship: A Primer in Critical Realist
Hermeneutics (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1994), 5.

223 This point of contact between Lonergan and Meyer is noted by Denton, Historiography and
Hermeneutics, 114-116.

224 Cf. Lonergan, Method in Theology, 127
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confident in his or her interpretation, and thus judge it to be correct? In short, this requires
the historian to have answered the question “what does this mean?” and all other relevant
questions,??® which entails grasping sufficient evidence or the necessary conditions to be
met for the proposition to stand.?%® In order to do this, one must be able to transcend one’s
own horizon, coming into a fuller horizon overlapping with that of the author, enabling
the historian to reconstruct the context of the author’s thought and speech.??’

Understanding leads to judgment. Judgment requires the knower to be reasonable.
This entails reflection, marshalling the evidence, passing judgment on the accuracy of a
statement.??® As Meyer writes, “insight is made complete in judgment,”??° as in this stage
in the cognitive process, one makes a pronouncement on the understanding produced by
one’s inquiry, deeming it to be “true,” “false,” ““certain,” or “probable.”?*° This is done on
the basis of evidence,?! which up to this point must be sufficiently grasped in order for a
judgment to be accurate. Here, we see yet another clear point of contact with the
Collingwoodian practice of history, wherein the truth of a statement about the past is
related to and can be justified by an appeal to the evidence.?*2

The final operation is evaluation, which requires the knower to be responsible.?®

225 | onergan, Method in Theology, 162-163.

226 Meyer, Reality and Illusion, 27.

227 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 163.

228 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 9. Cf. also Meyer, Reality and Illusion, 24.

229 Meyer, Reality and Illusion, 24.

230 Meyer, Reality and Illusion, 24.

231 Meyer, Reality and Illusion, 27.

232 Collingwood, Idea of History, 246.

233 This is probably the most difficult of Lonergan’s cognitional operations. Notably, it seems to be absent
from his original formulation of the cognitional theory in Insight (see Lonergan, Insight, 296-303). There is
no need to discuss it in depth here, and so | will focus on those elements of its correlative functional
specialty, dialectic, which are most pertinent to historiography. For a more full treatment of this cognitive
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Everyone is bound to their own horizons, which are the products of one’s own
experiences, the limits of what one knows and cares about.?* History, almost by
definition, involves the study of people, actors, and authors, whose horizons differ from
our own. The historian’s task, however, is not to dismantle one’s own horizon in order to
come into that of the past, but to transcend one’s own horizon, expanding it to include
that of the past.?® This means being responsible.

The basic pattern of operations described above are what Lonergan calls
“transcendental method.”?*® It is “transcendental” in the sense that “the results envisaged
are not confined categorically to some particular field or subject,”?3” and it is thus
applicable as a hermeneutic to any act of knowing. It may be summed up simply in the

following instructions: “be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, be responsible.”?®

3.4 Subjectivity, Objectivity, and Bridging the Postmodern Gap

The problem of subjectivity and objectivity in history is central to the postmodern
challenge to traditional history.?® A critical aspect of the postmodern critique of history is
that history has failed to deliver on its promise of objectivity. Frank Ankersmit, for

example, has claimed that “we no longer have any texts, any past, but just interpretations

operation and its place in historiography, see McPartland, Lonergan and Historiography, 38-43; or Meyer,
Reality and Illusion, 40-58.

234 Meyer, Reality and Illusion. Cf. Lonergan, Method in Theology, 236.

235 Cf. McPartland, Lonergan and Historiography, 38.

236 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 13.

237 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 14.

238 Cf. Lonergan, Method in Theology, 20.

239 A good summary of the basic challenge presented by postmodernism to traditional, especially empiricist
history, can be found in Callum G. Brown, Postmodernism for Historians (London and New York:
Routledge, 2013), 26-30. For summaries of the issue and its pertinence to historical Jesus studies, see Pieter
F. Craffert, “Multiple Realities and Historiography,” 87-116.
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of them.”?*? Similarly, in light of Hayden White’s thought on history, Keith Jenkins says
that “to write a history is to construct one kind of narrative rather than another, not to
represent the past “plain.’”?** Does postmodernism render thinkers like Lonergan and
Collingwood obsolete? The short answer to this is “no.”

I must confess that I consider the nomenclature “postmodern” to be unfortunate,
since it implies supersession, as though earlier thought has simply been replaced.?#?
Postmodernism has made valuable contributions, and has greatly expanded the discussion
of subjectivity in historiography beyond the purview of the debate, mostly between E. H.
Carr and G. R. Elton, of the mid-twentieth century.?** Nevertheless, Collingwood and
Lonergan are hardly superseded by postmodernism.?** If anything, their philosophies
provide helpful ways to navigate the postmodern critique of history.

As we have seen in Chapter 2, Collingwood is in some ways a forerunner of
postmodern historiography.?*> His emphasis on the historian and the interpretation of
evidence in history spelt the downfall of naive realism and introduced a thinking subject

into historiographical theory.?*® Nevertheless, as | have mentioned already, unlike that of

240 Ankersmit, “Historiography and Postmodernism,” 137.

241 Keith Jenkins, Why History? Ethics and Postmodernity (London and New York: Routledge, 1999), 86.
See further, Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century Europe
(Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins, 1975), e.g. 433-434.

242 Note, of course, that Lonergan and Meyer were both active after the advent of postmodernism.

243 See Carr, What is History?; Elton, The Practice of History.

24 An excellent Lonerganian response to postmodernism can be found in James L. Marsh, “Postmodernism:
A Lonerganian Retrieval and Critique,” in Postmodernism and Christian Philosophy (ed. Roman T.
Ciapalo; Washington D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1997), 149-167.

245 Cf. van der Dussen, History as a Science, ix. Note, in this regard, Hayden White’s favourable treatment
of Collingwood in White, Tropics of Discourse, 59-62. Collingwood has not really been in the crosshairs of
postmodernism to the extent that the empiricists have been.

246 Hence Carr’s reaction to Collingwood in Carr, What is History?, esp. 26-29.
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the postmoderns, Collingwoodian history also concerns the ‘infastructure’ of history,?*’
the evidence and the processes of interpreting the evidence that go into the historian’s
construction of the past. Attentiveness to evidence grounds subjectivity, a fact too often
neglected by postmodern theorists. Ankersmit has argued that evidence does not point to
the past, but only to other interpretations of it.2*® This is true to some extent, insofar as
evidence requires interpretation, but evidence tempers the historian’s subjective
imagination and points towards conclusions, favouring certain hypotheses over others.
Lonergan’s functional specialty of dialectic (corresponding to responsibility) and
his framing of the relationship between subject and object are helpful for bridging the
postmodern problem of subjectivity in history.?*® Dialectic involves the transcendence of
one’s own horizons without abandoning one’s own perspective. There are, of course,
innumerable horizons, many of which are opposed to others. Responsibility entails a
willingness to understand and incorporate the perspectives of others who “differ radically
from oneself,”?*® which provides the opportunity for reflection and self-scrutiny. Carried
to its ultimate conclusion, this means striving towards a universal viewpoint. This
objectivity, which is so often coveted and appealed to in the practice of history, is not
achieved by abandoning one’s own subjectivity. Objectivity is to be found in authentic

subjectivity. As Meyer eloquently writes, “Truth, in fine, ripens on the tree of the subject,

247 yvan der Dussen, History as a Science, ix.

248 Ankersmit, “Historiography and Postmodernism,” 145.

249 See the Lonerganian responses to postmodernism, in McPartland, Lonergan and Historiography, 153ff.;
and Robert Doran, Theology and the Dialectics of History (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990),
153-158.

250 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 253.

71



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

and objectivity is the fruit of subjectivity at its most intense and persistent.”?*!

History requires a historian, an attentive, intelligent, reasonable thinker, without
whom there is no history, but only scattered data. The historian must be comfortable with
their own subjectivity. Objectivity as authentic subjectivity will entail the transcendence
and expansion of one’s horizons, but not the abandonment of oneself, of one’s own
perspective or experience, since all of this will be included in the expanded horizon.

E. H. Carr was concerned that Collingwood had gone too far towards total
subjectivity by emphasizing the role of the historian in history, leading him to the
complaint that in Collingwood’s view, “the facts of history are nothing, interpretation is
everything.”?®? Carr’s own work thus represents an attempt to find a middle ground
between “the Scylla of an untenable theory of history as an objective compilation of facts,
of the unqualified primacy of fact over interpretation, and the Charybdis of an equally
untenable theory of history as the subjective product of the mind of the historian.”?>® Here
is an example of a historian who is uncomfortable with his own subjectivity, and yet has
an acute awareness of its import.

Carr is certainly correct that there is room for both objectivity and subjectivity in
history. Nevertheless, it is a gross exaggeration to say that the “facts of history” are
inconsequential for Collingwoodian history, since in Collingwood’s view history must be
rooted in evidence or it is no history at all. It is true that there can be multiple

interpretations of the same data, and that evidence can be understood in different ways,

21 Meyer, Critical Realism, 140. See also Lonergan, Method in Theology, 292. Lonergan considers the
subject to be “the rock” upon which the knower builds, in Lonergan, Method in Theology, 21-22.

252 Carr, What is History?, 27.

253 Carr, What is History?, 29.
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resulting in different conclusions. This does not completely relativize history altogether.
We must recall that the cognitive process does not end at understanding, but proceeds
from understanding to judgment. Historical knowledge requires adjudication between
possible conclusions, which means being reasonable. In cases where multiple
reconstructions are possible, the reconstruction with the most explanatory power and
scope, the one able to explain the most evidence in the simplest way;, is to be preferred.>*
The fact that multiple interpretations are possible does not mean that some are not better
than others. There may be no recipe for history, but there is reason and logic to it.

A fear of subjectivity in the practice of history is akin to fear of one’s own
shadow. The only way to be free of it is to retreat into darkness. The postmodern turn to
the subject does contain important insights and raises crucial questions, but these can be
incorporated into a Lonerganian perspective.?®® The Lonerganian notion of responsibility,
through commitment to authentic subjectivity, allows the historian to escape the battle
between objectivity and subjectivity altogether by rejecting a dichotomy between the two
and recognizing that they are intimately related.

3.5 Understanding the Data

If data is to be applied as evidence in an investigation, it must be understood.?%
Comprehending what an author means to convey, or grasping the intention behind
statements in the gospels is important for understanding the data that the author provides,

and thus helps to determine whether something might potentially provide data concerning

254 Cf. C. Behan McCullagh, The Logic of History, 49-52.
255 Cf. Marsh, “Lonerganian Retrieval,” 166.
%6 On understanding and data control, see Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 80-87.
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a specific question, and moreover, how it might be applied as evidence.?*” However,
understanding an author is not the end goal of historical interpretation. In the words of
Meyer, “To understand Caesar it is not enough to understand what Suetonius meant to say
about him.”%>® In order to understand Jesus, it is not enough to understand what the
evangelists meant to say about him. One must also understand what Jesus meant by what
he said, and why he did the things that he did.

Meyer considered it necessary to control the data used in a historical investigation,
by which he meant that it must be understood, and that it must be established as potential
data on Jesus, meaning that its historical authenticity needs to be determined.?° | agree
that data must be understood, but the establishment of authenticity, whether it be on the
basis of criteria or indices,?® slips back into the practice of scissors-and-paste. Properly
speaking, the judgment of the “truth” or “falsehood” of a statement is relative to the
knowledge that is inferred from it. In other words, judgments of “truth” or “falsehood”
cannot be made apart from interpretation and understanding. In fact, so doing short-
circuits the cognitive process, cutting out the intellectual level.

So far as statements in the gospels are concerned, understanding means

apprehending what the evangelist meant by a given statement, and what it means for

257 Meyer correctly argues that authorial intention is not only contained in the writer, and thus extrinsic to
the text. It is also contained within the text, being its main intrinsic determinant. In agreement with Meyer,
Critical Realism and the New Testament, 20, cf. also the longer discussion of the relationship between the
reader and the author on pp. 36-41. It is not possible to engage in extended discussion of authorial intention
and interpretation, but readers are encouraged to refer to the above passages on this matter, as well as the
work of Sedn Burke, The Death and Return of the Author: Criticism and Subjectivity in Barthes, Foucault
and Derrida (3" ed.; Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2008).

258 Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 77.

29 Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 81.

260 Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 85-87.
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Jesus.?! Of course, the two are interrelated, since the evangelist is obviously impacted by
the Jesus tradition, and because Jesus’ words are conveyed to us only through the
evangelists in the first place. At any rate, as Meyer acknowledges, this cannot be done at
the outset of an investigation, since data are not entirely understood in the holistic sense
in their role as evidence until the inquiry is complete,?®? and their place in the web of
evidence and imagination is clear. The process, then, is a spiral, moving back and forth
from evidence to reconstruction.

3.6 Intention and “The Inside of the Event”

Collingwood makes a clear distinction between “the inside of the event,” which can be
described in terms of the thoughts of historical actors, and the “outside of the event,”
which is the physical element in historical events.?%® He quite rightly asserts that the
historian is never interested in one to the exclusion of the other.2%4 Collingwood thus
emphasizes the importance of understanding the thoughts of historical agents, since the
“outside of the event” is ultimately intertwined with and explained by the “inside of the
event.” Even the effect of natural phenomena on human history involves the interaction
and interface of those phenomena with human thoughts, acts, and intentions. This is one
of the ways in which history differs from empirical science, since thought is not
something that can be observed empirically.?®® This emphasis on thought led

Collingwood to the conclusion that the historian can rediscover the thoughts of historical

261 Cf. Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 80-81.
262 Cf. Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 81.

263 Collingwood, Idea of History, 213.
264 Collingwood, Idea of History, 213.
265 Collingwood, Idea of History, 214.
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actors by re-enacting them in one’s own mind, that is, to the doctrine of re-enactment.

Although we have critiqued this aspect of Collingwood’s thought above in
Chapter 2, we should not throw out the baby with the bathwater. The core concept that an
action is “the unity of the outside and the inside of an event,”?®® thus highlighting the
importance of the thought behind physical action and events in history, is itself a keen
insight into the object and nature of history, and need not be tied to the re-thinking of past
thoughts. Human action does not proceed without some thought, some motivation, some
intention, to move it forward. It is not enough, then, for the historian to say that Jesus
went about the countryside of Galilee, teaching and proclaiming his message in the
synagogues without some understanding of the motivation behind it. This is akin to what
a detective does when uncovering the motive in a criminal investigation. Just as a
detective can uncover and understand the motive behind a criminal act by inferring it
from available evidence, so too can the historian infer the inside of the event, the
intention that impels physical action, from evidence. There is no need to consider this to
be a literal rethinking of past thoughts. Rather, it is the act of coming to as much of an
understanding of the human intention behind an event as possible on the basis of what can
be critically observed and examined, which we call evidence.

The fact that thought cannot be seen does not mean that it cannot be grasped or
understood. Meyer, picking up on Collingwood’s distinction between the inside and
outside of the event, makes the astute observation that the outside of the Jesus event, that

which can be described in terms of time and place, constitutes data for understanding the

266 Collingwood, Idea of History, 213
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inside of the event.?®” Even without a direct statement of intention,?®® the historian does
not simply pull the inside of historical events out of thin air, but rather, infers it from what
is available for examination.

Meyer made a concerted attempt to understand the inside of the Jesus event in The
Aims of Jesus. According to Meyer, historical interpretation proper consists of “the
discovery of what historical agents really intended and the effective mediation of this
discovery to a given audience.”?®® Thus, his project in Aims of Jesus endeavoured to
uncover the intentions of Jesus. However, this dimension of his historiography has
sometimes been dismissed as dealing with matters that are inaccessible or beyond the
purviews of historical fact.2’® The role of the discovery of the inside of the event in
historical interpretation should not be confused with groundless psychologizing,?’* nor

with the search for existential selfhood, as seen in the work of James Robinson.?’? The

267 Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament, 166-167.

268 Direct statements of intention can also come with their own sets of interpretive problems. The author of
Luke conveys the intention behind the writing of his gospel in Luke 1:1-4. Since he is conveying his own
intention, unless the historian has reason to think he is not being truthful, this statement may convey
knowledge that can accepted on the historian’s authority at face value. However, not every direct statement
of the intentions of historical actors can or should be taken at face value. When, for instance, the same
author (Luke) communicates Jesus’ intentions behind telling the parable of the ten minas (Luke 19:11,
compare the Matthean version in Matt 25:14-30, which is without a statement of Jesus’ intent), we must be
aware that Luke is, on his own authority as the author of his gospel, inferring Jesus’ intention from the
content of the parable. The statement conveys Luke’s interpretation of the parable, and is in turn motivated
by Luke’s thought and intention. This is not to say that it is necessarily incorrect. Whether Luke’s inference
is correct or not is up to the exegete or historian to decide for oneself on the basis of the evidence.

269 Meyer, Aims of Jesus, 77. See also Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 107-108.

20 E g., Sean Freyne, Galilee, Jesus and the Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), 25; Gerd
Theissen and Dagmar Winter, Die Kriterienfrage in der Jesusforschung: vom Differenzkriterium zum
Plausibilititskriterium (Novum Testamentum et Orbis Atiquus 34; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1997), 155. On the reception, both positive and negative, of Meyer’s concept of intention in historical Jesus
research, see Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 109-110.

271 Cf. Meyer, Reality and Illusion, 104.

272 James M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (London: SCM Press, 1959), esp. 39. On how
the notion of intention as existential selfhood egregiously misapprehends the Collingwoodian distinction
between the inside and outside of events, see Merkley, “New Quests for Old,” esp. 205-207.
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intentions of historical actors are conveyed through their actions, which provide data for
the apprehension of the inside of historical events. To deny the accessibility of the inside
of the event is to deny the ability to apprehend meaning in physical and communicative
events (such as speaking or writing), and to fall back into scissors-and-paste, in which all
one has access to is the brute fact of what did or did not happen, with no ability to explain
why or what any given datum means.

In saying that the discovery of the inside of the event is essential to the historian’s
task, 1 am not denying a role to the outside of the event, nor am | diminishing its import.
To the contrary, they are two sides of the same coin and cannot be separated. It has
sometimes been objected that not all past events can be explained in terms of human
thought and intention.?”® Other factors, such as natural events, or the existence of natural
resources in a particular location, might determine the course of the past apart from
human intent.

The existence of elements in the past that cannot be described in terms of thought
does not mean that human intention is irrelevant to history or to the events impacted by
such elements. Louis Mink has rightly pointed out that “these natural facts are relevant to
history only to the extent that they enter the consciousness of men.”?’* The study of
weather is properly meteorology, and the study of natural features of the earth is properly

geography. Natural events and other extraneous factors are significant to the historian

283 E.g., Alan Donagan, The Later Philosophy of R.G. Collingwood (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), 203;
Norman Wilson, History in Crisis? Recent Directions in Historiography (Upper Saddle River: Prentice
Hall, 1999), 43. See also the discussion of and reply to this sort of objection in Mink, Mind, History, and
Dialectic170-173; and Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics, 111-113.

274 Mink, Mind, History, and Dialectic, 171.
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insofar as they are a part of the outside of the event. The historian might be interested in
how extreme weather, for example, affects human aims and endeavours, and how humans
react to such extreme weather events.

Insofar as | am a historian, | am not interested in the storm that shipwrecked Paul
off the coast of Malta in itself, but I might be interested in how it impacted Paul’s
experiences and aims, and what he did and said as a result of the shipwreck. The storm
belongs to that which is described in terms of time and place, that is, the outside of the
event. There are indeed events in the past that are not the product of human thought, but
the historian’s interest in them only extends as far as they affect human action. This is not
to say that natural phenomena are of no interest whatsoever, since they frequently affect
human beings, and can even shape their actions, thoughts, outcomes, and intentions. In
this way, they may be of relevance to a historical investigation, though understanding
them is not the ultimate goal of history in itself.

3.7 Truth, Judgment, and Evidence in History

Thinking historically means thinking critically. Not all testimony corresponds directly to
historical reality — eyewitnesses lie, people forget, memory is distorted, documents are
forged, and artifacts are counterfeited. Because of this, historians need to be able to make
judgments in order to discern between truth and falsehood. As we have learned from
Lonergan’s transcendental method, making historical judgments means marshaling and
weighing evidence, not collecting authentic testimony.

Historical Jesus scholarship has had an unhealthy obsession with authentic

testimony. The remedy to this affliction is to treat the data as evidence for a premise
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rather than testimony to be accepted or rejected. We have already been alerted to this by
Collingwood’s problematization of scissors-and-paste history. However, the historian
must also be cognizant of the truth and falsehood of testimony, and must be able to make
historical judgments.2”® How, then, should the statements of the evangelists be used in
historical investigation? How can the historian be certain that what he or she has
employed is “true,” and that the investigation has not been led astray by false testimony?
Since the time of Kdsemann until now, mainstream historical Jesus scholars have
typically used the criteria of authenticity to ensure that the testimony that they have
included in their reconstructions is “authentic” by filtering out the “inauthentic”
testimony. The use of criteria gives the historical Jesus enterprise the illusion of
objectivity by establishing firm ground rules and by appearing to eliminate the historian
and his or her biases from the equation. | say that this is only an illusory objectivity
because true historical objectivity does not consist of the establishment of criteria meant
to mitigate the historian’s own perspective, especially not when the criteria themselves
reflect the biases of those who formulated them. As we have seen, in Lonerganian terms,
true objectivity means authentic subjectivity.?’® What this means for history is being

attentive to the data and how it fits into the investigation as evidence. It simply means

25 Collingwood was cognizant of this issue, and wrote a detective story titled “Who Killed John Doe?” in
which all of the witnesses are lying in order to illustrate how a historian proceeds on the basis of evidence
and asking questions in such situations, in Collingwood, Idea of History, 266-282. For examples of other
major twentieth-century historical theorists dealing with the problem of testimony, see Bloch, Historian’s
Craft, 79-137; Jacques Barzun and Henry F. Gradd, A Medley of Mysteries: A Number of Dog That
Didn’t Bark,” in The Historian as Detective: Essays on Evidence (ed. Robin W. Winks; New York: Harper
Torchbooks, 1970), 213-231; Michael Oakeshott, Experience and Its Modes (repr. ed.; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994[1933]), 114-117.

276 |_onergan, Method in Theology, 292.
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being able to say, “I want X to be true, but the evidence indicates Y.”

When | say that Jesus taught and proclaimed the message of the Kingdom in the
synagogues of Galilee, citing relevant Gospel passages, | am not merely presuming the
“authenticity” of the passages in the Gospels that state that Jesus did these things (i.e.,
Mark 1:39; Matt 4:23; Luke 4:15; John 18:20). What | am doing is citing these passages
as evidence in favour of the premise that Jesus taught and proclaimed the message of the
Kingdom in the synagogues of Galilee. This is an important distinction. What | am doing
is placing my premise on trial, and the sources in the witness box. | am able to say that
Jesus did these things because I have gone through a cognitive process of marshalling and
weighing the evidence culminating in a reasonable judgment that this is the case. The
nature of our craft is that the fact that a source states that Jesus did or said something is in
itself the initial and typically strongest evidence that he did. | am not credulously
presuming that Jesus taught and proclaimed in the Galilean synagogues, | am inferring it
from the evidence at hand.

In some cases, the historian may have reason to think that there is a problem with
a witness’ testimony. This may arise in the course of interpreting the passage, or when
bringing the passage into dialogue with other evidence. It may be that the historian has
some piece of testimony that does not fit into his or her web of evidence and imagination
since it comes into conflict with other evidence. If this happens, then the historian cannot
simply discard the testimony, but must first understand it, since it may yet prove to be
relevant to the investigation. Whatever the case may be, any such judgment, if it is to be a

reasonable judgment, requires the marshalling and weighing of evidence, since the
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validity of a judgment ultimately stands or falls on evidence. In the words of Michael
Oakeshott, “what really happened” must be replaced by “what the evidence obliges us to
believe” as the goal of history, since “all that history has is ‘the evidence;’ outside this
lies nothing at all.”?"’

Direct verification of testimony is frequently impossible in history, since the past,
by its very nature, is unobservable. In historical Jesus research, it is quite often the case
that the Gospels provide the only evidence that Jesus said or did some particular thing,
and there is insufficient external evidence to clearly confirm or deny an inference made
on the basis of the Gospel traditions. This may cause some anxiety, since it leaves us with
the sense that history is imprecise and unscientific, unlike the empirical sciences which
require direct verification through observation. However, history is not like the empirical
sciences. If anything, it is more than a science, since it is an inferential discipline whose
object of study is unobservable, and thus requires much more than empirical data.?’

Marc Bloch wrote that criticism of testimony is a subtle art, and that “there is no
recipe for it.”?’® Nevertheless, Bloch points out that criticism typically involves
comparison.?® For example, two sources may agree against a third, or the validity of a
statement by one witness may not permit the truth of another. In cases like these, the
hypothesis that best explains the evidence is to be preferred. Critical thinking in history is

not merely a matter of verification of data, of establishing the authenticity of everything

277 Michael Oakeshott, Experience and Its Modes, 107-108. We must be reminded here that imagination
plays a role in history, but that imagination must itself be rooted in evidence. Oakeshott may be overstating
his point here, but the basic sentiment is accurate.

278 Cf. Collingwood, Idea of History, 249-252,

219 Bloch, Historian’s Craft, 110.

280 Bloch, Historian’s Craft, 110-111.
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that the historian uses. It is a matter of attending to the evidence, interpreting the
evidence, and making judgments based on the evidence in a responsible manner. If
testimony, which appears on the surface to be relevant to the investigation, is to be
considered suspect, a reason to do so must first arise, and the decision to do so must be
supported by evidence. | am not suggesting that we should revert to historical credulity in
favour of the sources, nor that the so-called “burden of proof” should be ignored
altogether. What needs to be proven are the historian’s premises, which are inferred from
the data. These premises are supported by applying the data as evidence. The traditions
preserved in the Gospels, are themselves the initial evidence, the proof for the historian’s
inferences. Other evidence may arise which calls the literal validity of the traditions into
question. If so, the historian must adjust his or her inferences accordingly on the basis of a
reasonable judgment.

Let us consider an example of how this might work in the context of an
investigation. Assume, for the sake of this exercise, that we are investigating Jesus’
attitudes towards Gentiles. The Abgar tradition preserved by Eusebius in Hist. eccl. 1.13
contains written correspondence between Jesus and Abgar V of Edessa (1.13.6-10).
Included in this passage is a Greek translation of a letter written by Jesus (either by his
own hand or through an amanuensis, Ananias the courier) to Abgar V, under a heading
reading “TA ANTITPA®ENTA YIIO IHXOY ATA ANANIOY TAXYAPOMOY
TOITAPXHI ABI'APQI.” The testimony of this tradition is potentially tempting to accept
as directly correlative to historical reality for a number of reasons, not the least of which

is that it would provide an example of something composed by Jesus himself, addressed
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to a Gentile ruler. Attentiveness to potential data uncovers this tradition, from which we
might formulate (for example) the premise that Jesus composed a letter during his own
lifetime to a Gentile ruler. The testimony of the tradition itself might function as evidence
for this premise, but first requires interpretation.

Jesus’ letter appears to refer to a saying in John 20:29: “Blessed art thou who didst
believe in me not having seen me, for it is written concerning me that those who have
seen me will not believe on me, and that those who have not seen me will believe and
live.”?8! This is problematic because, even if we grant that the things that Jesus claims are
written concerning him are loosely derived from Hebrew Bible texts (e.g., Isa 6:9-10),
itself an uncertain premise, the opening of the letter still appears to refer to John 20:29,
the events of which would not have occurred by the time the letter was written. The letter
also states that Jesus will send one of his disciples to Abgar after he has been “taken up.”
Although traditions preserved in the Gospels depict Jesus speaking about his death and
resurrection, nowhere else is there evidence that Jesus spoke of his ascension prior to his
death. It is admittedly possible to conceive of a world in which Jesus could have thought
that he would be “taken up” after completing his mission on earth and in which the
opening of the letter is independent of John 20:29. However, the more parsimonious
explanation, the hypothesis that best explains the evidence with the least resistance, is that
the letter was composed after Jesus’ lifetime, by someone with knowledge of both John
and Acts, perhaps to legitimate the Edessene church in the eyes of the authorities.

Thus, after interpreting the evidence, we are able to make a judgment, which is

281 Cijted in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.13.10.
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that the tradition is not apparently relevant in a direct sense to the investigation of Jesus’
attitude to Gentiles. Nevertheless, it may be useful in other ways or for other
investigations, since everything is evidence for something. For example, the Abgar
tradition depicts a mission to a Gentile ruler that is legitimized by Jesus, but which is not
undertaken by him, and which does not commence until after his lifetime. This indicates
an awareness that Jesus did not himself missionize Gentiles, and that the mission to the
Gentiles began during the apostolic age. Thus, the tradition may be of use to the
investigation after all, even though its testimony is not literally “authentic.”
3.8 Conclusion
There is a certain compatibility between Collingwood’s “idea of history” and Lonergan’s
cognitional theory, insofar as both deny that knowledge of the past can be attained by
empirically attending to the data. Both require a knower, a historian, to understand the
data and to make reasonable judgments on the basis of the evidence grasped by inquiring
into the meaning of the data. The result of this combination is a more robust and
defensible philosophy of history, resulting in a clearer historiographical approach.
Lonergan’s cognitional theory, or “transcendental method,” provides both a hermeneutic
and a satisfactory epistemological basis upon which to build my historical reconstruction.
Knowledge of the past, like any other type of knowledge, is attained by experiencing,
understanding, judging, and deciding, in that order. This means being attentive, being
intelligent, being reasonable, and being responsible.

Throughout Part I, and especially in this chapter, | have advocated for an approach

to the Gospels in historical Jesus research that treats the traditions preserved within them
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as potential evidence for a premise rather than as testimony to be either accepted and
incorporated or rejected. By treating the Gospel data as evidence rather than testimony, |
hope to bring historical Jesus research more firmly in line with the historian’s craft as it is
envisioned in the historiographical thought of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.
This chapter has also outlined the importance of the discovery of the inside of the event in
the historian’s task. To reiterate, it is not enough to simply say that Jesus taught,
preached, and performed miracles in the synagogues of Galilee, nor am | interested in
asking whether he did so. The question raised by the data is why did he do so, and what
does it mean? We thus come to the central question of this project, namely this: what role

did the Galilean synagogues play in the aims of Jesus?
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CHAPTER 4: Defining the “synagogue”: Synagogue Origins and Development in
Recent Research

4.1 Introduction

We cannot understand Jesus’ use of, conditioning by, relation to, or interaction with the
Galilean synagogues without some idea of what synagogues actually were — how they
came about, and what function they held in early Jewish society. Our current
understanding of the definition of the “synagogue” has advanced considerably since the
turn of the millennium, thanks to the combined work of a number of scholars on the
origins of the synagogue. In this chapter, | will review the current state of scholarship on
the origins of the “synagogue” in order to determine the sort of institution that we are
discussing. Recognizing the origins of the “synagogue” helps to clarify its role within
early Jewish society. The understanding of the “synagogue” produced by this review of
recent scholarship will inform and ground the historical examination and synthesis of
synagogue functions, people, and architecture in the chapter to follow.

4.2 Synagogue Terminology
Before we begin our discussion of the synagogue in the Second-Temple period, it is

necessary to clarify what, precisely, is being referred to by the term “synagogue.”
Runesson has suggested that a suitable understanding of “synagogue” requires the
consideration of four aspects: the spatial, the liturgical, the non-liturgical, and the
institutional 282 The spatial aspect pertains to the building itself, including architecture

and archaeology, as well as artwork, decoration, and furniture. The liturgical aspect

282 Runesson, Origins, 29-37. Cf. Runesson, Binder, and Olsson, ASSB, 7-9; Birger Olsson, “Origins of the
Synagogue,” 133. See also Bernier, Aposynagogos, 57.
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includes the “religious” activities that took place within the synagogue. The non-liturgical
aspect refers to the social, communal dimensions of the synagogue. Finally, the
institutional aspect pertains to organization, structure, operation, offices, and leadership
within the synagogue.

As will be clear upon our examination of the sources, institutions designated by
synagogue terms in antiquity incorporate all of these aspects. A focus on one of the four
to the neglect of the others will have a distorting effect upon a given reconstruction.?®® As
such, the reconstruction of the early synagogue undertaken in this study will consider all
four of these aspects over the course of the investigation.

It must also be recognized that the Jewish institution referred to in English by the
term “synagogue” had a variety of designations in antiquity.?* The two most commonly
used terms were synagogeé, which is the most typical term found in the New Testament,
and proseuché.?®® However, there are indeed a great many more terms that are all used to
refer to a Jewish establishment with spatial, liturgical, non-liturgical, and institutional
aspects, including ekklesia, oikos, topos, hagios topos, hieros peribolos, hieron,
synagogion, sabbateion, semneion, didaskaleion, amphitheatron, eucheion,

proseukterion, thiasos, templum, proseucha, bet mo ’ed, bet ha-Torah, and bet ha-

283 Cf. Runesson, Origins, 30-31. Examples of such a focus on the liturgical aspect include Louis
Finkelstein, “The Origin of the Synagogue,” in The Synagogue: Studies in Origins, Archaeology, and
Architecture (ed. Joseph Gutman; New York: Ktav, 1975), 3-13, and Emil Schiirer, A History of the Jewish
People in the Time of Jesus (ed. Geza Vermes, Fergus Millar, and Matthew Black; 2 vols..; rev. ed.;
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1973-1986; repr. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1885) 2:245.

284 For an in-depth examination of the various synagogue terms and their usages in antiquity, see Binder,
Into the Temple Courts, 91-154.

285 See the table of synagogue terms in ibid, 152, cf. Runesson, Origins, 171-174.

88



Ph.D. Thesis — Jordan J. Ryan; McMaster University — Religious Studies

knesset.?%® The object of all of these terms is what in English is termed “synagogue.”
There are a number of reasons why we might encounter different terms with similar
referents. For instance, there may be different regional usages, along with diversity in
language (Greek, Latin, and Hebrew). Some scholars have also argued that different
terms may have been used to describe various aspects of synagogue functions or
activities.?8’

It is also important to note that synagogue terms can potentially refer both to
buildings and to congregations.?® The term synagogeé, for example, simply means “a
gathering,” and was used interchangeably to refer to both assemblies and to buildings for
assembly. In the LXX, the term typically refers to the assembled congregation of Israel.
With the lone exception of Sus 28 (LXX), none of the over two hundred instances of
synagogé in the LXX refer to a building.?® Similarly, Psalms of Solomon 10:7 uses
Synagogai to refer to the “congregations of Israel,” and an inscription from Panticapaeum

in the Bosporan Kingdom uses synagage to refer to the Jewish community of the city, as

distinguished from proseucheé, which is used in the same inscription to refer to the

28 Cf. Runesson, Binder, and Olsson, ASSB, 10-11.

287 For example, sabbateion recalls the synagogue’s function as the place where the Torah was read on the
Sabbath. Some scholars also suggest that proseuche, one of the most common synagogue terms in the
diaspora, refers to the act of prayer performed in synagogues. See, e.g., Martin Hengel, “Proseuche und
Synagoge: Judische Gemeinde, Gotteshaus und Gottesdienst in der Diaspora und in Paléstina,” in The
Synagogue: Studies in Origins, Archaeology and Architecture (The Library of Biblical Studies, ed. J.
Gutmann; New York: Ktav, 1975), 27-54; Levine, The Ancient Synagogue, 23; Stephen K. Catto,
Reconstructing the First-Century Synagogue: A Critical Analysis of Current Research (LNTS 363; London
and New York: T&T Clark, 2007), 125-26, 150. Note, however, that some scholars have doubted that
communal prayer was performed in synagogues. See, for example, McKay, Sabbath and Synagogue.

288 Cf. Runesson, Origins, 232. For an extensive overview of synagogue terms and usages with distinction
made between references to buildings and to congregations, see Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 91-154.
289 Cf. Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 92-93. For examples of synagagé as a term for the congregation of
Israel in the LXX, consider Lev 8:3 and Deut 5:22.
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synagogue building belonging to the Jewish community.?%

The above discussion has highlighted the need for some variance and flexibility in
our approach to the “synagogue.” Allowance needs to be made for variegation amongst
the data.?®! Nevertheless, in the most basic sense, the term “synagogue” refers to Jewish
gatherings, both the assemblies themselves and the edifices in which they met.

4.3 The Origins of the Synagogue in Current Scholarship

The question of the definition of the “synagogue” in early Jewish society is closely tied to
the issue of its origins. In the late 1990s, discussion of the origin of synagogues resulted
in competing definitions of the synagogue as either a Greco-Roman association, similar to
a club or guild, or a public municipal institution, similar to a town hall. Strong evidence
exists, however, for both of these definitions, which led to the conclusion originally
proposed by Runesson (mentioned in Chapter 1 above) that there were actually two types
of institutions that were designated by synagogue terms: semi-public association
synagogues and public synagogues. 2%2 A brief examination of the arguments and
evidence pertaining to each of these two definitions will serve to demonstrate the merits
of them both and to clarify the respective roles and features of semi-public and public
synagogues.

4.3.1 The City Gate Hypothesis
In 1996, Lee I. Levine published an article arguing that the synagogue developed from the

29 ASSB 124, cf. ASSB 125; See also CIRB 70 = AGRW 86.

291 |n general agreement with the conclusions of Catto, First-Century Synagogue, 199-201. See also Levine,
Ancient Synagogue, 172.

292 Runesson, Origins.
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earlier city gate complex.?®® Shortly afterwards, this hypothesis was followed in modified
forms by both Donald Binder and Runesson,?* and has since been refined and restated in
both editions of Levine’s comprehensive monograph on the subject of the ancient
synagogue.?% Up to this point in time, hypotheses pertaining to the origin of the

synagogue had proposed diverse periods as the genesis of the synagogue.?%® The diversity

2% Lee I. Levine, “Nature and Origin.”

2% Binder, Into the Temple Courts; Runesson, Origins.

2% |ee I. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue: The First Thousand Years (1% ed.; New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 2000); cf. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue (2005). Unless otherwise stated, references to
follow are to the 2005 edition.

2% For example, among the periods proposed are the reign of Manasseh, in Louis Finkelstein, “The Origin
of the Synagogue,” Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 1928-1930 (vol. 1: 1928-
1930), 49-59; H. E. von Waldow, “The Origin of the Synagogue Reconsidered,” in From Faith to Faith:
Essays in Honour of Donald G. Miller on his Seventieth Birthday (ed. D.Y. Hadidian; Pittsburgh: Pickwick
Press, 1979), 269-286; the reign of Josiah, in J. Morgenstern, “The Origin of the Synagogue,” Studi
Orientalistici 2 (1956): 192-201; Jacob Weingreen, “Origin of the Synagogue,” Hermathena 98 (1964): 68-
84; Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972),
cf. Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 5;
New York: Doubleday, 1991); during the Babylonian period, in (for example) Carolus Sigonius, De
republica Hebraeorum libri VII (Coloniae: 1583); A. Menes, “Tempel und Synagoge,” ZAW 9 (1932): 268-
276; Eleazar Lipa Sukenik, Ancient Synagogues in Palestine and Greece (London: Oxford University Press,
1934); H. H. Rowley, Worship in Ancient Israel: Its Forms and Meaning (London: S.P.C.K., 1967), 224-
227; E. W. Nicholson, Preaching to the Exiles; A Study of the Prose Tradition in the Book of Jeremiah
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1970), 134-135; Azriel Eisenberg, The Synagogue Through the Ages (New York:
Bloch Publishing Company, 1974), esp. 30-31; Hershel Shanks, Judaism in Stone: The Archaeology of
Ancient Synagogues (New York: Harper & Row, 1979), 21ff.; Schirer, History of the Jewish People, 2:
424-426; during the Hellenistic period in the diaspora, in M. Friedlander, Synagoge und Kirche in ihren
Anfingen (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1908); L. Michael White, Building God’s House in the Roman World:
Architectural Adaptation Among Pagans, Jews, and Christians (Harvard Theological Studies 42; vol. 1 of
The Social Origins of Christian Architecture; Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1996); Peter
Richardson, “Early Synagogues as Collegia in the Diaspora and in Palestine,” in Voluntary Associations in
the Graeco-Roman World (ed. John S. Kloppenberg and Stephen G. Wilson; London: Routledge, 1996), 90-
109; J. G. Griffiths, “Egypt and the Rise of the Synagogue,” in Ancient Synagogues: Historical Analysis
and Archaeological Discovery (Studia Post-Biblica 1, ed. D. Urman et al., Leiden: Brill, 1995), 3-16;
Hengel, “Proseuche und Synagoge,” 27-54; during the Hellenistic period in the Land, e.g., G. L. Bauer,
Beschreibung der gottesdienstlichen Verfassung der alten Hebraer (2 vols.; Leipzig: 1806); Isaak. M. Jost,
Geschichte der Israeliten seit der Zeit der Maccabaer bis auf unsre Tage (Berlin: Schlesingerschen Buch
und Musikhandlung, 1822), 136-137; L. Zunz, Die gottesdienstlichen Votréage der Juden (Berlin: A. Asher,
1832), 1-3; Joseph Gutmann, “Synagogue Origins: Theories and Facts, in Ancient Synagogues: The State of
Research (ed. Joseph Gutmann; Brown Judaic Studies; Chico: Scholars Press, 1981); Steven Fine, This
Holy Place: On the Sanctity of the Synagogue During the Greco-Roman Period (Christianity and Judaism
in Antiquity 11; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1997); during the Roman period following
70 C.E., Howard Clark Kee, “The Transformation of the Synagogue after 70 C.E.: Its Import for Early
Christianity,” NTS 36 (1990): 1-24, further refined in Howard Clark Kee, “Defining the First-Century
Synagogue: Problems and Progress,” NTS 41 (1995): 481-500; Horsley, Galilee, 222-237; Horsley,
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of hypotheses and proposed periods is demonstrative of the mystery that shrouds the
historical origin and development of the synagogue. As Levine has eloquently put it, the
mysterious nature of the origin of the synagogue is due to the fact that new phenomena,
such as the synagogue once was, “often germinate unobtrusively only later to emerge in
our sources in a relatively developed form.”?%

Levine notes a tendency among these theories to assume that the synagogue came
about as a result of dramatic new religious circumstances.?®® Similarly, Runesson detects
a common element within most theories of synagogue origins which he calls the
“deprivation argument.”?®® Variations of this argument share a view of the origin of the
synagogue as a response to the “deprivation of religious activities caused by some form of
absence of the Jerusalem temple.”3% The essential logic behind the variants of this theory
is that, in the period following the destruction of the first temple, the Jews needed an
alternative religious institution in order to maintain their religious identity, and the
synagogue developed in order to fill the void left by the destruction of the temple.3%

Despite the diversity of these theories pertaining to synagogue origins, Levine has

noted that most of them share in common an assumption of the priority of the religious

Archaeology, History, and Society in Galilee, 131-153; Rachel Hachlili, “The Origin of the Synagogue: A
Re-Assessment,” JSJ 28 (1997): 34-47. Note that those scholars who place the emergence of the synagogue
after 70 C.E. generally consider there to have been an institutional forerunner in earlier periods, though the
synagogue emerged as a more formal institution after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple. For an in-
depth review and discussion of theories on the origin of the synagogue, see Runesson, Origins, 67-168. For
a brief review, see Levine, Ancient Synagogue, 21-28, cf. Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 204-226.

297 | evine, “Nature and Origin,” 426.

2% [evine, “Nature and Origin,” 427.

2% Runesson, Origins, 163.

300 Runesson, Origins, 163.

301 Cf. Runesson, Origins, 120.
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component of the ancient synagogue.®®? Rather than understanding the synagogue in
terms of its religious dimension, Levine notes that the evidence appears to indicate that
the primary characteristic of the synagogue is its nature as a communal institution.>®
Likewise, Runesson has observed that the deprivation argument is rooted in a “liturgical
definition” of the synagogue, to the neglect of its non-liturgical elements.3%
Consideration of the non-liturgical elements, such as the public and communal
dimensions of the synagogue, renders the deprivation approach problematic.3%

Levine’s solution to the problem of the mystery of synagogue origins is to propose
that the ancient city gate was the forerunner of the synagogue, and that the synagogue
emerged gradually in the Hellenistic period when gate architecture changed.®® In so
doing, Levine has revitalized, built upon, and modernized a theory which had earlier been
held by Low,*7 Silber,3% and Hoenig.>*® The point of departure for this is the

identification of the public communal function of the ancient synagogue in early Jewish

society.1% Levine notes that first-century sources depict the synagogue being used “as a

302 T evine, “Nature and Origin,” 427.

303 |_evine, Ancient Synagogue, 430ff.

304 Runesson, Origins, 164.

305 Runesson, Origins, 164.

306 |_evine, Ancient Synagogue, 34ff., cf. Levine, “Nature and Origin,” 436ff.

307 |_eopold Low, “Der synagogale Rituus,” Monatschrift fir Geschichte und Wissenshaft des Judenthums
33 (1884): 97-114, 161-171, 215-244, 305-326.

308 Mendel Silber, The Origin of the Synagogue (New Orleans: Steeg, 1915).

30% Sidney B. Hoenig, “The Ancient City-Square: The Forerunner of the Synagogue,” in
Judentum:Allemeines, palestinisches Judentu, (ed. W. Haase; ANRW 2:19:1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1979),
448-476.

310 The public, communal function of the Second-Temple period synagogue is widely recognized, even
outside of the corpus of the work of Levine, Binder, Runesson, and Runesson’s students. See, e.g., Fine,
This Holy Place, 3; Steven Fine, “From Meeting House to Sacred Realm,” in Sacred Realm: The
Emergence of the Synagogue in the Ancient World (ed. Steven Fine; New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1996), 21-24; Rachel Hachlili “Synagogues: Before and After the Roman Destruction of
the Temple,” BAR 41, no. 3 (2015), n.p.; Chad Spigel, “First Century Synagogues,” Bible Odyssey,
http://www.bibleodyssey.org/places/related-articles/first-century-synagogues, n.p.; Horlsey, Galilee, 223-
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courtroom, school, hostel, a place for political meetings, social gatherings, housing
charity funds, a setting for manumissions, meals (sacred or otherwise), and, of course, a
number of religious-liturgical functions.”3!! In earlier sources, the city gate was the locus
of these functions.?!?

Levine’s proposal represents a significant advance in the scholarly understanding
of the function and origin of the synagogue. The city gate hypothesis is preferable to the
deprivation argument precisely because it is firmly rooted in the evidence, both literary
and archaeological 3* We have evidence concerning the communal functions of the
synagogue in the late Second-Temple period on the one hand, and evidence locating those
same functions in the city gates in earlier evidence from the Hebrew Bible on the other. It
is thus a robust thread of historical imagination that connects these two points,
establishing a firm developmental relationship between the two.

4.3.2 Synagogues as Associations
There are certain institutions designated by synagogue terms from the Second-Temple

period which are difficult to understand as public communal institutions. In particular, we
find evidence for some synagogues which appear to belong not to the public community
as a whole, but to particular groups. The “synagogue of the freedmen” (Acts 6:9) in
Jerusalem, for example, appears to be one such institution. Philo also describes the Torah

reading ritual of the Essenes as taking place in “sacred places, which they call

233; Horsley, Archaeology, History, and Society, 145-153; Eric M. Meyers and Mark A. Chancey,
Alexander to Constantine (Archaeology of the Land of the Bible 3; New Haven: Yale University Press,
2012), 216-217.

311 | evine, Ancient Synagogue, 29, cf. Levine, “Nature and Origin,” 430-431.

312 |_evine, Ancient Synagogue, 30ff.

313 Cf. Collingwood, IH, 246; Lonergan, Method, 186ff.
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synagogues” (Gk. of xadofvtt cuvaywyal). 314 The Essenes, far from comprising the
majority of the Jewish population, should be understood as a ‘sect’ or a voluntary
association. As a result, their synagogues should be understood to belong to their group
and not to the Jewish community as a whole. Furthermore, a synagogue located in
Jerusalem, such as the one mentioned in the Theodotos inscription,®'® could hardly have
been the seat of local community functions, such as courtroom judgment, since this would
have been performed in the Jerusalem temple.3!® This general issue is acute in diaspora
settings, where it is difficult to imagine a Jewish synagogue performing the same
communal administrative functions associated with the city gate as in locales in the
Jewish homeland, since administrative control of diaspora locales was in Gentile hands.
Roughly contemporaneous with Levine’s first publication detailing the city gate
hypothesis in 1996, Peter Richardson published an article making a case for the
identification of early synagogues as a type of Greco-Roman voluntary association.?!’

This identification has since been followed and further explored by Philip Harland.3!8

314 Prob. 81-82. On this, see Runesson, Origins, 223ff.

315 CIJ 2.1404; ASSB no. 26.

316 Runesson, Origins, 227. On the date of this inscription, see John S. Kloppenborg Verbin, “Dating
Theodotos (C1J 1404),” JJS 51, no. 2 (2000): 243-280; cf. John S. Kloppenborg, “The Theodotos
Synagogue Inscription and the Problem of First-Century Synagogue Buildings,” in Jesus and Archaeology,
(ed. James H. Charlesworth; Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2006) 236-282.

817 Peter Richardson, “Early Synagogues as Collegia,” 90-109. This article was later republished as a
chapter of Peter Richardson, Building Jewish in the Roman East (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2004),
111-133. Further page references will be to the 2004 edition. On what Richardson means by collegia (or
‘association), see John S. Kloppenborg, “Collegia and Thiasoi: Issues in function, taxonomy and
membership,” in Voluntary Associations in the Ancient World (ed. John S. Kloppenborg and Stephen G.
Wilson; London: Routledge, 1996), 16-30.

318 See Philip A. Harland, Associations, Synagogues and Congregations: Claiming a Place in Ancient
Mediterranean Society (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003). The understanding of synagogues as
associations is also implicit in Richard S. Ascough, Philip A. Harland, and John S. Kloppenborg,
Associations in the Greco-Roman World: A