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Foreword

	At the beginning of the eighties some friends in the Black Forest-Baar region had got together and decided to meet regularly. They were all active in the Christian peace movement. Their common denominator was membership in the German branch of the International Fellowship of Reconciliation. From the very beginning, their encounters were concerned with community building through conversation and a shared evening meal as well as with thematic work that focused mainly on issues of non-violence, the renunciation of power and the topics of the process of conciliation. Eventually the point was reached where the step from talking to taking responsible action beyond the various political actions and activities already engaged in became inevitable. Consequently, the “ecumenical community for social integration Lebenshaus1 e.V.” was founded, which set itself the goal of “promoting the idea of community and creating houses in which families can receive people who need help in any way”, as it is stated in a Lebenshaus leaflet.

	In the meantime, this community has long since taken up this work, a work that attempts to have an effect both internally, i.e. concerning the community, and externally, concerning those in need of help in society.

	This is not the place to tell about the history and the workings of the Lebenshaus. This must be done elsewhere. Rather, my aim is to report on how in this community—in a way that is unique to me—the theoretical discussion, the attempt at practical implementation, the feedback from both the gratifying and the less gratifying experiences made as well as the resulting theoretical discussion and the subsequent attempt to put the conclusions into practice have led and continue to lead to an incredibly fruitful engagement with social reality and its problems. Here, therefore, people do not live and work at a great distance and with a great demarcation between research-based science, policy-makers who set guidelines and the general public who put them into practice but rather everything is very closely connected and everyone is thus able to become a piece of action research, legislative and executive power—a perpetrator and victim of their own wishes and joint decisions, a laboratory assistant and a test object at the same time.

	This process of dealing with the problems of our time did not only take place in the circle of the Lebenshaus. Almost parallel to these beginnings, an initiative for the redistribution of work arose, partly with the same people as the sponsors. Later, when the public interest in unemployment and the possibilities of overcoming it diminished more and more, active members began to urge investigation of the deeper causes of the economic problems of our society. This learning process in the Lebenshaus was—at least for me and probably for others—supplemented by the discussions in this initiative, especially as far as it concerned and still concerns problems of the economy. Beyond the work in these two groups, it was above all my intensive seminar and lecture work and ensuing discussions that have broadened my insights.

	This book is an attempt to put on paper and discuss the harvest that has been gained from this process. It is connected with the invitation to try the same or similar things. As can be easily seen from the individual chapters, they are almost all semantically like protocols of theoretical and practical discussions of particular challenges. Most of them were written in the context of reporting for specific readers or listeners. I arranged and strung them together only afterwards but this did not remove their distinctiveness. The book is therefore less a homogeneous whole than a loose series of essays. Consequently, the individual chapters can also be read on their own and independently of the order in which they are arranged. Thus the book resembles a necklace with stones strung together. The red thread that holds them together is the messianic concern that corresponds to my/our understanding—the service for Rachel, the discipleship of Jesus.

	I have long hesitated to add the last chapter to the manuscript, since it has a very strong theological-speculative character. But it occurred to me that all questions about the task and purpose of man and the conclusions that can be drawn from it for our behavior and our systems of order depend very much on our conception of God and our conception of man. Therefore, it seems to me indispensable to raise the question of our image of God and to put my own thoughts on this matter up for discussion. This may put some people off, which is why it might have been better for tactical reasons to omit the chapter, but for the sake of the truth this should probably not be done.

	The work connected and documented in this book was made much easier by the fact that a solidarity fund was formed at the beginning of 1991 from the two circles described, which supports my work financially and gives me the freedom to withdraw from organizational consulting, my main source of income, to such an extent that less financially rewarding work can also be accomplished. In this respect the present book is a fruit of this support.

	In writing this report, I was burdened by the fact that I have rarely succeeded in doing without terms that refer primarily to men and are therefore the language they use. I must confess that I consider the ways found so far to overcome this plight to be linguistically unsatisfactory. Therefore I must be content to note at this point that of course all terms referring to man, even if they are masculine, mean both genders. I have no doubt that the equality of women and the feminine is indispensable for real justice and for our spiritual progress.

	Wilhelm Haller

	 

	
Rachel weeps

	The two female figures Lea and Rachel, wives of Jacob and, like him, of archetypal, i.e. fundamental and often valid significance, were and are so important to me that I repeatedly engage with them.

	The story itself is quickly told.

	After Jacob, instigated by his mother, had duped his brother Esau, he became frightened and ran away with the aim of finding security and a wife with Laban, his mother’s brother. Even before meeting Laban, he fell in love with Rachel, his younger daughter and, in the course of discussions with his future father-in-law, committed himself to work for her hand in marriage for seven years. At the wedding, however, he had Leah, the older, thrust upon him on the grounds that it was not customary to give away the younger before the older. By necessity, Jacob accepted the arrangement. But because he could not forget Rachel, he committed himself for another seven years to win Rachel as a wife as well. And so, in addition to the unloved Leah, Jacob’s beloved Rachel also became his wife.

	For an understanding of the archetypal image of the two women, two things are especially important over and above this story.

	For one thing, Rachel remained without a child of her own for a long time until she finally gave birth to Joseph the Dreamer (remember his story in Egypt). The birth of Benjamin, her second child, cost her life. Leah, on the other hand, was a fertile mother with several children of her own.

	The second, symbolically of great importance, is the fact that Rachel let her father’s household idols go along with her when the family made their hasty exodus. Her trust in her husband’s invisible, barely tangible God does not seem to have been so great that she could have done without this physical and tangible reassurance. This tendency towards reassurance seems to be almost symptomatic of the Rachel type—the sensitive, farsighted person who is in search of God and the God-given human community, who in doing so repeatedly succumbs to the temptation of superficial securities.

	On the other hand, Lea’s picture represents the pragmatic, realistically thinking and acting cosmopolitan, to whom high-flying and far-reaching plans and visions are alien and who is not tormented by any inner insecurity. Leah has many descendants, because the majority feels, thinks and acts in this way. Rachel, on the other hand, becomes the lonely progenitor mother of all messianic dreams and idealistic visions of a better future for humanity and the tasks and aberrations associated with it. She therefore remains childless for a long time. Who would want to get involved with such illusions and dangers in a practical way, if he could avoid it?

	The story thus draws two major areas of tension. One represents Rachel’s relationship with the invisible God of her husband on the one hand and with the tangible idols of her father on the other hand. The other represents Jacob’s relationship with Leah on the one hand and with Rachel on the other. Both areas provide enough tension to make the lives of those who find themselves in them not only agonizing but also fruitful—as long as they become aware of this situation and deal with it. This is what Friedrich Heer means,2 when he speaks of creative tension people.

	The Rachel syndrome is as widespread as the Jacob syndrome. Almost everyone will find painful examples of one or the other, or even both, in their own lives and those of others. Concerning the Rachel syndrome, the following, particularly pictorial example may serve as an example for many others:

	Anyone familiar with the history of July 20, 1944 may remember that when Eugen Gerstenmaier3 was arrested, he carried a New Testament in one pocket of his jacket (symbolic of the God of Jacob) and a pistol in the other (symbolic of Laban’s household idol). Nowadays the image of the New Testament—or more correctly: the Greek Bible—and the pistol as Rachel’s syndrome is manifested in society as a whole, especially in the military, namely in the German Armed Forces—as far as the people in them feel like Christians. For the individual person, insurance and financial assets have in most cases taken the place of the Gerstenmaier pistol. Thus according to the image of Rachel, God Mammon has found in us a place of honor.

	Thus, the Rachel syndrome becomes not only a danger but a symptom in the sense of the “shadow” described by C. G. Jung4. Our experience of God, usually perceived as inadequate, leads in its conflict with the individual state of consciousness that is mainly shaped by the zeitgeist, almost inevitably to the search for other, tangible securities and to poor compromises. The contrast between God and Mammon, of which Jesus speaks, threatens to become a firmly rooted “as well as” in such individuals. No wonder, then, when the churches, just like the churchmen, not only build up enormous reserves but also strive for the greatest financial security imaginable5. The decisive factor here is not its ambivalence per se, it is and remains an essential component. The decisive question is how we deal with it? Whether to remain untouched and self-righteous and thus unfruitful or to engage in a painful and fertile confrontation with it that takes us forward.

	These problems bear witness to the unfulfilled dreams and the insatiable longing of such persons. They are usually accompanied by the search for social ideals. It seems that these people, with their desire for security and safety, are particularly susceptible to the temptations of Mammon, so that God seekers easily become gold seekers, gold collectors and gold hoarders. They are thus not only the triggers and bearers of social development but also live in danger of falling prey to various pseudo-safety and pseudo-security, whereby these can of course manifest themselves in other forms than in the addiction to financial security, e.g. in the excessive search for attention from the opposite sex, which seems to apply in particular to men.

	Beyond the problem areas outlined above, posterity will probably recognize in today’s generation, even the more radical members, the widespread indifference towards the problems of the technically less developed countries and the environment as the Rachel syndrome. The fact that in many respects it is already one second before midnight does not prevent us from displaying a reckless and downright suicidal behavior in our way of doing business, heating our homes, driving our cars, taking out the garbage and many other things. Using biblical terms, this behavior can only be described with the words “hardened hearts”, “glued eyes” and “blocked ears” and can be attributed to the Rachel syndrome.

	The Jacob syndrome of the relationship with both Leah and Rachel naturally includes the Rachel syndrome. Those who have a closer relationship with Rachel inevitably experience her ambivalence.

	In the archetypal meaning of the Jacob syndrome, the fact that Rachel is loved, dreamed of, and courted by the people is particularly important. However, almost everyone comes to terms with the fact that after long years of service, they find themselves betrayed, receiving not the lovable and inspiring yet ambivalent Rachel but the rather average and simple-minded Leah. All too many have had visionary dreams and have even “embarked on the long march through the institutions”6. But in the end they become pragmatic and “realistic”, adapt to the circumstances and become part of the “establishment” like most others. Thus the old dreams are betrayed and abandoned as unrealistic and the resulting wounding is concealed by superficiality, resignation and cynicism.

	The Jacob syndrome became particularly clear in the former GDR (and probably also in other Eastern European states). There, the innovators had often dreamed of liberation for years at great risk and sacrifice and had prepared the ground for and initiated the non-violent revolution that then took place. In the later elections, to their great disappointment, they had to realize that they were overtaken by masses of people on the right and left and that most of their ideas fell victim to the shamelessly exploited greed for the Deutschmark and the consumer mania of our government. The innovators had dreamt of Rachel and worked for her and later had to realize that Leah had taken Rachel’s place.

	In Jeremiah (taken up again by Matthew in connection with the infanticide of Bethlehem) the 31st chapter states:

	Thus saith the Lord;

	A voice was heard in Ramah, 

	lamentation, and bitter weeping;

	Rahel weeping for her children

	refused to be comforted for her children,

	because they were not.7

	Rachel’s few children are betrayed, abandoned, sacrificed.

	I myself have experienced this situation specifically in my own life story even down to the biblical periods of time and experience it again and again. In the early seventies, I left my former employer together with friends to start a new company with ambitious goals. It was an idealistic, visionary attempt in the sense of the idea of the People of God and thus a service for Rachel. After a few years, however, it became clear that the company was beginning to become a home not for Rachel but for Leah. It took about seven years until this was finally clear and a reorientation and, so to speak, a new commitment was due. It took another seven years until finally the Lebenshaus in Trossingen and then my book “Die heilsame Alternative” (The Healing Alternative) prepared a place for Rachel as well. But again and again I experience that invitations to lectures or the publication of essays are about “Leah’s concerns” and that I have trouble not to neglect or even forget the concerns of “Rachel and her children”.

	When I was asked by Heyne in the spring of 1989 whether I would write a book about flexible working hours for this publishing house, I initially declined. Although this had been a central topic for me for more than twenty years, I believed that I had finally closed the chapter “Leah” in my life. Eventually it occurred to me that Jacob, too, would remain married not only to Rachel but also to Leah in the long run. And so I agreed and set to work as a service to Leah, the unloved.

	This situation reveals a dilemma that many people face, namely a connection, obligation or entanglement involving two different beliefs. As difficult as it may be, the person concerned only fulfills his personal destiny and thus becomes a whole person if he is able to do justice to both emphases in his life, if he serves Leah and Rachel and if he does not overlook the fact that Rachel lets her father’s “household idols” accompany her. This, too, must be perceived, taken seriously and accepted.

	Normally, however, the situation is usually the opposite than it was with me, since everyone—seemingly inevitably—lives with Leah despite their original Rachel dreams and eventually settles for her, even if at some point in their lives they have pledged loyalty to Rachel. This is not about giving up on Leah. Rather, we should not give up on the painful disappointment of Rachel and not shy away from the additional time of service for her. Only then will we become whole people, pragmatic and visionary at the same time. Unfortunately, this happens all too rarely. Thus Rachel is abandoned and her children are betrayed. “Rachel is waiting”, Norbert Lohfink8 once wrote to me when I introduced him to my life’s journey and my relationships with the two wives of Jacob. For whom is she waiting, and with whom is she weeping?

	 


 

	The Unknown Messiah

	In the search for our destiny and the visionary dreams that we were meant to realize, Jesus of Nazareth becomes a signpost—or a stumbling block. However, this is less about the common image of Christ than about the largely unknown Messiah, who is a stranger not only to the Jews but also to most Christians even today. However, there is no direct contrast between the two images. Rather, our image of Christ will have to be supplemented by an image of the Messiah.

	The decisive factor here is the fact that Jesus was a Jew and was influenced not only by Jewish traditions but also by his time and environment. Thus the Messianic dream, as he fulfilled it, is peculiar to his people and only his people. Of course other peoples and their religions have also hoped and waited for messianic figures of salvation. The more or less similar expectations of many peoples and cultures have certainly promoted the spread of the Pauline character of the faith in Christ. However, foreign elements, especially from the Greco-Roman cultural area, were undoubtedly adopted.

	The adoption of non-Jewish elements, for example, led the Germans, including many of their church leaders, to see in Hitler a Messianic figure to whom they more or less unconditionally submitted, up to the greeting “Heil Hitler”. All this took place despite their Christian imprint or perhaps because of it. In any case, this experience makes it clear that their image of the Messiah was unclear and blurred or even completely wrong in decisive points.

	What distinguished the Messianic expectation of Judaism in the Jesuanic view is, according to Jewish traditions, already evident in the Hebrew Bible9 some thousand years before Jesus:

	In the decisive story, Samuel is asked by the Jews to provide them with a king, which he does hesitantly and reluctantly. Before that, according to tradition, Samuel had clearly shown the disadvantages of kingship10. In the time that followed, this subject did not come to rest. For a thousand years the question of a Messiah, the anointed King of God, as an ideal King who is not an oppressor, remained a fermenting problem. The pregnancy of this “divine thought” in the Jewish people lasted about a thousand years until finally in Jesus the vision became reality.

	Israel’s stubborn adherence to the ideal of freedom of rule and social justice is all the more astonishing given that all transitions from nomadism to sedentarism and from rural to urban life took place during this period. These are all transitions that usually bring with them a perhaps painful but ultimately uncomplaining adaptation, i.e., submission to a power elite and its privileges. Although this adaptation did not fail to occur in Judaism, the constant preoccupation with the sacred traditions meant that the resulting violation of human dignity never healed. The Jews had quite simply recognized that only the free man, who is not subject to internal or external constraints, can find and fulfill his destiny. They never gave up this knowledge. Erich Fromm writes11:“Precisely because freedom plays such a central role in the value system of the Bible, the liberation from Egypt is the central event in Jewish tradition. It is remarkable that Israel’s religious legislation, the commandments issued at Mount Sinai, was preceded by a social revolution, because only free people, not slaves, can receive the Torah”.

	This was the historical background against which Jesus appeared, the background that undoubtedly influenced and shaped him as well. The story of the Maccabees, who had fulfilled the Messianic expectations of many, was another example of concern to him.

	Over one hundred and fifty years earlier, in fact, there had been almost the same historical situation as at the time of Jesus. Whereas with Jesus it was the Romans and their accomplices who suppressed the people, their faith and their worship, before that it was the Greeks. Salvation came at that time through the Maccabees, who, with a successful uprising, liberated the country from the blaspheming Greeks and their collaborators by force of arms and cleansed the temple. Consequently, one of the family of Maccabees was anointed Messianic King and another was anointed Messianic High Priest.

	The path of resistance and attempted liberation by force of arms was not only taken by the Maccabees—liberation by force is a contradiction in terms, because it leads to the violent suppression or even death of those who think differently. Until the last great uprising against the Romans by Bar Kochba12 in 132 A.D., probably more than half a dozen other “Messiahs” tried it in the first two centuries of our era. However, this way had not been very successful, as history testifies. It is also by no means the only one that can be derived from the traditions of the Hebrew Bible. On the contrary. As the prophetic books in particular repeatedly make clear, the hope of the Messiah was actually—or at least also—directed at quite different personalities. However, only a few people saw and wanted to see this, then as now.

	Yet there was one—or so we can assume—who questioned things much more critically, who collected the biblical fragments, above all from prophetic sources. These fragments in quiet but forceful language throughout the centuries made it clear again and again that all this was a wrong path to take, even if in the short term it led to success, as with the Maccabees. These are all the text passages in which the general tendency to solve social problems by the means of power and violence is contrasted with the lonely path of renunciation of power, non-violence and self-obligation as the only right path.

	Thus one of the most important basic concepts for the regulation of human coexistence was and is not only questioned but also replaced by a completely opposite idea—the salutary alternative of the Messiah Jesus. It is still considered undisputed today that the principle of the exercise of power, domination, coercion and violence by a power elite, legitimized as always, is the only way in which a larger number of people can order their living and working together. The overcoming of this theory is of world-historical significance and has enormous consequences for world politics, the extent of which does not seem to have been even remotely grasped to this day.

	Only one of the texts supporting the new theory will be quoted here. It is emphasized because, according to the unanimous traditions of the Gospels, it was of such great importance to Jesus that when he entered Jerusalem he staged it so clearly, right down to the last detail, that even the stupidest fellow countryman (then as now) could have understood what Jesus was really about. With Zechariah it says in chapter 9:

	Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion;

	shout, O daughter of Jerusalem:

	behold, thy King cometh unto thee:

	he is just, and having salvation;

	lowly, and riding upon an ass,

	and upon a colt the foal of an ass.

	 

	And I will cut off the chariot from Ephraim,

	and the horse from Jerusalem,

	and the battle bow shall be cut off:

	and he shall speak peace unto the heathen:

	and his dominion shall be from sea even to sea, and from the river even to the ends of the earth.

	The King, who is depicted here and is also handed down in the holy scriptures in an unmistakable way, is a completely different King than the Maccabees represented him and the people then and now expected and await him. He is a King of the People and a King of Peace, the promise of God conveyed by the prophet,

	“And I will cut off the chariot from Ephraim,

	and the horse from Jerusalem,

	and the battle bow shall be cut off”13

	is taken seriously, taking office with unilateral total disarmament and making peace through these “ trust building measures”. He threatens no one, not even through deterrence, and does not instill fear in anyone. Yes, he does accept the risk of his own terrible downfall in case of failure, as is evident in the further life story of Jesus. So he is a king in the sense of the new theory of renunciation of power and non-violence.

	It is incredible and not at all what is taught and conveyed in common Christianity, because only the first part of this text is generally known, as the widely spread Advent song14 already demonstrates:

	Zion’s daughter, O rejoice!

	Shout aloud, Jerusalem!

	Lo, thy King doth come to thee,

	Yea, He comes, the Prince of Peace!

	Zion’s daughter, O rejoice!

	Shout aloud, Jerusalem!

	 

	Hail, hosanna, David’s Son,

	Be Thou to Thy people blest!

	Thine eternal kingdom come!

	Praise be sung to Thee on high!

	Hail, hosanna, David’s Son,

	Be Thou to Thy people blest!

	 

	Hail, hosanna, David’s Son,

	Be Thou welcome, gentle King!

	Firmly stands Thy throne of peace,

	Thou, the Father’s only Son!

	Hail, hosanna, David’s Son,

	Be Thou to Thy people blest!

	This is sung up and down the country during the Advent season with eyes transfigured by the glow of candles. Leaning back comfortably in our armchairs, we call upon the King of Peace to found his “eternal kingdom” and generously confirm, “eternally stands your throne of peace”, whatever that may mean. But hardly any of those who hear it or even sing it themselves have the slightest idea of what the text on which the song is based is really about.

	As strange and indigestible as the whole thing may seem to us, this is obviously the conviction, the theory that Jesus tried to make clear and to live out in practice. Not very successfully, as we all know, neither then nor now.

	How did Jesus deal with the insight that although people welcomed a healer for body, soul, and spirit, they rejected him and his way in political matters and preferred a warlike leader of the Maccabean type, then as now? It must have occurred to him at some time that his contemporaries (as well as ours) celebrated him enthusiastically as a miracle-worker and also received his proclamation of a loving, fatherly God with delight. The political consequences of this, however, remained just as alien to most of his contemporaries as to our own. How did he cope with this, and what consequences did he draw from it?

	What must he have asked himself after the first phase of the encounter with the enthusiastic people who, despite all their experience with Jesus, were not ready for the turnaround to renunciation of power and non-violence that was decisive for the history of mankind, thereby abandoning him in one of his most essential concerns? Did he first compare himself with John the Baptist and his proclamation of the punishing God? Looking back, did he remain attached to the fate of the prophet Hananiah, who in a crisis situation of the people, in contrast to Jeremiah, his contemporary and opponent, only proclaimed the merciful and not also the punishing God and had to die for this omission15? The comparison was close enough, since the Baptist was more like Jeremiah and Jesus was more like Hananiah. Did he come from Hananiah to Jonah16, who was sacrificed by the crew of the ship as a shirker from God’s mission and had to spend three days in the belly of the fish to mature for his mission to the city of Nineveh?

	We do not know in detail but surely Jesus was as fascinated by Jonah as anyone who is concerned about the great repentance, since the story of Jonah remains the only prophetic narrative in the Hebrew (i.e. his) Bible of a great and overwhelming success. Jonah fascinates not only as a stubborn prophet who is not very versatile but also as a very human prophet. He is also a man whose success is probably the result of the unique encounter of an obviously insecure population with a man of God marked by darkness and death, who was capable of causing a great upheaval through his preaching of repentance as a precursor of conversion.

	Moreover, as we are told in the Midrash, the returning prophet Elijah said to Jonah’s mother: “I will bring the message of salvation and after that your son, the Messiah of Joseph’s blood, will appear”.17 According to the oral tradition, which was already alive at the time of Jesus, Jonah was considered a messianic figure, possibly even one of the two great ones, who as Messiah ben Joseph and Messiah ben David would bring salvation.18

	According to the two evangelists Matthew and Luke, Jesus repeatedly referred to Jonah and to the great conversion of the people of Nineveh19. It is not certain whether the quoted statements actually come from Jesus—Mark at any rate does not report anything about it—but the kinship of both fates is so obvious that it was at least a possibility and a basis for his hope, not only for the evangelists but certainly also for Jesus himself, that his sacrificial journey to Jerusalem would not be useless.

	The first phase of Jesus’ failed mission was followed by a period of frustration and renewed reflection. It is characterized and shaped by two themes:

	On the one hand, by his often suppressed outbursts of rage with the cursing of the Jewish cities20 in which he had worked, by his inflammatory speeches against the power elites but also by his tears over the doomed city of Jerusalem. In a sense, this first part covers Jesus’ emotional reaction to the failed mission.

	Here Jesus shows himself as a living human being who allows room for his feelings. For centuries this did not fit the common ideals of either the Christ “without sin” or the “whole” man who does not let his feelings be noticed. Indeed, here Jesus becomes recognizable as “the first new man,” as Franz Alt rightly describes it.21

	The other part represents the factual and content-related examination of the future task:

	These include the announcements of his death with the invitation to take up the cross. Inwardly connected with this are the statements about the grain of wheat that must die in order to bear fruit. Both points are superimposed and at the same time parts of the now beginning open debate about his “messianity” that simultaneously takes and accepts, even provokes the risk of death from the ruling elite.

	Admittedly, it still seems to be disputed in theological research whether Jesus himself had a messianic conception of his own. But even the story of temptation with its argument about the question of power does not make any sense either for a budding itinerant preacher or for a future prophet. It only becomes plausible when we give room to the assumption that Jesus, after his overwhelming experience of God at the baptism in the Jordan River, was virtually swamped by feelings of omnipotence, feelings that for him almost inevitably had to be connected with the idea of being the anointed of God, the Messiah, especially if God is understood above all as the Almighty, as we do to this day. These feelings of omnipotence combined with the everyday experience of the Caesars’ omnipotence may have influenced his inner confrontation with his understanding of the messianic tasks in a disturbing manner. However, the described story of temptation would be meaningless if he wanted to live his life as an itinerant preacher and miracle healer. It would then remain completely without significance.

	Also the entry into Jerusalem, obviously staged by Jesus, would be just as senseless as his cleansing of the temple. The same applies to the image of the cross22, introduced by Jesus at the beginning of the second phase of public relations work. The cross was namely at that time the generally known form of the death penalty of the Roman jurisdiction and was imposed particularly against rebels, thus against political suspects and offenders. The announcement of the risk of the cross had thus for the listeners at that time a completely different meaning than for the average Christian today, who understands this as an invitation to take upon oneself the cross of his life, i.e. also its negative aspects. At that time this statement meant nothing else but this: The one who goes my way, he who takes on the political rulers and must expect to be killed by them for it.

	With the announcement of the cross, with the entry into Jerusalem and with the cleansing of the temple—to name only a few but important indications—Jesus takes the probably boldest step of his Messiah mission. Contrary to the already quoted oral tradition, which knew a high priestly Messiah ben Joseph and a royal Messiah ben David, he combined both Messiah images. Whether the death of John the Baptist played a role in this remains an open question. As is well known, for many contemporaries and also long after23 another messianic figure, John the Baptist was almost a rival of Jesus. In any case, it was conceivable during John’s lifetime that he could be the high priestly Messiah and Jesus the royal one, a division of tasks that was hardly conceivable after John’s death.

	It was unthinkable for the world of imagination at that time (as well as for today) that both images would be united in one person. The spectrum of expectations was too wide for that. As Christian history proves, this almost inevitably led to a dualistic split. To this day, in Christianity Jesus is assigned the role of a high priestly Messiah and the fulfillment of the royal role is expected of the Christ who will one day return.

	Especially the latter expectation is clearly refuted by Jesus. With his speech about the Kingdom of God that has begun, he takes the ground away from the distant eschatological expectation and shifts our responsibility to the here and now. With the second phase of his public work he underlines this and proves that he was and claimed to be both the high priestly-religious and the royal-political Messiah.

	It also shows, however, that renouncing power in critical situations means becoming a victim of power and violence. Tension often rises so high that the step to violence seems inevitable. In such situations, the decision of the politically responsible person is only between being a perpetrator or a victim of violence. Jesus clearly shows and walks the path of the victim and thus unites in a frightening and ingenious way the apparently contradictory and confusing statements of the prophets that led to the two separate concepts of the Messiah. In this way, the suffering Servant of God, in his individual form, becomes essentially the same not only regarding the high priestly-religious Messiah but also the royal-political one.

	In addition to this, as a further but rather secondary element, there is the refusal of Jesus to play the “guru” or even the “leader” for enthusiastic followers, that is, for people who are ready to submit unconditionally and personally to a charismatic leader. He had not overcome the temptation in the desert and resisted the enticements of power that came with it, only to succumb to them shortly afterwards. It is therefore not surprising that he repeatedly avoided the crowd, if necessary even fleeing. Moreover, the reference to the risks of succession should help to put a stop to this danger.

	All this makes his spiritual path clear—his insecurity and inner distress caused by the new or finally realistically assessed situation, the subsequent phase of inner clarification and the resulting uncompromising attitude. This uncertainty, however, must have gone much deeper than we are usually willing to admit. It becomes clear not only in the story of temptation and the harsh rebuke of Peter when he, after the first great announcement of suffering, obviously suggested alternative paths to him24— for example, the life of an inconspicuous itinerant preacher in the country or the violent resistance as a Messiah in the sense of the Maccabees. It is also recognizable in his not always non-violent statements regarding the question of weapons.

	All of this seems to indicate that the Rachel syndrome of “house idols” was for Jesus the question of power and violence, which he was always tempted by but never succumbed to. The last testimony of the biblical traditions for this inner conflict is the story of the “cleansing” of the temple that without doubt, at least for the narrators, is a repetition of the Maccabean temple cleansing in Jesuanic form. The Hanukkah festival is still celebrated in Judaism today to commemorate the Maccabean temple cleansing. Even with us Christians, the memory of this festival has not completely disappeared, since the Jewish custom of the Hanukkah poetry has been adopted by us with the Advent candles, even if most people do not know the roots of this custom.

	Presumably, however, Jesus’ inner conflict went
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