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		THE HISTORY OF THE
HISTORICAL JESUS

		CHRISTIANITY HAS always been concerned with the historical Jesus. The Gospels present their religious message through the medium of a life story, providing names and dates in their own narratives—the reign of Herod the Great or Augustus, the tenure in office of Pilate as prefect or Caiaphas as high priest—that orient their story in the flow of public time. Paul himself, though notoriously unconcerned with Jesus before the Crucifixion as opposed to the Risen and Returning Christ, nonetheless still incorporates a key moment in the life of Jesus into his proclamation when he invokes the teaching about the Last Supper: “On the night when he was handed over, the Lord Jesus took bread, and when he had given thanks he broke it and said, ‘This is my body’ ” (1 Cor 11:23f.). The point, both for the evangelists and for Paul, was that Jesus, his elevated status as Redeemer, Lord, Messiah, or Son of God notwithstanding, had acted and operated in a human context, within human time.

		Even as formal Christian theology developed and grew, and the language describing the person and work of Christ drew increasingly on the concepts and vocabulary of Greek philosophy, this historical dimension never disappeared. The same bishops who were caught up in endless controversies about the Son and the Trinity, about essences and substances, affirmed their faith in creeds whose content was largely narrative and, thus, historical: “I believe in God … and in Jesus Christ his Son our Lord, who was conceived of the Holy Spirit, born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate …”

		The modern quest for the Jesus of history—the project here—was begun and pursued foremost in the university faculties of post-Enlightenment Germany. In part continuing the Reformation’s protest against the theological formulations of Roman Catholicism, in part applying the developing methods of scientific historical research to the documents of the ancient church, German scholars blazed the path for critical work on the life of Jesus. Their efforts ended in an impasse almost a century ago, when these academic portraits of Jesus, sketched primarily from the palette of Mark, Matthew, and Luke, polarized around two options: Jesus imagined essentially as a teacher of religious ethics (“The fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man”), or Jesus as self-designated apocalyptic Messiah (the hero of Albert Schweitzer’s great classic The Quest of the Historical Jesus). Each interpretation emphasized different aspects of the Gospel tradition: the ethical Jesus, the Sermon on the Mount; the apocalyptic Jesus, those passages on the coming Son of Man, and God’s kingdom. And both failed at the same point, namely, on constructing a convincing historical explanation (as opposed to a polemical or theological one) of why Rome would have moved to execute such an essentially religious figure in such a brutally political way.

		One hundred years later, where are we? Jesus the charismatic leader; Jesus the existential religious thinker; Jesus the hypnotic healer; Jesus the witty, subversive sage; Jesus the passionate social revolutionary; Jesus the prophet of the End—all these diverse images of Jesus populate the most recent books; all are presented with the same flourish of authority; all are constructed by appeals to the same data. The paperbacks proliferate as the range of the portraits broadens. If this is progress, we might wish for less of it.

		Whence this bewildering variety? In part, from the enormous gains made especially in the last fifty years in our knowledge of first-century Judaism, the historical matrix of both Jesus and the early churches. The recovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, manuscript finds in Egypt and in the Judean desert, energetic and sustained archaeological research in Judea and the Galilee pursued since the foundation of the modern state of Israel in 1948, and in Jerusalem, particularly around the Temple Mount, since the reunification of the city in 1967—all have contributed to increasing our knowledge and, hence, our interpretive options. In part, too, this variety comes of the new home for New Testament research created, particularly in the United States and Canada, within the religion faculties of liberal arts colleges and universities. Critical and comparative in principle, the modern liberal arts study of religion deliberately draws on the methods of other fields—social anthropology, cultural anthropology, sociology, political theory, literary criticism—to see familiar data through new interpretive prisms.

		Proliferation of both data and analytic methods feeds the current superabundance of different images of Jesus. One clear example of the revolutionary effect of new data is the impact that the Dead Sea Scrolls have had on New Testament research. Some of the wildest arguments—that Jesus himself, or perhaps his brother James, was an Essene; that minute fragments of Christian texts can be seen in (emended) Scroll documents; that the Scrolls themselves speak of a crucified Messiah—routinely appear in popular media without seriously affecting the direction most scholars take. But the new knowledge gained through the Scrolls has permanently altered essential perceptions of Gospel material.

		Before the Scrolls’ recovery, for example, many scholars regarded the Gospel of John as presenting a very Hellenized, fundamentally non-Jewish image of Jesus. They consequently discounted this Gospel as both late and intrinsically nonhistorical, and they favored the synoptic tradition (Matthew, Mark, and Luke) when in search of the Jesus of history. The discovery of the Scrolls—whose place, date, and completely Jewish context is very secure—undermined this view of the Fourth Gospel. For the Scrolls, like John, speak the language of Children of Light and Children of Darkness; they, too, envisage struggle between the two realms. One need not posit, then, as earlier scholars did, that such language and thinking point to a late or non-Jewish origin for John’s Gospel. The Scrolls incontrovertibly show that early first-century Judean Jews spoke and thought in similar ways. And an earlier, Jewish context of composition for John’s Gospel then reopens the question of its historical value for reconstructing Jesus’ life.

		New methods complicate our efforts in other ways. Their very variety undermines any possibility of consensus about how to proceed; their respective orientations guarantee often disparate results. Do we emphasize political and economic theories on the organization of aristocratic empires? Then, unsurprisingly, we end up with a Jesus whose program addresses these economic and political problems, the inequalities of power, that such empires analyzed in this way are seen to embody and express. Do we look to anthropological studies of shamans in other cultures to understand spontaneous healings in first-century rural Palestine? Then we will analyze the Gospels’ accounts of Jesus as exorcist and healer accordingly. Do we use literary methods to refract the evangelical narratives into the layers of tradition that putatively comprise them, isolate those layers that we consider the most ancient, and concentrate our efforts solely on those? If we argue that the earliest layer is sayings rather than story, word rather than deed, we will naturally conclude that Jesus was primarily a teacher. Our efforts then will turn to understanding what he taught, not what he did, since his actions (healings, for example, or exorcisms, or the scene in the Temple) are communicated not in sayings but in story. Narrative on this reading inevitably recedes in importance as primary evidence. In sum: Once method determines our perspective on our sources, how we see is really what we get.
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		Photograph of the War Scroll from Qumran (1 QM)

		“This shall be a time of salvation for the people of God, an age of dominion for all the members of His company, and of everlasting destruction for all the company of Satan.… At the season appointed by God, His exalted greatness shall shine eternally to the peace, blessing, glory, joy and long life of the sons of light.” A page from the War Scroll (1 QM), part of the ancient sectarian library discovered in caves at Qumran by the Dead Sea. This Scroll gives the battle plan for the apocalyptic struggle between God and evil at the End of the Age. Its dualistic language—“sons of light”/“sons of darkness”—recalls similar phrasing and imagery in the later, Greek text of the Gospel of John.

		All these diverse positions affect, indeed afflict, the current quest. Even though all scholars who work on Jesus look more or less to the Gospels as the mother lode to mine for data, a priori commitments to different methods mean that they actually read different texts. My colleagues who take Jesus’ wisdom sayings (“Be wise as serpents and innocent as doves”) as the earliest, most authentic tradition that the Gospels preserve portray a Jesus who seems much more like a Cynic philosopher—another purveyor of witty maxims in antiquity—than like a Jewish prophet. My colleagues who look to later rabbinic writings as the closest native context for traditions also visible in the Gospels will see Jesus as a charismatic Galilean Hasid, a pious layperson, beleaguered on that account by the Pharisees, since such men drew the scorn of the more learned and powerful in these later Jewish texts. And my colleagues who stay closest to Mark’s story of a Jesus who goes to Jerusalem only once and stages some sort of action at the Temple inevitably see a Jesus whose religious business, in one form or another, essentially challenged the “official” Judaism of his day. The first group emphasize Jesus’ sayings when they look at the Gospels; the second, a sketchier version of tensions that become more visible in the later Talmud; the third, the Markan narrative rather than the sayings. The methods introduced in quest of the historical Jesus, in short, have resulted in turn in a de facto quest for a historical Gospel. Once again, diversity—and controversy—dominate.

		Do we have any polestar, then, by which we might navigate our way through this confusion? I think we do. Though the word is unfashionable in academic history right now, I shall breathe it anyway, here: We have facts. Facts about Jesus, and facts about the movement that formed after his crucifixion. Facts are always subject to interpretation—that’s part of the fun—but they also exist as fixed points in our investigation. Any explanation, any reconstruction of Jesus’ mission and message must speak adequately to what we know to have been the case. If it cannot, then no matter how elegant an application of interesting methods or how rousing and appealing its moral message, that reconstruction fails as history. It might conjure an image of Jesus that pleases or moves us as religiously meaningful, but that portrait will have only a glancing resemblance to the real person who lived, intact and entirely, within his own culture and in his own time, utterly without obligation to make sense to us in ours.

		So let’s put our facts up front in order to begin our search here. What do we know about Jesus of Nazareth, and how do these facts enable us to start out on the road to a solid and plausible historical portrait of him?

		The single most solid fact about Jesus’ life is his death: he was executed by the Roman prefect Pilate, on or around Passover, in the manner Rome reserved particularly for political insurrectionists, namely, crucifixion. Constructions of Jesus primarily as a Jewish religious figure, one who challenged the authority of Jerusalem’s priests, thus sit uncomfortably on his very political, Imperial death: Pilate would have known little and cared less about Jewish religious beliefs and intra-Jewish religious controversy. The lines spoken in the Acts of the Apostles by Gallio, proconsul in Corinth, capture well the general Roman indifference to the particular religions of subject peoples and Rome’s clear sense of where to invest its energies when running an empire. Addressing the group of Corinthian Jews who seek to arraign Paul before the tribunal, Gallio says, “If it were a matter of wrongdoing or vicious crime, I should have reason to bear with you, O Jews. But since it is a matter of questions about words and names and your own law, see to it yourselves: I refuse to be a judge in these things” (Acts 18:14–15).

		This problem of linking Jesus’ Jewish career with his Roman death challenges many, and extremely diverse, modern reconstructions of Jesus and his message. The more Jesus is imagined as a teacher whose message—be it the witty subversive aphorisms of the wandering Jewish Cynic, the existential ethics of the pious Hasid, or the antinationalist, anti-Temple proclamation of the Galilean visionary—essentially challenges Jewish religious authorities, the harder it is to explain Pilate’s role. Explanations range from Jesus’ having died by accident (caught up inadvertently by a police action against some sort of demonstration) or by mistake (Rome thought he was incendiary, but he really wasn’t), to seeing the supposedly offended priests as the true initiators, who worked out a deal with Pilate for Rome to do what they could not, namely, execute him (this essentially expands the Gospels’ view). Against these, other historians have speculated that Jesus actually did lead a more political, rebellious sort of movement than the Gospels dare portray, so that Rome responded rightly as Rome naturally would.

		However, Jesus’ cross is the stumbling block for all these reconstructions. Those who emphasize his offense to highly placed Jews rightly note that the former and current high priests named in the Gospels, Annas and Caiaphas, together held that office for seventeen of the first twenty years that Judea, hence Jerusalem, was under direct Roman rule: Presumably they had excellent working relations with whatever prefect was in power. If they decided they wanted Jesus out of the way, Pilate may indeed have been perfectly happy to oblige. This can explain Jesus’ death at Rome’s hand, but not, specifically, his crucifixion. Pilate could have disposed of Jesus easily and without much fanfare, murdering him by much simpler means. (The Gospels’ emphasis on Jesus’ popularity—“The chief priests and the scribes were seeking how to arrest him by stealth and kill him; for they said, ‘Not during the feast, lest there be a tumult of the people’ ” [Mk 14:1–2]—makes Pilate’s decision to crucify him that much odder.) And those who speak to the sharp contrast between Jesus’ religious, Jewish message and his political, Roman death must claim that the Gospel stories are deliberately, egregiously misleading, either investing too much meaning, since Jesus truly died by mistake (Rome thought he was politically dangerous, but he wasn’t), or obscuring the true meaning, since Jesus really was anti-Roman and political (so Rome was right, by its lights, to crucify him). But these latter theories collide head-on with a second incontrovertible fact we have from the earliest movement: Though Jesus was executed as a political insurrectionist, his followers were not.

		Had Rome, mistakenly or not, truly thought that Jesus posed any sort of political threat, more than only Jesus would have died. Pilate never could have risked or tolerated the existence of what he would suppose to be a revolutionary group. Further, the earliest Christian evidence, Paul’s letters, written midcentury, depict the disciples as ensconced comfortably in Jerusalem, directing a Mediterranean-wide mission without the slightest hint of constraint from Rome—or, for that matter, from Jerusalem’s priestly hierarchy. Clearly, nobody in power was much worried by this movement. Why then did its leader die the way he did?

		This is a crucial anomaly. Because it is established by two absolutely secure historical facts, it will serve as the driving wheel for my effort here to reconstruct the Jesus of history. I think that it forces us to conclusions about the Gospel evidence that run radically counter to the prime assumptions of all other current work on Jesus, most especially on the question of why he was killed. I emphatically include my own earlier book, From Jesus to Christ, in this group whose conclusions this book challenges. In the eleven years between that publication and this one, my contemplation of this anomaly has steadily eroded my conviction in my previous conclusions. The argument here, then, is my own pentimento as well as a fresh chapter in the current quest for the historical Jesus.

		The opening two chapters necessarily delay the reader’s plunge into the gospel material. The first is on the nature of history, the second on ancient religion, specifically Judaism. The peculiarities of our topic—the historical Jesus and the Jewish origins of Christianity—mandate these prior discussions.

		For our knowing what Christianity’s future would be makes its past harder to see. Because we seek causes, connections between events that explain them, patterns of meaning in the evidence that remains, we often run the risk of anachronism: Our knowledge of what ultimately happened affects our efforts to convincingly present the experience of those ancient agents whose actions we want to understand and explain. We see causes and impute motivations with a clarity that the actual historical characters could not possibly have had because, unlike us, they did not know what their future held.

		In quest of the Jesus of history, this occupational hazard finds expression in the tendency of many scholars to impute to Jesus some thought or action that explains, in a concrete way, what Christianity ultimately became. By the time we have most of the texts that constitute the New Testament—say, by the late first or early second century—the Temple in Jerusalem was no more, Pharisees were emerging as notable sectarian survivors of the Jews’ war with Rome, and the ethnic population base of the Christian movement had begun the momentous shift from its Jewish beginnings to its gentile future. Consequently, the ancient Jewish laws and customs enacted at the Temple had little practical application to late first-century religious life, whether Jewish or (to the degree that we can meaningfully distinguish the two communities so early on) Christian. The Pharisees, the most intact group of the postdestruction period, were also the most articulate in preserving and presenting their own particular interpretation of Torah. And Gentiles, whether as pagans or as Christians, had never been held by Jews, nor even by most Christian Jews, as responsible to and for the mandates of the Law. But now as Christians they had become worshipers of the God of Israel. What, then, was to be their relationship to his teachings as conveyed in biblical revelation?

		The evangelists incorporate these postdestruction issues into their depictions of Jesus, the founder-figure for their communities. Thus their Jesus, too, exhibits a post-Temple religious consciousness; he, too, has his most charged arguments with Pharisees; he, too, seems turned away from his Jewish present, facing a gentile future. We have no option to drawing on the evangelists: Their writings represent the best body of evidence we have for reconstructing the historical Jesus. But we must be sensitive to the ways that their own historical context, sometime in the last third of the first century, shapes their presentation of Jesus and his: Jewish Galilee and Judea in the days of vigorous sectarian variety, oriented around the vibrant cult of the late Second Temple.

		By considering the difficulties of anachronism and the complicated status of the Gospels as evidence (chap. 1), and by imaginatively locating ourselves within the religious world of antiquity, and specifically Jewish antiquity (chap. 2), we can develop some critical purchase on the problems attending most current modern interpretations of Jesus. Our focus on the anomaly that stands at the heart of what we know past doubting to be historically true—that Jesus was executed by Rome as an insurrectionist, but that none of his followers were—together with our increased sensitivity to anachronism, will help us to formulate a new approach to the gospel material. And this approach, in turn, will enable us to see a new answer to that most ancient question that lies at the source of the Christian movement: Why was Jesus crucified?

	
		PRELUDE 1
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		Jerusalem

		JERUSALEM WAS BURNING.

		The fire fused with the dry August heat. A thick mass of sounds and smells signaled the end of the siege—stone and burning timbers crashing, soot and dust everywhere, the screams of victim and victor, the dense mix of sweat, blood, and fear from the bodies of the living, the stench from the unburied dead. Above, the white-blue bowl of heaven arched, remote and unmoved by the huge confusion below. Rome’s legions—furious, implacable—consumed the ravaged Lower City.

		For more than three years the Jews had defied the empire. Their hastily improvised defense of their country failed to hold the north, Galilee; but Jerusalem in Judea, to the south, had profited from the turmoil that followed Nero’s death. Within that single year, three emperors had come and gone; the fourth, the general Vespasian, had had to quit the Jerusalem campaign for Egypt in order to secure the purple for himself. Meanwhile, subject peoples at the edges of the empire, encouraged by Rome’s distraction, watched with keen interest the progress of the Judean war. Their attention sealed the city’s fate: It had to be made an object lesson for others nursing similar dreams of revolt.

		If the foreign siege outside the city walls pressed hard upon the people trapped inside, so did the civil war between rival Jewish rebel factions raging within. At first, Jerusalem’s priestly aristocrats had directed the revolution, despite their initial opposition to it. They had led the nation for half a millennium, ever since Israel’s return from Babylon: Whether as the designated mediators between their own people and some distant international power—Persia, Greek Syria and Egypt, now Rome—or as native priest-kings after the successful Maccabean revolt, these men had long wielded political as well as religious authority. In the beginning of this conflict they had tried, characteristically, to turn their countrymen from rebellion; but when Eleazar, the son of a high priest, called on those serving in the Temple to cease offering sacrifices for the well-being of Rome, the revolt in effect was declared, and the chief priests assumed responsibility for the defense of the city and the nation.

		But the Galilee had crumbled before the Roman response, and Zealots and other ardent antiaristocratic revolutionaries, abandoning the debacle, fled south to the capital. They murdered their priestly competition and seized control. Assassination and intimidation kept the balance of power swinging madly. Even with the Romans at the gates, these nationalists paralyzed the interior, dividing Jerusalem into three warring camps, terrorizing the populace, murdering rivals; finally, suicidally, even burning the city’s enormous stores of grain lest the other factions profit from them. They slaughtered those Jews who tried to flee. The hapless few who evaded the revolutionaries fell into the hands of the Romans. The soldiers crucified them within eyesight of the city, to further demoralize the Jews trapped within.

		Even the beautiful white-and-gold Temple to the God of the Universe, the heart of the city and of the far-flung Jewish nation, finally succumbed to the devouring flames. The intense heat melted precious metals; even limestone burned and burst. The huge stone expanse of the Temple courtyards choked on carnage and confusion as priests, soldiers, terrorists, and civilians all surged toward the sanctuary, the Holy of Holies. In the austere emptiness of this innermost chamber abided the earthly presence of God: “He who swears by the Temple,” as Jesus of Nazareth, some forty years earlier, had taught, “swears by it and by Him who dwells in it.” Now it, too, perished; and in their grief, defying Rome to the last, two priests—Meir ben Belgas and Joseph ben Dalaeus—flung themselves into its fires and so perished with it. The entire mountain that it had crowned—Har ha-Bayit, the Mountain of the House, God’s House—was so “enveloped in flames from top to bottom,” an eyewitness later wrote, that it “appeared to be boiling up from its very roots.”

		Herod the Great, some three generations earlier, had expanded the Temple area on a vast and lavish scale. Its outermost walls, taken together, ran a total length of nearly five thousand feet, almost nine-tenths of a mile. The space within—some thirty-five acres, or 169,000 square yards—could hold, when necessary, almost 400,000 pilgrims. During the great biblical festivals—Sukkot/Tabernacles in the fall, Pesach/Passover in the spring, Shavuot/Pentecost in early summer—the Temple teemed with myriad Jewish pilgrims and intrigued gentile tourists. From all over the world, in caravans overland from Babylonia, in ships traversing the Mediterranean, foreign Jews joined local Galilean pilgrims and the residents of the city so that the population swelled enormously, and so did the priests’ duties. All action and attention focused on the Temple at these times, and the priests’ chief responsibility was to see that everything ran smoothly and properly.

		At Passover in particular, the press could be overwhelming. Priests and pilgrims would come together the week before the feast for the necessary rites of purification mandated by the Torah; and in a few hours on the afternoon leading into the fifteenth day of the month of Nisan, immediately before the holiday of Unleavened Bread began, a huge number of priests—perhaps as many as ten thousand—and an even greater number of worshipers would slaughter and prepare the Passover offering, the lamb or goat required for the sacred meal. So many Jews crowded into Jerusalem annually for these holidays that Roman prefects, who had controlled Judea since shortly after Herod’s death, would march their troops from Caesarea, on the coast, up to the city, to control the holiday mob. Ringed round the Temple’s perimeter, staring down from its porticoes at the surging crowds, the Roman armed presence encouraged prudence.

		Nevertheless, excitement often turned to violence during these festivals. Once, after Herod’s death, Jews who had gathered to celebrate Shavuot attacked an avaricious prefect’s troops, and general slaughter ensued. At Sukkot seven years before the siege, one Jesus ben Hanan had disturbed other worshipers by suddenly, loudly declaiming the impending destruction of the sanctuary. Disciplined and punished by both Jewish and Roman authorities, he was released to continue his mournful prophecy, which he did most especially on the feast days. Only in the course of the siege was he finally silenced, killed by a Roman missile. But especially at Passover, given its great themes of redemption and national liberation, potential for political agitation was high, Roman nerves taut: It was during a Passover that Pilate, then prefect, had executed some Jews—nobodies, really—as political bandits and insurrectionists. The Roman presence could be as much a provocation as an inducement to order; and it ultimately, again, fell to the chief priests to keep everything moving, safeguarding the troubled peace between the wary Roman governor with his resentful troops and the excited holiday crowds.

		Disease, starvation, slaughter—despite the huge numbers of Jews that had perished, huge numbers still remained. This, too, was due to Passover: These people had come to Jerusalem for the feast and been trapped there by the war. With its sanctuary crumbling and its defenses down, the ruined Temple mesa now served as a collecting point for what remained of the city’s inhabitants. The Romans oversaw the postbattle triage. Those who had fomented rebellion they summarily executed. Others were sent off to slower deaths, in the mines by hard labor or in the arenas of urban centers, there by wild beasts or gladiatorial combat, for the amusement of the watching public. The tallest, best-looking young survivors were put aside for display in the triumphal procession back in Rome. Slave traders accompanying the army picked over those remaining, aged seventeen and under, for their stock.

		The religious convictions that had nourished Jewish dreams of freedom seemed, in retrospect, sadly misconstrued. “Their chief inducement to go to war,” wrote the historian Josephus of his own people, “was an equivocal oracle found in their sacred writings, announcing that at that time a man from their country would become the ruler of the whole world.” Looking back on these things, Josephus knew that the prophecy actually referred to Vespasian, whose troops had acclaimed him emperor while he was still in Judea. But for those Jews who had put their faith in it, the prophecy had hailed the coming of the Messiah. And Josephus had seen a remarkable and wrenching example of the tenacity of this conviction. In the heat of the Roman assault, with frenzied legions surging about them and the Temple collapsing in ruin, some six thousand Jews—a mixed crowd of men, women, and children—managed to climb to the roof of the last colonnade in the outer court. They had been encouraged by a “false prophet” (so Josephus, with the certainty of retrospect): This man claimed to have received a call from God himself to gather the group and mount the Temple, “to receive the signs of their deliverance.” The soldiers, undeterred, fired the columns. None escaped.
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		Arch of Titus in Rome celebrating his victory over Jerusalem

		“Most of the spoils that were carried were heaped up indiscriminately, but more prominent than all the rest were those captured in the Temple at Jerusalem—a golden table weighing several hundredweight, and a lampstand similarly made of gold but differently constructed from those we normally use,” Josephus, Jewish War, 7.149. Josephus here describes Titus’ victory procession back in Rome, which celebrated his defeat of Jerusalem. This relief panel from Titus’ Triumphal Arch, put up to commemorate that engagement, captures the moment that Josephus describes.

		The Upper City capitulated. Titus ordered everything razed to the ground. One legion remained behind; the rest moved off. Survivors trickled away in their different directions to slow death or servitude in Egypt, Asia Minor, or Italy. The massive gold table and menorah from the sanctuary, together with a captured scroll of the Law, made their way to Rome, spoils of the war. What was once Jerusalem stood at the smoking epicenter of a blasted landscape: The surrounding territory, devoured by Titus’ need for war machines, had been stripped of trees for miles around. Hill and countryside, once green, now denuded, gave way to inevitable erosion. It was Rome’s way with rebels. They make a desert, a Roman historian commented later, and they call it peace.

	
		Chapter 1
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		GOSPEL TRUTH AND HISTORICAL INNOCENCE

		WHERE DO WE GO if we want to answer the question, Who was Jesus of Nazareth? Most historians begin at the same place as the traditional believer, namely, with the documents preserved in the New Testament. The four canonical Gospels—Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John—supplemented by the scattered references to Jesus in the Pauline Epistles, provide the basic building materials for any construction of the historical figure.

		But even though the Gospels do provide valuable information, as historical sources for Jesus their status is complicated. For one thing, relative to their subject, they are late. Born, perhaps, in the last years of the reign of Herod the Great (who died in 4 B.C.E.; cf. Mt 2:1; Lk 1:5), Jesus died when Caiaphas was high priest, Pilate the Roman prefect, and Passover fell on a Thursday or Friday (all data suggested by the Gospels’ Passion narratives)—that is, c. 30 or 33 C.E. But the Gospels seem to have been composed in the period between the destruction of the Temple or shortly thereafter (70 C.E.) and the close of the first century (c. 90–100 C.E.)—in other words, some forty to seventy years after Jesus’ lifetime. As chronological gaps in the ancient historical record go (centuries, for example, yawn between the lifetime of Alexander the Great [d. 323 B.C.E.] and the documents speaking about him) forty to seventy years is not bad at all. Still, when we consider the mutagenic variety and intensity of the social, political, and religious forces bearing down on evolving Christian traditions in that period between Jesus’ execution and the earliest narratives about him, we can better appreciate how complex the Gospel evidence really is.

		For example, while the traditions they preserve ultimately extend back across the generation or two bridging their day and Jesus’ own, the evangelists’ narratives embody several important and fundamental differences between their subject and themselves. Jesus of Nazareth was a Galilean religious figure whose vernacular language was Aramaic (a close linguistic cousin to Hebrew) and whose teaching was exclusively oral (we have no writings from him, nor do early sources claim any existed). He apparently restricted his activity to the villages of the lower Galilee and to Jerusalem in the south, perhaps with brief excursions across the Jordan; he also would have traversed Samaria, which lies between the Galilee and Judea, when going to Jerusalem. This is another way of saying that Jesus’ audience, like himself, would have been for the most part Aramaic-speaking Jews living in Jewish territory. But the language of the evangelists is Greek, their medium written, not oral. No one knows where the Gospels were composed, nor the identities of their authors—the traditional ascriptions (“Matthew,” “Mark,” “Luke,” and “John”) evolved only in the course of the second century: The original texts circulated anonymously. Most scholars assign locations of origin to somewhere in the Greek-speaking cities of the empire. Accordingly, the question of their communities’ relations with Gentiles, with gentile culture, and with imperial government looms much larger for the evangelists than it could have for Jesus himself.

		In brief, where Jesus’ teaching was oral and his setting Jewish, Aramaic, rural, and Palestinian, the evangelists’ is written, mixed (that is, Jewish and Gentile both), linguistically Greek, and probably within the matrix of the Diaspora city. Flung out over the gap between these distinctions, across time, space, culture, and ethnicity, are the human filaments of oral tradition. Ultimately, many stories and sayings presented in the Gospels probably do go back across these various frontiers to the original followers of Jesus. But eyewitness testimony is never scientific or objective, first of all because the witness is human. In this particular case, their conviction that Jesus had been raised from the dead, or that he was God’s special agent working in history for the redemption of Israel and the world, would inevitably have affected the reports that these witnesses gave: Other witnesses, not so convinced, would and presumably did speak differently (cf. Mt 28:17).

		Further, these stories would have been told and retold—by those of the original generation during their lifetimes; by the later, intervening generations for theirs—before achieving the relative stability of writing. Revision and amplification inevitably travel along this chain of transmission, again because its links are human. Since no way exists to compare later oral traditions to the earlier or earliest ones, the degree of change or distortion introduced into the tradition as it evolved, like the people themselves who received and passed it on, is lost, silenced by death.

		Nor did the eventual achievement of written form fully stabilize these traditions from and about Jesus, as a simple comparison of these four Gospels shows. The Gospels differ among themselves. Sometimes the matter is undeniable but seemingly unimportant: for example, at Mark 8:27, Jesus asks his disciples, “Who do men say that I am?”; but at Matthew 16:13 he asks, “Who do men say that the Son of Man is?” But larger divergences exist. At the end of this scene, the Confession at Caesarea Philippi, Jesus rebukes Peter as Satan in Mark and Matthew (8:33//16:23); Luke’s Jesus is silent (cf. Lk 9:22); John’s Gospel lacks any corresponding scene (though cf. 6:68–69). While Mark’s Jesus seems overtly hostile toward traditional Jewish observances (e.g., Mk 7:1–23, and Mark’s comment at v. 19), Matthew’s Jesus, in the Sermon on the Mount, actively endorses them (“Think not that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets; I have come not to abolish but to fulfill them,” 5:17). And so on.

		To make sense of such contrasting traditions, scholars have to devise interpretive strategies. Do we harmonize these conflicts somehow? Or do we acknowledge the conflict, and then favor one tradition over the other? If so, on what grounds?

		Such weighing and choosing, and self-conscious reflection upon the reasons for making our choice, are all part of the process of historical reasoning. As we proceed through the Gospel material, then, the first task must be to become aware of its complications and difficulties as historical evidence. Only once we see, as clearly as possible, what its problems are, can we begin to take advantage of the tradition’s virtues—those places from which, however obliquely, we are afforded a glimpse of the historical figure of Jesus. We discern such discrete vantage points in the ancient evidence wherever we can establish a correspondence of elements in Gospel material with other historical data derived independently from non-Gospel sources—from Paul’s letters, written some fifteen years before the earliest Gospel, or from the vast body of material preserved in the work of the first-century Jewish historian Josephus, or from other near-contemporary Jewish sources, such as the Dead Sea Scrolls. Where these lines of evidence converge, where the data thicken, we can begin to construct a first-century Jewish historical context—the native environment of Jesus.

		It is the contrast between this context and some of the claims made by the later Gospels that enables us to gauge their reliability. If the Gospels claim or depict something that cannot plausibly fit into what else we know about Jesus’ period and culture, we have good reason to hesitate to accept the claim or depiction as historically authentic. Of course, both in terms of constructing this first-century context and in terms of amassing data about Jesus, we will never know as much as we would like to know. But we can still know quite a lot.

		First things first. What are the problems with taking the Gospels as gospel?

		The Synoptic Gospels

		CONFLICTING EVANGELICAL TRADITIONS come, broadly speaking, in two types: conflicts between the first three Gospels (the so-called synoptic tradition); and conflicts between the synoptic tradition and John. Let’s consider each of these, briefly, in turn.

		Scholars refer to Matthew, Mark, and Luke collectively as the synoptic Gospels. This is because they can be “seen together” (Greek: syn-, with; opsis, visual object): That is, despite divergences, all three are clearly variations on a shared theme. For example, Matthew and Luke both begin with Jesus’ birth (though their respective nativity stories differ strenuously with each other); both end with Jesus’ post-Resurrection appearances, Matthew’s on a mountain back north, in the Galilee, and Luke’s in and around Jerusalem (Mt 28:16–20; Lk 24:33–43, cf. Acts 1:3–8). Mark’s Gospel, much shorter, begins with Jesus’ baptism by John and ends the first Sunday after the Crucifixion with the empty tomb (Mk 1:9, 16:8, this Gospel’s original ending). Notwithstanding all the differences of detail, emphasis, style, and characterization both of Jesus and of his disciples, however, these three Gospels all take shape around a common narrative chronology. Once the story of Jesus’ public mission is under way, all three present the same basic sequence of events; and for all three, Jesus’ mission runs along a one-way trajectory, from the north, in and around the Galilee, to the narrative and theological climax in the south, in Jerusalem.

		In all three Synoptics, Jesus comes to John the Baptizer and is himself baptized; the Spirit of God or the Holy Spirit comes down upon him while a voice from heaven declares Jesus “my beloved son” (Mk 1:9–11 and parr.). After a forty-day retreat into the desert during which he is tempted by Satan, Jesus begins his mission. He calls his disciples and begins to travel in the villages of the Galilee, casting out demons, healing the sick (sometimes, controversially, on the Sabbath), calling his disciples, debating with other Jews (most notably scribes and Pharisees) on the meaning of Jewish law, and pronouncing sins forgiven. And he teaches, often in parables, especially about the Kingdom of God and the Son of Man. Once Peter identifies him as the Messiah—“You are the Christ” (Mk 8:29 and parr.)—Jesus predicts his own impending death and resurrection, and soon thereafter, to Peter, James, and John, reveals himself gloriously on a mountain, conversing with Moses and Elijah, as a voice from a cloud again proclaims, “This is my beloved son; listen to him” (the Transfiguration, Mk 9:7 and parr.).

		Finally, after spending most of his time in the north, Jesus turns south, to Jerusalem, for Passover. Through the device of the Passion predictions, Jerusalem has cast the shadow of the cross over the entire first movement of Jesus’ story: we know that, once in Jerusalem, he will die. After his enthusiastic escort into the city by other Passover pilgrims, Jesus disrupts the sale of sacrificial pigeons in the Temple court and so earns the mortal enmity of the priests. Continuing to teach there in the days before the festival, Jesus predicts the Temple’s coming destruction (“There will not be left here one stone upon another that will not be thrown down,” Mk 13:2 and parr.) and describes events preceding the End of the Age and the glorious return of the Son of Man—a figure, the reader by now knows, for Jesus himself. Soon thereafter one of his disciples, Judas Iscariot, decides to betray Jesus to the chief priests: This must be accomplished on the sly, because Jesus is so popular with Jerusalem’s crowds (Mk 11:18 and parr.; cf. Lk 22:6). At the seder Thursday night, Jesus presents the bread as his body and the wine, his blood, and again predicts his coming death: God’s kingdom, he implies, is near (Mk 14:17–25 and parr.).

		After their seder, out walking in the darkness, Jesus is identified by Judas and arrested by an armed crowd sent by the priests. Various authorities—the priests at their councils; Pilate, the Roman prefect; perhaps Herod (that is, Herod Antipas, the Jewish ruler of the Galilee and a son of Herod the Great; only Luke claims this, 23:6–12)—interrogate him. At the insistence of the Jewish authorities, who have a crowd on their side, Pilate orders Jesus crucified that Friday morning; by afternoon he is dead. Pilate then permits the body to be buried before the onset of the Sabbath that evening. When some of Jesus’ female followers come to the tomb early Sunday morning, they find it empty (Mk 16:1–8 and parr.). Here Mark stops; Matthew and Luke elaborate various post-Resurrection appearances.

		Looked at synoptically, the first three canonical Gospels represent a confluence of Christian tradition: they come together to present a reasonably unified picture of the life of Jesus. Looked at critically and analytically, however, their differences emerge, and as our awareness of their divergences grows, so does the need to have some sort of criteria to guide our reading. How do we choose between starkly contrasting, indeed occasionally mutually exclusive, evangelical accounts of the past?

		For example, while nativity stories about Jesus do not predominate in the canonical material—two of the four Gospels, Mark and John, are completely silent on the topic—Matthew and Luke each have highly developed though divergent birth narratives. According to Luke, Mary and Joseph live in Nazareth, in the Galilee. They journey south to Bethlehem, the scripturally designated natal town of the Messiah, in time for Jesus’ birth. The odd timing of their journey is explained by a Roman census: “In those days a decree went out from Caesar Augustus that all the world should be enrolled” (Lk 2:1. We know from other ancient sources that this tax occurred in the year 6 C.E.—but only in Judea, not in the Galilee). After the birth, they return home to Nazareth. In Matthew, however, Mary and Joseph already live in Bethlehem and so are in situ for the messianic birth. Because of Herod’s murderous antagonism, the family then flees to Egypt, returning only once Herod has died (recall, Herod was dead by 4 B.C.E.). Only then do they move north to settle in Nazareth (Mt 1:18–2:23). Of course, neither story may be true. But if we choose to grant credibility to one, it comes at a cost to the other: both cannot be true.

		Oral traditions and various lines of transmission, spoken and written, span the time between the writing of the Gospels and the life of their subject, Jesus of Nazareth. The different evangelists shaped these into their respective narratives. But the multiplicity of their sources implies a further datum about their nature, namely, that each Gospel in and of itself is really an assemblage, a collection of originally distinct stories or sayings, which each writer could deploy as he would. Hence, for example, Matthew’s Jesus, during his Sermon on the Mount, teaches that “you cannot serve God and mammon” when discoursing about the dangers of split loyalties and the nullity of worrying about the future. His essential message is: Don’t worry about tomorrow; put your trust in God (Mt 7:24–34). Luke’s Jesus says no such thing during his (much briefer) Sermon on the Plain (Lk 6:20–49). But this teaching appears elsewhere, much later in Luke’s story, in the course of a long and confusing parable about a dishonest steward (Lk 16:13); there, it sets up an insult to the Pharisees (“The Pharisees, who were lovers of money, heard all this and scoffed at him,” 16:14).

		Let us say that we are convinced that, behind the Greek, this verse preserves an actual teaching of Jesus. What did he mean by it? Context helps determine content, by providing an environment of meaning within which to place our interpretation. “I love you” means one thing when Juliet says it to Romeo, something else when Iago says it to Othello. So, too, with the different contexts here. If, as scholars conjecture, a contextless list of some sayings and stories about Jesus circulated, whether as oral tradition or as a (now lost) document, then both evangelists created new contexts that in turn effected a new interpretive content for the saying. Thus, if we think that Jesus of Nazareth did really say, “You cannot love both God and mammon,” we need to know his situation when he said it to understand further what he would have meant. Was he uttering a generic human truth? Or was he moving into a specific polemic against another Jewish group? The evidence as it stands cannot help settle the issue. The same phrase, positioned differently, yields two different meanings.

		Finally, crucial matters of fact are in dispute. This is nowhere more so than in the Passion narratives, which many scholars hold to have been one of the earliest and, because so important, most stable blocks of tradition. Matthew and Mark have Jesus appearing before two full sessions of a council, convened at night after the seder, and consisting of the high priest, chief priests, scribes, and elders (Mk 14:53, 15:1//Mt 26:57, 27:1). In both, also, the high priest and Jesus have a highly fraught exchange at the dramatic pinnacle of the hearing: “Are you the Christ, the Son of the Blessed?” “I am” (Mk 14:61–62; cf. Mt 26:63–64); and in both, the high priest pronounces Jesus’ words blasphemy (Mk 14:64//Mt 26:65). Luke, however, has no night trial. A single conference is held in the morning, no dialogue between Jesus and the high priest ensues, no accusation of blasphemy pronounced (Lk 22:54–70). And John lacks a Jewish trial scene altogether. There, the action takes place on a different evening—still a Thursday, but with respect to the holiday, on the night before the night of the seder—and the high priest Caiaphas and his father-in-law, Annas, without any council, briefly and separately interrogate Jesus before passing him on, without comment, to Pilate (Jn 18:12–32).

		We have no way, simply looking at these texts, to decide which is more reliable or even more plausible. To judge between the evangelists, we have to look at other types of historical evidence—histories of the period, such as those of Josephus; traditions of Jewish and of Roman law; records, where we can find them, of Rome’s judicial practices in its provinces—and use those to reconstruct an early first-century historical context. Only once this general historical context is as clear as it can be do we have a standard of judgment, and an interpretive criterion, by which to sift the Gospel material.

		This process of building up a context, a “thick description” of the immediate environment drawn critically from as many contemporary sources as possible is, again, fundamental to the process of historical reasoning in general, and to reconstructing the historical Jesus in particular. If something presented by the evangelists cannot be fitted into a responsible reconstruction of Jesus’ own period, then there is reason to question its historical reliability. If one evangelist’s story coheres better with a reconstruction of early first-century Palestinian Jewish concerns than another, then we have a reason to prefer the one to the other in our quest for the Jesus of history, himself an early first-century Palestinian Jew. This process of reconstruction and critical assessment, further, alerts us to anachronism, both in the evangelists’ presentations and in our interpretations of them. Anachronism, the viewing of persons or events out of their own historical context, is the first and last enemy of the historian, and I will have more to say on it below. Here I simply want to emphasize that the Gospels in themselves cannot settle questions about their own historical authenticity.

		So far I have emphasized conflict in this comparison of synoptic Gospels. But what about confluence? What accounts for the substantial areas of agreement between them?

		Since the beginnings of scientific Gospel criticism in the modern period, scholars have speculated that the resemblances between the Synoptics, especially their common chronology, echo some relation of literary dependency between them. Virtually every combination has been proposed and defended: that Luke used Matthew, or vice versa; that Mark used both, but condensed them; that Matthew’s Gospel, originally Aramaic, was translated into Greek only later, and thus was the earliest.

		Most scholars today accept the (not uncontested) view that Mark wrote first, that Matthew and Luke used Mark independently of each other, and that, besides Mark, these later evangelists also had access to another Greek source on Jesus that contained more of his sayings as well as some stories about him. Scholars designate this last “Q,” from the German Quelle, meaning “source”: Jesus’ teaching on God and mammon is an example of such sayings material. This so-called two-source hypothesis thus addresses two questions. The first is: What accounts for the agreements between these three Gospels? Answer: Matthew and Luke each used Mark. The second question, then, concerns the agreement between these two later Gospels: If they are independent of each other, why do Matthew and Luke verbally replicate so much material not found in Mark? Answer: They also shared another source, the now lost Q. Was Q actually a document? Or was it a collection of sayings and stories that circulated orally? We cannot know. Its most secure existence is definitional: Q is that material common to Matthew and Luke that does not appear in Mark.

		Their use of Mark and Q not only explains the patterns of resemblance between the two later synoptic Gospels; it increases our awareness of how these evangelists worked. Matthew and Luke were not only authors but also redactors, creative editors of earlier traditions that they changed even as they preserved. Further, to present their portraits of Jesus they also redacted a text much more ancient and prestigious than Mark. These later synoptists also edited biblical tradition in the form of the Septuagint (academic designation: LXX), a Greek translation of the Jewish Scriptures done by and for Greek-speaking Jews during the third and second centuries B.C.E.

		All ancient Christians turned to the Bible in order to interpret and defend their understanding of the redemption that God had worked through Christ. Citations of and references to the Bible pervade the earliest strata of the tradition—indeed, its religious dependence on the Bible is the index of the early movement’s intrinsic Jewishness. Thus when Paul refers his Corinthian congregation to Christ’s death and resurrection, he says simply (and, alas, without naming what passages he had in mind), “Christ died for our sins, in accordance with the Scriptures” (1 Cor 15:3). Christ in the Epistle to the Hebrews—high priest, minister in the heavenly tabernacle, perfect blood sacrifice (5:5, 9:11–14)—is an assemblage of various Levitical images from the Torah. And without the words of Isaiah, Daniel, and Ezekiel, the Book of Revelation would be unimaginably different. At once both bedrock and building block, the Greek version of the Jewish Scriptures in fundamental ways formed early Christian proclamation.

		But the evangelists’ use of the Bible went boldly beyond such theological applications. In the Septuagint, the Gospel writers felt they had a third historical source for information about the life and especially the death of Jesus. We see this most clearly in Matthew, who often prefaces or concludes some action or story with the words, “This was done in order to fulfill the words which were spoken of by the prophet” (whether such a prophecy exists in Jewish Scripture or not). This creative usage of the Septuagint clearly shapes both synoptic birth narratives. The tradition that Jesus’ mother was a virgin at the time of his birth, for example, draws on a prophecy available only in the Greek version of Isaiah 7:14: In the original Hebrew, the word that stands behind the Septuagint’s parthenos, “virgin,” is caalmah, “young girl.” And this biographical usage of ancient Scriptures likewise shapes all four evangelists’ presentation of the Crucifixion scene, where the continuous action of the Gospel narratives actually breaks down into a multitude of references to various lines from the prophets, Proverbs, and Psalms. In light of such dense citation, historians have to ask whether the existence of the scriptural image did not create the details or even the action of the story.

		Put differently: The source for a Gospel story about Jesus might lie not in some transmitted tradition going back to a contemporary eyewitness in the early first century, when Jesus lived, but in the religious authority of the distant biblical past. The Gospel story thus may give information about the evangelist’s reading of biblical tradition, and thus also about his theological interpretation of the figure of Jesus. We learn little, however, about Jesus of Nazareth himself. But the contrary also holds: Just because an evangelist refers to the Bible when presenting an episode in Jesus’ life or an element of his teaching does not mean he necessarily constructs the episode or element himself. His biblical gloss of it notwithstanding, the tradition itself may be authentic. In light of these complexities, all Gospel material must be weighed and judged before it can serve as evidence for the historical Jesus.

		The Synoptics and John

		MARK SERVES AS the narrative linchpin of the two-source hypothesis: His is the Gospel that provides the sequence of events, and in some sense the basic plot, for Matthew and Luke. Since the turn of the twentieth century, however, scholars have grown increasingly aware of the degree to which Mark himself is also a redactor, an editor of earlier traditions. Mark, too, inherited his material from different sources, in different forms—miracle stories, parables, controversy stories, healings. Were these written or oral? How did he decide to organize what he had? Did he have access to some earlier, now lost, historically reliable chronology of Jesus’ mission? Or did he himself assemble what he inherited, joining bits of tradition with the connective tissue of his own imagining, arranging them for his own purposes—polemical, theological, political—into the sequence that ultimately went on to shape the later Synoptics? To answer this question, we must consider Mark together with his canonical alternative, John.

		Recall that Mark opens with John the Baptizer’s mission

		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		Anachronism and Willed Innocence

		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
			
			
		

		
		
			
			
		

		
		
			
			
		

		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
		
			
		

	OEBPS/images/Fred_9780307826572_epub_M02_r1.jpg
Mediterranean Sea

AFRICA CYRENAICA

EASsTERN MEDITERRANEAN
IN THE First CENTURY

&DAii\/f

>
X

3
<3

Ephesus

Alexandria

Black Sea

CYPRUS

| ¢ Cacsarea

PARTHIA

SYRIA

o Damascus

Philippi






OEBPS/images/Fred_9780307826572_epub_L02_r1.jpg





OEBPS/images/Fred_9780307826572_epub_M01_r1.jpg
>
Holyof Sanctuary Court of Israel N N Sldon[ \\\
Holi ) = 1y N
s z Dama;l:\\
Z
Courtof 4/
the Women = o
=
™® é T z - N Caesarea
Antonia’s Tower = yre ¥ a A2 ' .Phlll i
(where Roman soldiers S > PR
were garrisoned) '
Court of the \\ B
Court of Priests Sentiles Mediterranean » “»
3
Sea < BASHAN
(Antipas’ ora (Philip’s iheritance)
inheritance)
Magdala pernaum
Courtofthe lilee
Gentiles
—4
4
Gadara\
Caesarea
Maritima >
DECAPOLIS
L)
Gerasa
(Archelaus’ (Ann«pas
‘\ inheritance)
Lydda )
s\
]ermho;

DeTaiL oF HERODEAN JERUSALEM AND THE

>

Jerusalem o Betk{)ny
TeEmMPLE IN THE TIME OF JESUs >
\Berhlehem\ - DezraIiL oF
EASTERN
MEDITERRANEAN
IN THE EArRLY

First CENTURY
0 MILES 20

0 KiowETERS 20










OEBPS/images/Fred_9780307826572_epub_003_r1.jpg





OEBPS/images/Fred_9780307826572_epub_002_r1.jpg
TR T R

o e
Fpormoeres
s s wwven
g
o —
i

pra puns I v
o ez
i
it s
o s pnon

e

e

s g o oA s e R e
s s s oo s e
b s by s A
IR e T e
Vo spty g et e o i s
G o 5 5 A 5 e e
o e e e s

b e v e e b
vy v savise e S A S v s s e s
s i o g e R

oo b e o kS 0

T P R T TR TR A T

S povak g o 2 oA
yoprmad w3 s v pomon
w1 - s v
R il

———





OEBPS/images/9780307826572_title_page.jpg
JESUS OF NAZARETH,
KING OF THE JEWS

A JEWISH LIFE AND
THE EMERGENCE
OF CHRISTIANITY

Paula Fredriksen






OEBPS/images/Fred_9780307826572_epub_001_r1.jpg







OEBPS/images/9780307826572_cover.jpg
Jesus of Nazareth,
King of the Jews

A JEWISH LIFE AND
THE EMERGENCE
OF CHRISTIANITY

PAULA FREDRIKSEN





OEBPS/unsorted/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





