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'*Love Your eighbor A Yourself”’s/Jesuanic Or Mosaıc?

Gerbern Oegema, cGıll University, Montreal

Introduction‘

According maJorıty of the members of the Jesus Seminar, the command love yOUTr
enemies belongs the veLry few sayıngs of Jesus that WeTiI®C consıiıdered be MmMoOSst authentic“
In the fırst decades of the twentieth CENTUTY, Paul Bıllerbeck, In HIS Commentary the New
Testament from Talmud an Midrash, the Sadmnle conclusion. Bıllerbeck AargUuCS for
Jesus’ role nıtıal eacher of the universalistic interpretation of the LOVve Command,
interpretation that Can be OUnN:! neıther in the Hebrew [110OT ın the Jewısh wrıitings of the
Second Temple and Rabbinıc periods.“ As it 1S ISO unlıkely der1ıvatıion of early
Chrıstianıty, ıt MuUStL be authentic Jesuanıc.
Fiıfty ater, In 1972“ hıs 16 W gained the rather polemical and somewhat antı-Jewıish
SUppOTT of Andreas Nıssen ın HIS book G(Go0od and the Neighbor In ncıent Judaism. He
repeatedly asserts that it 1S ımpossıble conclude that eıther Bıblıical post-Bıblica. udaısm
OT: ncluded human eing ın the command love ne’s neighbor.”
aus Berger’s dissertation Jesus’ interpretatiıon f the Law also publıshed in
openly consıders Jewısh SOUTCECS, however, and draws attention the uniıversalizıng
interpretations of the 1 ove Command in Hellenistic udaısm and the sımılar ımplıcatıons
already exftant in Bıbliıcal tradıtıon itself.©
In hıs SaIi1lle YCAar, Vıctor Furnıish publıshed thırd Dbook 1C consıdered the LOve
Command in the New Testament nstead of working from radıtion-historical point of 1eW
ıke Berger, Furnısh concludes, the basıs of the redaction-hıistorica approach, hat ‚„ JEesus
Was NOT the 1IrS' formulate the love command““, but the centralıty, UrSCHNCY, and
CONCreieness of the command WEeIC typical of Jesus’ teaching.‘

As papef „ENne Hıstorical Jesus and the Love Command“ read the Fiırst Meeting of the Jerusalem Companion
the New Testament In Jerusalem, July Z7Tth 29th 2000 well d at the Annual Meeting of the Soctety of

Biblical Literature In Nashvıille, November Sth 21st 2000.
See Powell, Jesus Figure in Hıstory. How Modern Hıstorians 1ewW the Man from Galılee,

Loulsviılle: Westminster John KNOxX Press 1998, 68 and Funk Hoover The Gospels. The
Search for the Authentic ON of Jesus, New York: Macmiullan 9923

ELE Strack;| Bıllerbeck, Kommentar zZUMmM Neuen Testament AUS Talmud und 1drascı München
Beck 1922, reprint 1974, Vol L 353-354 and 368-370.

Bıllerbeck, Kommentar, Vol I 353-364
Nıssen, (rJott und der Nächste Im antıken Judentum. Untersuchungen U Doppelgebot der JeDe, übıngen

Mohr-Siebeck 197/4, E S
Berger, Die Gesetzesaustegung esu. Ihr historischer Hintergrund Im Judentum und mM Alten Testament,

Neukırchen-Vluyn: Neukiıirchener Verlag 1LOFZ: Vol 6 O©  SE
Furnıish, The OVe Command In the New I estament, Nashvılle-New York: ıngdon Press 1972, 195 See

also Schottroff, ESSAYS ÖN the OVve Commandment, Phıladelphia: Fortress Press 197/8, and 1per, Love Your
Enemies. Jesus’ Lov. Command In the ‚ynoptic Gospels and In the Chriıstian Paraenests. History
Iradıition and Interpretation USes, Cambrıdge: ambrıidge University Press 979
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Common Bıllerbeck, Nıssen and others, ell dS, for instance, INanYy members of the
c< 8Jesus Seminar, 1S the N gOrOUS adherence the „Crıterıuum of Double Dıssimiularıty One 1S

Jlowed, however, question the integrIity of hıs partıcular classıfıcatıon devıce and indeed
of er Sayıngs pertainıng the hıstorical Jesus Dy criticızıng the criıteriıum for authenticity
itself.?
nhIs „Crıterıum of Double Dıssımiularıty" Was formulated Dy the ate TNS Käsemann, who

In 1953° „Hıstorical rellabilıty Can only be eached ıf tradıtıon Can neıither be
deduced from udaısm 1NOT ascrıbed early Christianity““. Nevertheless it 0€es NnOtL provıde
the only ecrıterıum for authenticıty. FEven Käsemann hımself, in HIS famous artıcle the
„Problem of the hıstorical Jesus“, admıts that Jesus mMust ave shared Ian y ideas ıth ancıent
udaısm hus KÄäsemann hımself paVve| the WaYy for the onslaught of critique pertainiıng his
„Criterıuum of Double Dıssimilarıty"", MOST notably the FeESPDONSCS voiced Dy SOTNC spokesmen
of the recent „‚Thırd ues! for the Hıstorical Jesus  «« !]
In thıs intend examıne SOINC of ose in the Hebrew Bıble and in early
Jewısh lıterature which point Ssımılarıties between the ancılent Jewısh and the early
Christian interpretation of the Love Command Ihe Love Command itself orginates from Lev

„„and yYyOU love YOUr ne1ghbor yourself”“; poss1ıble reference love
already aAapPCAars in the Pentateuch, namely In Xod FEA AT YOU meetl yYOUTr enemy’'s
his dS$S going astray, yOUu bring ıt back hım!  . Rabbinic lıterature further defines the
term „enemy““ In the Exod FAl NR Josıah SayS hıs of heathen
worshıpıing iıdols For thus fınd everywhere hat the heathen ATC designated enemiles of
IsraeL„l2
Given thıs opening, Can appI1y NC  < criteria for authenticıity, such the „Criıterıum of
Plausıbiulity””, recently erd Theıissen has done, the „Criıterıum f Double Similarıty"
Sayıng 1S authentic Jesuanic, f it Can be derıived both from Jewısh and from Christian

13tradıt1on(s) devıce WOU SuggesL and IS supported DYy Wright, and 1C
especılally pertains hıs partıcular analysıs of the Love Command.

See Wıtherington L1, The Jesus Quest. The IN Search for the ew of Nazareth, arlıslie Paternoster Press
1995, 46-48

NSee NO a1sSO Rau. Jesus Freund VON Löllnern und Sündern. Fıne methodenkritische Untersuchung,
Stuttgart: ohlhammer 2000, and Scriıba, Echtheitskriterien der Jesus-Forschung, Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer 2000

See Käsemann, „„Das Problem des hıstorıschen Jesus”, In ZIhK 51 (1954). 124-153; repinted ın
Käsemann, FExegetische Versuche und Besinnungen * Göttingen: Vandenhoeck uprecht 1960, RT 1IA
Quotation Irom 205, translated into Englısh Dy See urther Reumann, ‚„ JeEsus and Chrıistology”, In E.J
Epp; MacKRae K 4: TIhe New Testament and s Modern Interpreters, Atlanta Scholars Press 1989,
501-564 and Robinson’s Introduction in Schweıtzer, Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung, Oth ed
übıngen Mohr-Sıiebeck 1984, TL

See Theıssen: Wınter, Die Kriterienfrage In der Jesusforschung. Vom Differenzkriterium ZUM
Plaustblitätskriterium, Freiburg-Göttingen: Universitätsverlag- Vandenhoeck uprec 199 7, 1-174:; the
bibliography In E vans, Lıife f Jesus Research. An Annotated Bibliography, 171 24, Leiden E.J. rıll
1996, 127-146 and Wrıight, Jesus and the Vıctory O;  Ol London SPCK 1996, O 1frt. and
|2 Lauterbach, de-Rabbi 'shmael, Vol 1-3, Phıladelphia: The Jewısh Pu!  1catıon Society of
Ameriıca 1949, Vol S 163 See Bıllerbeck, Kommentar, Vol E (35 Vegema, „Paulus und dıe Ethik", In

Oegema, Für Israel und dıie Völker. Untersuchungen zZUm alttestamentlich-jüdischen Hintergrund der
paulınıschen ITheologie, Leiden E.J. rıl 1998, 253-279, and Chr. urchard, „Das doppelte Liebesgebot In der
irühen chrıistlıchen Überlieferung“‚ in se el al (eds.), Der Ruf Jesu und die Antwort der (Gemeinde.
Exegetische Untersuchungen (Festschrt) Jeremias), Göttingen: Vandenhoeck uprecht 1970, 39-62.
13 See Theissen; Wınter, Krıterienfrage, U0egema, „Ihe Hıstorical Jesus and udaısm.
Methodological Inquiry'  e ıIn Lichtenberger; Degema (eds.), udısche Schriften In iıhrem antık-jüdıschen
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Levıticus ıth the rest of the Hebrew Bıble, Was subject the unıversalıstic
interpretation 1C characterized pre-Chrıstian Hellenistic udalism. hIıs PassSasc Was
understood reflect the Golden ule and the command love God (Letter of Arısteas Z

4:15:; uDılees 36:4: Siırach GE and 31:13. and the JTestaments of the I1 welve
Patrıarchs Testament of Sımeon JTestament of Issachar Testament of Zebulon
S and Testament of Benjamın 43) 14

Jews of the early 1N1C per10d attache!‘ dıfferent meanıngs the LoOove Command,
however, deeming ıt succınt SUMMAaTY of the BSSCEIIC®E of the OTa| and call mıtate God
(Imitatio Deli), er thıngs (Targum erushalmı Lev 9:5Db; Mıshnah Nedarım

Mıshnah bot { Oosephta Ofal : ] E: Sıfra, Qedushim LV J: eresnı Rabbah AT
and Babylonıan Talmud 31a).

Only Essene udaısm represeNTISs exception ıth its particularıistic interpretation, namely
that UMNC should only love hıs brother, QU! 1C Jesus ake 1SSue (see, for instance,
IOS 9-10, and G20-71) Current CONSCNHNSUS, however, consıders thıs explication be

All New Testament offerıng explanatıon f the |ove Command Mar FA N
34; uke H02537 Matthew 223440 and uke Matthew and 19:16-26,
ell Galatıans 514 and Romans 13:9-10) Can be understood wıthın the Onftfexti of ancıent
Judaism.  17 Viewed from tradıtıion-hıistorical pDo1InN f VIEW, ere be specıfic [1C W
lement in Jesus’ interpretation of the Love Command FEven the command love ne’s  F
enemies parallels ancıent Jewıish teaching, SCCIIH In examples such the Testament of
Benjamın 4°3 „DY o1Ing good hıs INan evil“ '

Considering ese„however, NC should NOL only the wording of
the Love Command, but Iso the dıfferent theologıes 16 underlie ifs Varıous
interpretations. Ancıent Jewıiısh theology employe: Man Y dıfferent arguments SuUppOrt the
notion of lovıing ne’s ne1ghbor; examples include Imıitatio Del, strıving attaın holıness, and
loving ne s  2 fellow human image of God: ”
Early Chrıistianity formulated sımılar arguments. Here, the Love Command 1S considered the
ultımate summatıon of the 1aw and call mıtate Ehnrıst (Imitatio Christi).“”
If ASsSsume hat Jesus had „theology““, hen should ask whether ONEC of ese theological
argumen(ts COuU ave een his Did Jesus ave clearly theological umen for lovıng ne s  3,
ne1ghbor and W as thıs entral notion behind such „authentic‘“‘ words ose expressed In
6:27-36°7 Do the Gospels gıve an Yy Iue hat Can be consıdered truly Jesuanic,“' do
all of Jesus’ words concerning the Love Command derıve Irom eıther ancıent udaısm early
Christianity?

und urchristliıchen Kontext Z-St, Vol 1), Gütersloh Gütersloher Verlagshaus 2002, 449-469 and rıght,
Victory, XIiv{. and 78fE.

See Oegema, „Paulus’””, In U0egema, Israel, 7535261
15 See QOegema, „Paulus”, ın 0“egema, Israel, 261-263
16 SO still Furnısh, Command. 46-47, Dut ö6 U0egema, „Paulus’””, in V“egema, Israel, 258

See U0egema, „Paulus“‘, In Oegema, Israel, 264-272
I8 On the Jestament of enjamın 4:3, SC6 eI0W. See a1sS0 SIr 4:3-5; 10b 4: 7-8; Jos. 18:2, EIC In S
Kloppenborg, TIhe Formatıon of Irajectories In Ancıent Wısdom Collections, Phıladelphıia 198 7, 78-179

See Qegema, „Paulus“, In V“egema, Israel, 263-264
20 See Vegema, „Paulus“, In U©egema, Israel, PE DE

Br a See U0egema, „Paulus“, in Qegema, Israel, AL



In the following 111 attempt deal ıth ese methodological and theologıca questions,
and the relevant VEISCS of the Sermon the aın, it 1S OUuUnN:! in GBa
36

TLuke 27-36/Matthew

In ukeS ıt 1S sald: „But 5Sd y YOUu that hear, LOove YOUT enemıles, do g00d ose
who hate yOU, ess ose WwhoO YVOU, DTaYy for OSse who abuse you  u.23 Ihe command
Oove yOUr enemıes 1S divided ere into four subcommands love, do 200d, ess and pray
whose general character 1S thereupon 1ımıted ree Varlıous SIOUPDS. ose who hate yOU,
Ose who YOU, and OSse who abuse yOou Jesus’ followers WCIC probabily OU and
therefore quıte en 1cte| Dy hatred, CUTISCS, and abuse, be O yYOU hat ear  ... merely the
dıscıples OT, indeed, his INan y Iısteners. Despıite the wrathful treatment aımed them, ese
belıevers WEIC exnNorte‘ vıl ıth kiındness.
Oompare: the paralle. in Matthew in uke the logıon has een enlarged
6:27ab.28D), first ıIn the mentionıing of „those who ear  0« and agaın in the ıtıon of ose
who hate, and abuse‘‘. Conversely, Matthew speaks merely of „the enemiles and of Oose
who persecute‘“. Ihe an enlargement 1S clearly actualızatıon of the general expression
„enemies” and May pomnt the specıfic „S1Itz 1m Leben“ of the Gospe!l of uke  24 It 0€es notL,
however, change the intention of the command practice g0o0od eel Ose hat hate yYOUu
In er words, love yYOUr enemules. Furthermore, ıe Matthew CONNeEeC| thıs PDaASsSapc Oou
enemies the command love ne s  e ne1ghbor in expectation of becoming SOMNS of the
eavenly Father, ] uke sk1ıps the connection ıth the love command and adds the becomiıing of
SONS the end of the per1cope.
Further actualızations dIC Oun ıIn uke ell in L uke Ihe Verses G

MOST probably refer the hıstorıical sıtuation f the an Chrıistians:; they suffer OWS
the e acquıisıtion of theır COAals, and simple deprivatıon In general.”” TIhe VEeTSCS inform
u however, Iso of the Mg onduct behavıour readers and lIısteners AdICc follow er
the er cneek Tor strıkıng, part ıth mantle, ell cloa| and ask for
compensatıon.
Ihe Verses and 34- which AaIic both dıfferent formulatıons of the Golden Rule,
startıng Do1nN for hıs argumentation, elaboratıng WNnAY ONE should love ne s  SE enemtles at all
In Verses 31-34, rıgtheous Christian behavıor modelle: DY the Golden KRule, 1S opposed
sinful behavıour. Sinners love oniy ose who love hem, practise kındness OSse who act

sımılarıly, and end OnIy ın order recCelve.
Fınally, Verses 35-36 describe the reasonıng 1C SuppOrtSs adherence the „Tght  ‚> onduct
‚„„But ove yOUr enemies, and do g00d, and lend, expecting nothing in return; and YOUT reward
111 be real; and yOUu 111 be SOMNS of the Most Hıgh; for he 1S kınd the ungrateful and the
elfish Be mercıiful, Vl YOUT Father 1S mercıful‘‘. In er words, ONeC cshould behave ıth

22 See a1sSO (35 U0egema, „Das der Nächstenliebe Im ukanıschen Doppelwerk”, in Verheyden ed.).
The NL of Luke-Acts, Leuven: Peeters 1999, 507-516

Translatıon accordıng the Revised Standard Version.
24 S5ee Lohfink, „Der ekklesiale 1tz ım en der Aufforderun Jesu ZU Gewaltverzicht (Mit b-42.
6,29f)“, In 162 (1982). 236-253
25 On the hıstorıical sıtuatıon SCC also Luke 12-19.24:; Acts 6:811.; 16ff.:; 20:25.38; Saa and 2222
J acıtus, Annales 44 :4 as well 0egema, „Gebot”, in Verheyden, nıty, 509 and Hommel, „Tacıtus und
dıe Chrısten“, In: Hommel, Sebasmata. Studien zZUr antıken Religionsgeschichte und frühen Christentum,
Vol EB übıingen: ohr 1ebeck 1984, 174-199



and 1ıke God 0€Ss (Imitatio Dei), thıs 18 the theological for
embracıng enemy-love.“

In the following ıll ask, whether hıs call for Imitatio Dei love yOUr enemıtles
15 an whether f Was introduced Dy the hıstorical Jesus.  27 In order answer thıs
question, ON Must establısh the t{exi of first.“© An inıtial hypothetical
reconstruction offers the following readıng (ın translatıon):

62 5SaYy yOU, ‚Ove YOUTr enemıies,

6:28 pray for <those> Wwho (persecute yOU,
6:29 en hey hıt) yOUu .oNn> the ee| (gıve) the other also:

and (who takes) yOUr COAaLl, (g1ve) the shırt also,
6:30: an 1m who begs Irom YOU,

<and> of ım do NnOL (rece1ı1ve aC|
6:34 <AÄAnd ıf YOU> lend (

6:31 'As> yOUu wısh that IMen would do YOU, do (also) them
6:372 But ıf you) Oove those who Ove yOUu NOW that);

CVON the (sınners do sO).
6:33 And ıf (do 200 those who (do g0o0od yOU);

and the (sınners) do the Samıec.

6:35 Be) SONS (of God), for (He IS 200 the ungratefu and the elfish
6:36 Be> d> yYOUr Father 15

Verse INaYy contaın Word of Jesus, the cCommand love yOUTr enemıles, Verses 28-30.34
contaıin exemplıifications actualızations of thıs cCcommand in SIX subcommands (Verse
actually belongs Verses 28-30 and not Verses Verses 31-33 contaın the
theological why ONC should love his enemıles, being ere the positıve formulation of
the Giolden ule Verses 35-36 INAYy be consıdered eıther Jesuanıc redactional, the latter
eing eıther pre-Lukan an

The ate of Research S

Concerning the reconstruction f the following uthors ave one research ıt
Schulz, WwWho offers detailed and LNOTE classıcal tradıtiıon-historical study of Q‚29 hr.M

26 See also V0egema, „Gebot“‘, In Verheyden, Unity, 507-509
Nee thıs also Lührmann, ‚Liebet euTe Feinde (Lk 6,27-36/Mt ,39-4: ın ZIhAK 69 (1972). D

and S5ato, und Prophetie. Studien ZUr Gattungs- und Traditionsgeschichte der Quelle Tübingen: ohr
1ebeck 1988, 2OD: and 304 aSs well Lohfink, AI 240.28 For thıs wıll uUSC the Critical Edition of edıted DYy Robinson al and refer the discussiıon of
the ast [WO centurıes d documented in Documenta See Robinson; offmann; Kloppenborgeds. Ihe Critical Edition of ‚yNODSIS, Including the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, ark and Thomas, WIth
nglish, German anı French Translations of. and Thomas, Leuven: Peeters 2000 See also the DreVIOUSeditions In JBL 109 (1990) 499-501; 110 (1991), 494-498; F (1992). 500-508 P (1993), 500-506 113
(1994). 495-499; 114 (1995). 475-485, and 116 (1997), S 323 d well Robinson; Offmann; J:
Kloppenborg (eds.), Documenta Reconstructions of Through Two Centuries O;  OoSpe: KResearch,
Excerpted, Sorted AAanı Evaluated, Vol IIE.: Leuven: Peeters 1996ff.29 Schulz, Die Spruchquelle der Evangelien, Zürich: ITheologıscher Verlag 972 FLr



Q uckett: who sıtuates the „„S51tZz 1im en  S of OUT periıcope in the Ontext of polemic and
persecution, Allıson, who ncentrat the SOUTITCCS of the Sermon the
Mount/Plain,?' arru who offers rhetorical-crıitical study of 6:20-49,} ell
Bergemann, who the an and atthean materıal the basıs of word statistic.”
According Schultz the Sayıng OUu love Shows that the interpretation of the 1aw

the ON hand belongs the oldest, apocalyptically inspıred enthusıastıic per10d of the
communıty, and the er hand has clear sapıential SII'UCH.II'C.34 Wıthın hıs sapıential
SIiIrucCciure the call for love, Oun: In, for instance, LEeV OSTHE:: COU be combıned
ıth lement from wisdom eology, ıke In Sır 4:9f., namely the MLLALLO Dei”
Chrıistopher Juckett, however, the fact that neıther NOW the prec1se wording f

[110OT the tradıt1on-history of the passage. Neve  eless, ONEC ıng 1S clear: „the
secondary nature of the composition makes it implausıble regard the ole nıt eing

e& &']originally composed/spoken (Le DY Jesus himself) In Just hıs form
ale Allıson, finally, Argucs that the (eX[ of e 18 591 old nıt 16 preexisted Q’s
edıtorıial work‘‘ ° One argumen for thıs observatıon 1S that the apostle Pau!l MOST probably
NEeW the tradıtıons closely :elated 6:927:38
From hıs INAaYy conclude that, purely hypothetically spoken, ere IMNaYy ave een several,
possıbly Ven four tradıtion-historical phases between Jesus’ Sayıng and ıfs final redactıon in
s

l ral tradıtion, 1.e. authentic Sayıng of Jesus
everal pre-Q tradıtıons, of 1C! ONEC INaYy have been known Paul
UNC OT INOTEC redactions
the ‚ynoptic redaction d expressed in LK 7-3) par,

However, concerning the precıise wording and the tradıtıon hıstory f all fıve
mentioned uthors STITESS Ifs uncertainty.40 At the present and independent of the
question whether the reconstructed ext Can be consıdered Jesuanıiıc, pre-Q, pre-Lukan
ukan, the pericope, en whole, 1.e separate ex[ unıt, Can be divided into four
Darts!

l Word of Jesus representing command
number of actualıizatıons of thıs command (6:28-30.34)
1IrsS theologica argumentatıon, ere the Golden ule 6:31-33)
second theological argumentatıon, ere the call aCT ıke God 6:35-36)

30 Chr. Tuckett, and the Hıstory of Early Christianity, tudies ON Edinburgh: Jar' 1996, OOQO-
307

Allıson, The Jesus Tradition In Harrısburg. Trinty Press 1997, 67-95
Carruth, Persuasıon In Rhetorical Critical Study f 0:20-49, Ph.  T Claremont 9972

Bergemann, uf dem Prüfstand. Die Zuordnung des Mt/l  es aım eispie. der Bergpredigt,
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck uprec 1993, 102-159
314 Schulz, S5Spruchquelle, 124
35 (a 138
36 JTuckett, 301
A/ (E6= 302
38 Allıson, Tradition,
39 (: 5a6
4U See the SUMMAaTY f the 1StOTrYy of research on E in Tuckett, 300-303 See also Betz, The
Sermon ÖN the Ount. Commentary ON the Sermon ONn the Mount including the Sermon ÖN the Plaıin a  €ew
fa f and Luke 6:20-49), Mınneapolıs: Fortress 1995, 294-239728



ASs actualızatiıons normally poin verYy specıfic hıstorıical sıtuat1ons, in 1C the
actualızations WEeIC felt NECCSSaTY and WCIC and therefore AdIc ypıcal eature NOL only
of the pre-Synoptic and Synoptic redaction of the words of Jesus, but of INanYy er Jewısh,
especlally Apocalyptıc and 1sdom from antıquıty, they Call hardly be traced back the
hıstorıical Jesus hımself, unless he hımself Was in such specıfic sıtuatıon, in which sayıng
of his needed be actualızed immediately.
Therefore, ıt 15 mMOoOst plausıble hat only 6:Z and AIec
Jesuanıiıc. However, the Golden ule W d COTININON in Antiquity, ” it Cal hardly orıginate
from Jesus hımself, matter NOW clearly ıf elucıdates the meanıng of the command love
yOUTr enemıies: As yOUu wısh hat enemıles WOU do YOU, namely love (and NOL ate yOU, do
ISO hem, namely Ove (and do nOL ate yOUr enemıles. Therefore, only 1 627 and
e INAay be Jesuanıc. finally formulates, and Ou thıs ON Can debate, eıther
Jesus’ Luke’s SUMMAATY of the theological interpretation by referring ıt entral topı1C of
the eology of the Hebrew Bıble, namely of the Holıiness Code, Levıticus 726 (Iry to) be

holy (j0d 1S holy.
Iheıissen ates Jesus’ sayıng In between when Pılate trıed place Images of
the KRoman CINDCTOT into Jerusalem (cf. Jos., Bell 174), and 30 CE: when (Jalus alıgula
O00 TIE: ave hıs OW statue placed in the Jemple of Jerusalem (cf. JOsS:; Ant V II &S
DAr and ell 88 95-198). According Iheıssen, Jesus’ sayıng Must be understood
agaınst the background of ese eVEeNIS, namely expression f critique and of
provocatıon, however, demonstrably wıthout using of violence.*  3 The enemı1es AdIC therefore
the polıtical enemıies.
Theissen’s soc1o-historical mode! of explanatıon shows hat it 15 indeed possible 0o0Kk from
the early Christian tradıtion back Jesus and formulate plausıble portrayal of the hıistorıcal
Jesus hat Cal also be deduced from CONteMpOrarYy udaısm Of COUISC, hıs 15 only OMNC mode!]
of explanatıon ase!| hypothetical reconstruction of However, the theologıca
cCentre of hıs reconstruction, INaYy conclude, 1S the cal] mıtate God, Call. 1C 1S
derıved from the Hebrew Bıble, W as en Dy Jesus and transformed and actualızed Dy the
early Christians Thıs call for Imitatio Deı INaYy ave een the real intention of the Sayıng of
Jesus found in the periıcope of matter HOwWw the dıfferent stages of Ifs
transmıssıon dArec reconstructed Dy modern scholarshıp.
f ONe reConstructs the redaction history of NO Dy datıng the four iexXi unıts, ıt
COU ave een ollows The Word of Jesus representing command INAYy back

Jesus himself (Ca. CE) actualızations WEeIC 1t in 6:28-30.34 in order er
the followers of Jesus Halacha of Jesus’ command and mee!| sıtuatıon of increasıng
conflıcts, polemi1cs and persecut1ons (after CE) Ihereupon it Was enlarge: ıth
theologıcal argumentatıon the basıs of the Golden ule 6:31-33) {Ihıs coul ave
happened wıthın the Ontext of communıty of ellenistically influenced Jewısh and early
Christian followers of Jesus, in 1Cc Jesus’ command love yOUr enemtles W as „translated“
In the popular maxım of the Gjolden ule (after the mıddle of the 1rS CeNLUrYy CE) Ihe Lukan

See ıhle, Die Goldene ege: Eıine Einführung In Adıe Geschichte der antıken und frühchristlichen
Vulgärethik, Göttingen: Vandenhoec uprec! 962
42 See Theissen, The Gospel In Context. Socıial and Polıitical History In the 5Synoptic Tradition, Ediınburgh:

lar' 1992, 203-234 and Theissen, Studien ZUT Soziologtie des Urchristentums, 3rd ed übıngen ohr-
1ebeck 1989, 79-10: and 60-197
43 Theıissen, Studien, 191-195
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redactıion {inally adds theologıcal (Or VEn SOTIIC SO  x of christological) interpretation of the
ole Dy emphasızıng the relatıon between S95“ and „Fathe: It 1s understood call
become „lıke"” SONS of the Father, 1L€e. SONS of God In er words: call be and aCcCTl ıke
YOUr Father in Heaven (at the end of the first CENLUTY GE}
Concerning the atter, however, ONC InNaYy Ou whether INnaYy represent Word of
Jesus er all, ıf NOL h1ıs LDSISSIMA VOAX, than eas! hıis LDSISSIMA intentio, the call love
yOUr enemıiles Cal only be understood from the poin of 1e6W Of the call aCcCTi ıke yOUTr Father
and therefore mMusti ave een derıved from it. IThus ave the followıng hypothetical
reconstruction and datıng of the subsequent extual unıts f

] Word of Jesus representing cCommand
number of actualızatıons f thıs command (6:28-30.34) after

mıddie of first CENLUTYfirst theologıca argumentatıon the basıs of the Golden Rule 6:31-33)
2nd theologıca interpretation wıth sons-Father relatıon 6:35-36) end f fırst CeENLUTY

Interpretation of Lk TE Be and Act like YOUFr Father In Heaven:

Since NOW consıder the interpretation of the enemy-love command, should apply the
„Criterıum of Double Similarıty" (as explained above ın and question whether thıs
demand 1S Jesuanic, 1L€e whether ıt derıves from early Jewısh and early Christian tradıtions?
9 begın wıth, thıs phrase clearly from early Chrıstian tradıtıon, because al] applıcable
first and second CeNturYy writings whether Luke, Matthew the Apostolıc Fathers
ustın) call it „Word of Jesus”, and enlarge and actualıze it wıthout changıng the roof{t

meanıng.
But NOW should OMNC typıfy thıs „„Word of Jesus‘®? The Tree word „„AOYOC  99 has INa y different
meanıngs, but 0es NOL necessarıly denote wriıtten word. Indeed, it Can 1Iso INCcan

„interpretation“, g1ve but ON example.
As far Jesus’ „Word“ the LOve Command 1S concerned, cts 20:35 refers the „AOYOL
TOU KUpLOV Inood“ Clement D speaks of the „AOYOU KXUTOD”. In the Gospel of Thomas 05
and Clement E Jesus SSDEAKS “ What he 5SdyS 1S hen quoted. Quotations AIc Iso found
in Clement P gnatıus’ Epistle Polycarp 242 olycarp’s Epistle the Phiılıppians
23 and in the Dıdache S Justin, in hIs Apology 1:15.9-13: and in his 1alogue
96:3, speaks of „teaching” („Ingoüc XpLOTOC EÖLÖMEEUV““), and the ‚Dıstula Apostolorum 18,
ıke John 5°34. speaks of „„NCW commandment‘““.
In er words, the early Church W as NOL unanımous Oou the f Jesus’ „Word“ and the
subsequent Love Command, although it cventually qualified ıt ‚„„authorıitative eachıng”

< 44and ater, quotable „Scripture
In SUMMATY, Jesus’ „„Word“ love ne s  7 enemıies W as percei1ved kınd f authorıitatıve
„teachıng”, whether of saplıental apocalyptic character, althoug the canonıcal Gospels
probably polıshe' and enhanced the orıgıinal ral utterance, unlıke Ose log10ns revealed ın
the Gospel. Furthermore, the ontext of clearly indıcates, hıs 99  ord“ of
Jesus refers the Hebrew and thus the enemy-love command Can VeErYy ell be qualified
scrıptural interpretation, LE of l1ev

Is ere anı y indicatıon hat dIC dealıng ıth key moment in the (pre-Christian) history of
the interpretation of the Love Command? Is it Iso derıvation of early Jewısh tradıiıtion?

See the of C} ın eneral, Kloppenborg, Formatıion, Sif.
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Here ave ask whether there ATrc parallels connecting the command love ne’s
ne1ghbor ıth the command love ne’s  e enemies, whether parallels exIist connect ONC

both commands ıth the Golden Rule, and where the formulatıon tself, „LOVve YOUT
enemies‘”‘, from
Concerning 1), whether ere AIec parallels connecting the command love ne’s  3 ne1ghbor
ıth the cCcCOommand love ne: s  S enemies, ONMNC INaYy DO1N! JTestament of Benjamın An „And
VEn ıf DECISONS plot agaınst hım for vıl ends, Dy o1ng g00d thıs I1a eviıl, eing
watched Ver DYy 45 and Mishnah bot I .„Hıllel sald: Be of the dıscıples of Aaron,
lovıng and pursumng> loving mankınd and rnngıng hem nıgh the law  ..
Ihe hat the JTestament of Benjamın INaYy be Christian 0€es NOTL undermiıne the
observatıon that in early Judaısm, lovıng ne’s  y ne1ghbor 18 applıed ne’ s enemıies,
especılally ın leu of the call for Imiıtatio Dei, God hımself IOves hIs enemies.“ The
Testament of Benjamın best CADICSSCS the orıgıinal Hebrew iıdeal of countering someone’s
hurtful intentions ıth kındness. hus ONEC eviıl, and WINS protection.“” er.
much er be mentioned here, ATIC SIr 4:3-5, and Tob ME
hıs 1S, in fact, hat Jesus hıimself SayS, accordıng Because God 1S kınd and
shows the ungrateful and elfısh, INan should aCT In the SaJIne ashıon
Concerning 2); whether parallels exIist CONnNecCtT ( both commands the Golden Rule,
ONEC INAaYy refer the er f Arısteas ZU% „ What 0€es wiısdom teach‘?” hıs ex[i
replied, °Insofar yOUu do NnOTt wısh evıls COTMMMEC uUDON yOU, but partake of CVECTY blessing,
(1t WOU be wiısdom) ıf yOUu pDutL thıs into practice ıth yOUTr subjects, includıng the
wrongdoers, and ıf YOU admonıshed the g0o0d and upriıght Iso mercıfully. For (j0d guldes all
INenN in MNerey“, 4:15 „And hat hou thyself hatest, do NOL man  a uDılees 364
„And yourselves, SONS, be lovıng of yOUr Trothers 11a loves hımself, ıth
ach I1a seekıng for his brother hat 1S good for hım., and actıng together earth, and
loving ach er themselves‘“‘, Sırach F „A WISe slave love thyself. And WI
hım NOLt from 1S ireedom“, and Targum erushalmı Lon Lev „„Be NnOL revengeful,
NOT cherıish anımosıity agaınst the ren of thy people; but hou love thy ne1ghbor
45 Translations accordıng the RSV Lev O2 TD Mc 12:28-34; Gal 5:14; Rom 13:9-10); Charlesworth
(ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha 1-2, New York Doubleday 83-19 Vol 1,786 €es!  ım 4:6);
80 3-4 est1ss S and 7:0). S06 JTestZeb 51 X26 (TestBen] 4:3) 1ıbıd, Vol 2,26 Arıs! 207), 124 Jub 36:4);

Charles, TIhe ‚pocrypha and Pseudepigrapha Old Testament In English, 1-2, Oxford (C'larendon
Press 1913, 1963, B A J0ob 4:15), 340 and 420 Sır F:21I and Etheridge, The Targums of nKelos
and Jonathan ben Uzziel ON the Pentateuch Wıth the Fragments Jerusalem Targum, New OT'! KIAV
1968, 205 (Ig. Yer. Lev anby, The ISNANAaN, Oxford-London Oxford University Press
eoffrey Cumberlege E933: 1949, 276 mNed 9:4). 44 / mAb FKIZ) Epstein, The Babylonian Talmud, er
o€l altı London Soncıno 1938, 140 an 3l1a); Freedman, Miıdrasch Rabbah GenesSiSs [, London
Soncino 195 E 204 er. 24:7); (jarcia Martinez, The Dead Sea crolls Iranslate: Ihe Qumran Texts In
nglish, Leıiden- New Y ork-Cologne: E.J rıl 1994, 377 (CD 6:20-7:1); Neusner, Ihe Tosefta Translate:
from the Hebrew. Third Dıivısıon Nashım, New York: Ktav 1979, 165-169 E Neusner, fra An
Analytica: Translation, Vol 1L, Atlanta: CcCholars Press 1988, 109 (Sıf, Qed 2346 Luz, Das Evangelium nach Matthäus (Mt 1-7), EKK AT Zürich-Neukırchen-Vluyn: Benzinger Verlag-
Neukırchener Verlag, Ath ed 1997, 307 (see also hıs nole 18) SaysS „Dıe Meınung der Kırchenväter, dal das
Feindesliebegebot Jesu eın Novum sel, ist NUuTr edingt ıchtig. Ahnliche Aussagen g1ibt 6S vielerorts, 1Im
Judentum, Im griechıschen, VOT em Im stoiıschen Bereıch, In Indıen, ım uddhısmus, ım Taoısmus‘. See also
Betz, Sermon, 294 -39728
4 / The Testament of the I welve Patrıarchs stands al the Crossroads of udaısm and Chrıistianıty and, accordıng
OUT model of explanatıon, CADICSSCS authentic sayıng, Just 6:27 contaıns authentic sayıng of Jesus,
1C| Can be erıved it IS both from the Hebrew and ancıent Jewısh tradıtıon, Aa well AS from the early
Christian reception.
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hımself, that though ere be (cause of) hatred ıth hee hou mayest not do (evıl) hım
the Lor . The Golden Rule, it pertaıns Lev 1Sb in ese and er examples, Was

el] known maxım ın Hellenistic udaısm and COTNINON eme the Rabbinic vemen
Concerning OE where the formulatıon, „LOVve YOUT enemies“, ems from, ONeC INaYy poin

27 If SCCH from theLevıticus tself, where Iso fınd the eXpression O love
perspective of Imitatio Del, however, the love of ne’s  k enemıles 1S the expande: interpretation
of ne1ghbor-love! 1:nerefore; DA rightly TESSES the intention of the Holıiness ode of
Levıticus 7-26, maıntainıng that lovıng ne s  S ne1ghbor eflects God and therefore
automatıcally mandates lovıng ne s  e enemıles. adopts pDo1n of VIEW; „„God
15 kınd the ungrateful and the elfıish®‘ and hence advocates Imitatio Dei „„Be mercıful, C

yOUr Father 18 mercıful*‘ (as found In the HolınessS
however, Iso contaıns critique the interpretation of the LOve

Command, and hus 1S wıtness nother ren: in hıs verse’s interpretative hıstory The
Golden ule shou NnOL be understood SuUupport lovıng others for the sake of securıng eIr
Ove In return It Ca rather, love Ose who MOst ıkely do NOL and all nOL love In
return Ihe Golden ule has devıce promote popularıty 00S! the CBOU, and uke
crıticızes an Yy such misinterpretation. Humans should mulate God and love tor love’s sake
alone.

Jesus’ call for enemy-love 1S therefore call for Imitatio Del, exaltatıon In the devıce
16 ‚all be traced Dack the Hebrew and ancıent Jewısh tradıtion. Thıs command 1S,
In fact, interpretation of the Holıiness ode (Leviticus 77-26 especılally of Lev
95183333 TIhe authentic Jesuanıc interpretation, ell its later actualizations, WETIC
then adopted Dy the early Christian tradıtıon
When following the „Crıterıuum of Plausıbilıity“ the „Criıterıum of Double Sıimilarıty"”, the
command love ne s enemiıes 1S NO altogether NEW and authentic sSayıng of the
hıstorical Jesus, it 1S only hISs interpretation of the scriptural command love ne’s  c&
ne1ghbor. Jesus, then, stands wıthın the hıstory of the interpretation of LEeV
a conclude, transmıts called „Word of Jesus””, namely exhortatıon love
ne s  &S enemıtes, 1C cshould be understood interpretation of Lev and IC
ollows the theological intention of the Holıiness Code, 1.e be and aCT ıke the Father in
Heaven. Jesus pomNts God the One imitate and follow ıthın Jewısh cConftexX({s, the
command urge: the practice of Imıtatio el; in Jesus’ MOuU ıt became authorıtative
teaching.
Hıs followers understood it in wofold WAdY, fırst call for Imıitatio Del, then call for
Imitatio Christt..
hıs „Word of Jesus“‘ INAaYy NOL stem from Jesus himself, the fundamental tradıtıon derives
from udaısm and Its STtatus authoritative eachıing originated in early Chrıistianıty.
Neve!  eless, Irom the interpretative poin of VIeEW, it exemplıfıes the multi-stratifiıed
evolutıon of the Hebrew Bıble In Jesus’ MOU it W das DUutL Dy hI1is earhest followers, ıt 15
ON of the phrases which bridges the gap between ancıent udaısm and the early Church,
un1ıque entity 19110 ıtself.

48 The verb C OVve  x. (378 In the Hebrew and In INIC Lıterature; XYOATAG In the Deptuagınt and in the
New Testament) approac) ne s tellow humans In posıtıve aNnNCT, whereas the „enemy” (eyOpoc) 1S
[NOTC OT ess the Opposıte of „ne1ghbor‘“‘ (n)„naf.ov) OF „friend“ (DLAO0C).
49 NSee also 0“egema, „Paulus‘“, In Oegema, Israel, JE TYI


