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ABSTRACT

Behind the overt sexism and raciam exhibited in Mk7.24-30,
lies a message of liberation. This message of liberation 1is
discerned through understanding the text as primarily

reflecting ita context of origin.

This thesis argues that inherent In the bible iz 3 message of
gihﬁwati@ﬁ for all; and that this message has been lost through
being written, redacted and in&ar@rétedg in & primarily
androcentric environment. The task of this thesis {s +thus to—
dizscern whether thia messasa_of liberation i3 reflected in
Mk7.24-30, and if 80, to expose 1t and develop a feminist-

hermeneutic based on this understanding.

Mark must be r&cdgnised as existing specifically sas a text,
and recognising its textual neture is crucial to understanding
Mk7.24-30. This thesis holds that every text is ghaped by the
gnvirvonmsent in which 1t i3 set and ara%tedg it is alsc shaped
by the anticipated readers, In examining MkV.24-30, the
" setting of the story 1s recognised aa Palestine, and the
audieﬁce-fcr which it was written i3 seen to be the Roman
Christiana. Both Palestine and Rome are examined from =a
Histogical Matériaiﬁst perapective, in an attegpt to discern
ways in which the two environments éontributed toward the

shaping of the text.

Once the text 1is recognised as primarily reflecting the
dominant patriarchal‘ ideclogy of the day, this thesis attempts

to digcern whether Hk7.24-30 contains a message of liberation.



In reading the text from the perspective of the Syro-Phonoecian
woman , and by ﬁxamiﬁing the =actions of both Jesuse snd the
waman, we show how Lthe text may indeed be liberatory to woman,
and all marglinaliszsed gpeople, despite the harsh racist and

sexiat overtones.

LRl



PREFACE

On the surface, the bible seems to condons tﬁﬁ ‘cantinusd
oppreasaion of women and other "marginalised’ pecple. Homen are
seldon veferved to, and when they sre, it iz uzsuslly within the
gterectype of the mother, wife or prostitute. Does this isply
that the bhible offers tacit =support to the notion of the
inferiority of women? If g0, the bibhle contradicta the
underztanding of the isnherent eqguality of people, snd &z =such

aghould be rejected.

It was through searching the bible for 2 nessage of
likheration, that this thesis wes born. By veading the bibhle
from a fewinizt perapective, gt became clear that behind ithe
often oppressive texta, was a message of llbheration for all.
On recognising this meassage, wve approacged a text which séemed
completefy offengive to wdmen and Gentiles, and through using a
feminlist ‘hermeneutic, the ¢true message of liberation was
exposed. We firmly belleve that other ‘oppresalve’ texts pay

also be liberated by using a feminiast herseneuntic.

We belleve that It Is essentlal that the hible bhe “re-read’,
and thal through Lthis nev veading, the lnherent esgualliy of all

pecple will be affirmed.

I would like to thank my famlly for thelr eancouragement; Iaga,
Bowle and Erica for their support, and Peter, Kevin and Alzan

for gilving me the time to write thias thesis. Without you, this



task would not have been completed. Thank you to the Human
Science Research Council for the financial support, and to the
UCT Religlous Studies ﬁeéartm@ﬁt for their teaching and the .
opportunities which it m?f@r@d me. In particulasr, I would like
to thank ny supervisor, Dr Wellle Mazamisa, for the enthusisam,

patience and encourasgement which he displayed.

Finglly, Lthank-you te all those unnamed people, who through
words and actions, showed me that in recognising the inherent
eguality of all people, a2l]l masy be liberated. I belleve that
this feminiat hermeneutic of Hk7.24-30 will display Gthat

nelther raciss nor sexliaw wmay clale legltimascy from Lthe hible.
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Chapter 1. THE WAY FORYW

For cventuries women have been oppregsed. This operesgsion is
deep-rooted, and for years has never been questionsd or
criticised hy religion. ?h@mimgi@ai interpretations of
Christianity and Judaisa have iIin fact served to entrench

notions of the inferiority of women.

Recognising this situation, critical }eminist theologlans
have sought to radress the problewm. Afler exsmining biblical
texts, they feel that the true message of iih@?aéian exhibited
in many texts has been lost and that sexisgt, @ép?@ﬁ&iv@
interpretations do an lajJustice both to women as well as to the

bible.

It ig the contention of this paper that the use of the bible
iz critical té 8 meaningful discourse of feminist theclogy. it
.rﬁcmgniﬁaartha limitations and reatrictions of the bible, but
nonetheless proposes that the bible_ hag to be consulted if

feminist theology ls seeking vallidity and/or acceptabllity.

If one éﬁ@ﬁ@tﬁ the use of the hible in feminist theclogy, one
has to recognise that the bible exists specifically as a Lexit,
There is no other way of @mtériﬁg the "world”™ of the bible, or
more specifically of "Mark”, or of understanding what is being
said aé understoed, other than through careful examination of

the text.

How iag the text in question to be studied however? Literary
criticiss has Texisted” in many forms, yet hss undergone

sevaeval signlficant, fundamental changes over the yesars. New



tools are being used to work toward new goals. The
philoszophical approach has made way for the sociclogical

approach.

This paper helds that the most effeclive way of getting to
the context behind the text of Mark 7.24-30 is thro;gh the
historical materialist approach. We shall Justify the
saelection of this approach €naiwithﬁi§nding ita= inherent

limitationsa) as opposed to vther forms of lextual analysis.

The reader, whether the original reader or somecone today who
might choose to glance through the bible, plays a vital role in
diacerning the meaning of the text. The reader will always
bring some expectations or presuppostions to bear on the text
and 1t is thus vitally important that any atiempt to undersatand
the text should incorporate én understanding of the role of the
reader. In chapter 4 we shall develop an understanding of the
" dynamic velationship hetween the texg and the reader, Lhe

writer and the critic,

What ofr the two characters in Mark 7.24-30, Jesus and the
Gentile woman? Iz the woman demanding, argumentative and "out
of line”™ Is Jesua exhausted and acting out of charvacter or is
he participating in the inherent sexiss aand rsaclsm of the day?
Does this pericope reflect an actual tradition about Jesus or
is 1t making an iaportant statement about the church’s
miagion? Why was the story retold by Matthew and Mark and yet
not by Luke? How would this story have been read and understood
by the earliest "audience™? It is the alm of this paper to

begin to find answers to these important questions.



Thus, using a historical materialist methodology and being
rocted within the feminist dizcourase, this thesis shall
critically examine Mark 7.24-30 and shall show how the text
might be libersted for today's readers, and how once liberated,
it might he embraced b? all as itz Treal” m@éniﬁg becomnes

clear.



Chapter 2: WHY A FENINIST THEOLO

Z2.1. THE DIECOURSE OF FEMINIET THEOLOGY

Feminiat thecology must not be viewed in iseclation, bu£ should
ha seen in context with other liheration theologiea, &z they
all stem from a mutual feeling and experience of unjust
oppression. Soeciety, and the dominant ideclogy, is patriarchal
and oppreasive to women. Feminlst theclogians recogniszse that
there is a need to liherate the bible from 1ts sewist
ideological frawmework, and la so doing, s8llcow the isnherent
message of liberation which is to be found in the bible, to

become accessible to all.

The principles for & feminist hersegeneutic are that women are
fu%ly human and are to be recognlsed &g such [131, and thatl
through the engendering of a feminist'cOﬂsciousness, women's
experience 18 to be recognised as igporiast and as a valid tool

of criticiam.

Both smexigm and the oppressive nature of patriarchy need to
he exposed as falase ideclogiles, vrooted in androcentric
expreasions and arlising from 4 specific context L23. The
contexts muat be ewamined in terms of the ways In which a
patriarchal ideclogy was dominant, ano Lthe waws in which this
dominant oppressive ideology bkaz become resppropriated to

vallidate continulng sexlst interpretations and practices,

Feminiat consclousness needs to operate within the religious



fremework to ralse the yet unspoken and unreéognised truths, to
show up false, untrue ldeoclogles and attitudes and to recresate
a new understanding of the fully human woman, whose
acceptgbility iz evident in the message of the bible but 1is

hidden in its androcentriec mechanisms of expresslion.

2.2. LIMITATIONS IN THE USE OF THE BIBLE

The hible ig recognised by many as being so sexist and
patriarchal in nature and ideology, that the legitimacy of
using =uch a document has heen widely gquestioned. There are
two main schoclas of thought on this area which migﬁt be termed
the revolutionary or exclusive perspective and the reformist or

Inclusive perapective.

The first is exemplified by the approaches of HMary Daly,
Naomi Goldenberg and Carol Christ who believe that the bible,
church structure and suthority need teo be shown up for their
limitations and oppre=ssively sexist statements, and that their
demands for female subservience need to be shown as
illegitimate. They believe that the bible and the message
which it offers 1s ao inherently sexizst +that 1t =must be
rejected ocut of hand. Many adherents to this approach have
moved Into a "post-~Christian” perapective aa exemplified by

Daly in the post-script of her bosok The Church _and the Second

_Sex, which she entitles: "New Archalic Afterwords by the Author™
[37. The revolutlionary perspective claims no affinity to the
bible and in terms of an often radical policy of

segregationaliam, many women would alsoc be excluded from thelr

wh



Y"eommunliy”., 4 further {mportant point Lo note in  fterwms of the
" pevolutionary "schoel” iz that sexism iz percelved to be the
key to all ocopression, this pevcepbtion Ia al bhest eclectic.
One must ackrnowledge that this "schoel” iz a form of radical

feminism as cpposed to radical feminist theology.

The second Tschoal”, sxemplified by wsany ﬁmhéiarﬁ l1ike
Reuther, Filorenza and Russell believe that use of the bible is
valid within feminist theoclogy, although they recognise 1its
many shortcomings., Florenza wmskeas an  lsportant point in
aszerting her call for a8 feminlst hermeneutic of auﬁpiciang
when zhe explainz that certaln textz may be vaed vhen avguing
againsast the women'a struggle for liberation becsuse there "are
patriavrchal tewts and therefore {these texts] can serve Lo
legitimate wvomen’s subordinate role and asecondsry sitatus Ia

patriarchal soclety and church™[47,

‘ Within this second Tschool”™ there la g difference of opinion
as to the extent to which the bible may be used, with some,
like Farley [B], hellaving that only perts of the bikhle may be
apprepriate&s while rejecting otbher paris; and olher gcholars
like Hollenkott (6] believing that the hibkle in its entirity
should he approached, although she certalinly agrses that the
texts deallng specifically with - or about -~ women’s isgues,
neaed to bs emphasizsed. The many differences between Lthe
scholars in the reformist tradition will ke further discussed
at a later stage, the one featurs cosmmon to all zcholars within
thi=s school however, is that they recognise the inherent value

of using the bible in developing a feminist hermeneutic. At

the outzel we need to state that this thesis would naturslly



f2ll into the reformial calegory, vhich holds thst the bible

ahould be used ln developing a feminist Ltheology.

Avcepting the use of +the bible as being of fusdeseanbial
importance dosg nol preciude us from showing up the limitations
and problems of appropriasting ithe texts. in f&éty -auch &
discussion 12 sasential, and the bible must bhe expozed as bheing

a "limited”, often oppressive, collection of writings (73,

7 The bhible must b2 recegnised as having been written 1in =&
patrisrchal soclety; further, i§ was canonlasad and later
theclogised about within a similar context., Thes bible a%d much
of its Iinterpretation thus has to be recognlised as being male
dominated through the context of ifta "creation”. Thd bible is
patriarchal in nature in order to Justify male dominance. The
important guestion which now begs answering is that of vhelher
there las any underiying message of fundamental husan equality
coming through the texts which say now be appropristed? This
paper holds that the message or ideal of the hibhle is oas of
liberation for all people, be they economically, sexually or
politically oppressed. This message ia often hidden or
sunthered by the anderocentric sechanises of expresalon. It is
hecause this message is recognised that we clais wvalidity in

using the hible.

When using the bhible one must recognisze that the mechanliass of
e%@r@aai@n igs to be seen within & historical context, and bhe
sean A8 refiecting the coaterxt of origin. Az Eagleton
contends, history operates on the text through an ideological

determination [8]. While the context muat be recognlsed and

[



examined, one must be wary of attempling to reconatruct
hiastory, because in so doing, the reconstructioner merely reads
her/his bias and idgoiogy into the situation. Recogniasing the
patriarchal origin and tﬁe androcentiric mechanism of expression
of the bible must not be zeen as an excuse fér the cbhviocus bias
and oppressive natuve of the texts, rather these issuaes ;eed to
be critically exposed. Fenminist theclogians need to 'discern,

through the uvse of the bhible, the degree Lo which Lthe texlts nay

- bhe used in order to liberate both women a8 well sz the bible.

Both theoclogy and the church nsed to be liberated and

"humanised” if they are to serve people and not oppress thems.

When using the text one muat bewvare of “absolutising” the
meaning. By saying this we =mean that the iext should 'not be
viewed sas a =static artefact which has only one message, viz.
the message of popular interpretation. The bible must rather
be recognised as bheing dynamic, lending itself to a2 nawvw
reading. This new reading, whilch we see aa the messsge of ‘
liberation for all, iz latent in the bible and has to bhe freed

and recognised.

Recognising the bible aa being value-laden and a culturally
conditioned document allows us to see interpretation as being
relative to each apecific situ;ticn. As Mollenkott suggests,
we need to perceive the difference between that which was
written for an age and that ’whiéh may be percelved as being
"true” for all tismeszs [9]. Here naturally wve would zee the
oppreasive side of the texts as specifically pertaining to an

age and context, and the liberative perspactive as being the

"eternal ™ message.



Because this chapter intends to deal esgentiaglly with the
igsasde of whether using the bible is appropriste for feminist
theclogiana, and because we Intend to persue thias end by
exanmining the idess and writingas of specific femialst
thecloglians, we cannot afford to bhecome encumhe}ed; by =
discuszsion on ideclogy or the way 1t is present within the
texts, azs this iz a tangential 1ssue. A brief discussion of a
number of points raised by Eagleton would not be amiss,

however.

The text (in this case the biblical material) is isten az a
production of ldeclogy, a3 opposed to an ezprc;sion thereof
L£i0J. This polnt iz important to recognise as it relterates our
underastanding of the dominant role played by the patrisrchal
idenlogy prevalent when the texts were writtes. It further
gupports dur understanding of the texts as belng covertly
gsexist in natufe, ag opposed to avertly sexist. Ideclogy is
also recognised as signifying a "false- consciousness”™, but
through which elesents of the real may be seen [11]. This
understanding supporis our contention that the often
_patriarchal; oppresaive pessage of the text isg to be viewved as
a false consclousness and that an element of the resl may
perhaps be perceived to be the i&berative'ideals, hidden within

or behind the androcentric mechanisms of expression.

A further important point ralsed by Esgleton holdas that
ideclogy pre—exists the text, yet the ideology of the text does
not have pre-existence and is not premeditated [12]. Accepting

this point we may argue that oppressive Ideolegy which ias



dm§inant in the texts iz the result of the dominant ideclogy of
the day, yet was not intentionslily inciuded in the texis. This
understanding thue allows us teo see that the oppressive nature
w»f the texts iz & resuli of the conditions of production, and

that 1%t casnnot be sseen as the "true nessage”™ of the bible.

Having examined some of the limitations invelwved in ﬁﬁ&inigﬁ
theologlana appropriating the bible, we nzed to turn to examine
the broader understanding of the apecific aima and principles
upheld by certain gcholars in thelir gquest for a feminist

theclogy.

2.3. A

PRINCIP INIET THEQOLOGY

Haturally each fenminiat theoliogian will have hershiz own
agenda, and will see ceritsin issues Lo be more imporitsnt than
obthers. These aress of pérc&ivaﬁ fmportance will thus raceive
mare attention than others. This da@g not mean that in  the
averall 9icture any one theologlian may be percelved a3 belng
MY E ”mmrr&g%” than others. Rather, each theologlan needs to

he assessed in teras of the contribution of thelir work. What

we plan to ﬁ@ here 18 to ralse a2 nusb

hy the scholars coasulted in an attesmpt Lo discerh an overall

r of the lssues diascussed

plicture of the aiss and pripciples of feminlast thecloglans.

Recognising that asociety and ¢eligion has engendered a sensge
of subservience and inferiority in women, Lhus denying Lthew
full humanity, many feminizt thecloglanz go bayond examining

the iszue of using the bible, and glso call for a restructuring



of social institutionas [131, for without the iInstitution
altering sgignificantly, feminist theology will not he
appropriated to ita fullest degree. By drawing an asnalogy with
the parable of the wineskina one i3 able to show how a ne%
theology cannot be fully operable within the old, limited

context of understanding.

Hoover sees that feminist theoclogy needs a threg pronged
attack. It needs to challenge the thecloglenl view af women:
1; needs to challenge religiovs laws and customa which bar the
ordination of women and further,‘ it musat demand that the
professional status and sslarles of women be upgraded [141].
While these demands are certainly ilwmportant I would sugges£
that the main concern should be with the firat point, and that
the other two may be attempted only once & nev theologlcal view

of women is accepted. -

Farley has a far sispler and I believe more important
underatanding of the principles of feminist theology. 2Zhe
believes that women are fully humas and are to be valued as
gsuch, and secondly that feminiat conscicusness needs to call
for the recognition of the inpcftance of woments own
experience. She further stresses the ismportance of the
acceptance of the principle ’of mutuality (157, Farley has
accepted that the alms of these principles may be facilitated
through a gselective uae of scripture. Importantly, she alao:
réaognises the restrictions which these principles may lwply

{163, in that they limit the liberation of women %to certain

spheres of atruggle.



What we need to recognise, having locked at a few
understandings of the principles of feminist theology, is that
the one common element which they shave 18 the stress on the
recognition of the inherent equality of women. If this is a
principle shsred by all feminist theclogians, we nesd to ask
whether the use of the hible facilitates this principle:‘ The
anawer to this guestion would naturally depend on.the way in
which the iadividual views the bible. It is éha aontention of
this thesis, however, that the bible offers a view on baaic
equality for all; that this understanding needs to be exposed
and appropriasted and that whaen its inherent truth i3
recognised, that wesen may claiem a Tlegitisate™ equality,

.basing 1t upon a "true” interpretation of the bible.

2.4. USING THE BIBLE

Thus far, at the conclusion of each area which we have
examined, we have streassed that the bhible wmay be used. We now
need to diascern how the bible is to be used and how much of the

hible igs to be used.

Sakenfield defines three maln wavs in which the bhible 1la used
in feminist theology (173. The éirst option 12 to loock st texts
about women to counteract "fasous™ texts which are usged:
"againat™ women. The second ;s in looking at the bible
generally in an attempt to discern a "theological perspective
offering a critigue of patrisrchy” [181. The third option calls
for a2 look at texts about women to discern the ways In which

they, and modern women, may live and strive for freedom within



a patriarchal culture. [ would szuggest a further alternative,
rooted strongly in her second optica. 1 believe Lthat the texts
shbuld he exemined in terms of thelr "hasic” message, that if
this messagé is oppresaive to any sector of socliety, its
authority and 7truth” be rejected, but that this rejection
should be carefully explained. One should then work wiib the
remalning "acceptable” texts, viewing them as the heart of the
message of liberslica which I see the bhible Yo easceapsulate.
Theze texts would serve 28 a8 opritigue of the chﬁgﬁ and as &
base for a universal asccepltance of the equality of women and as

a recognition of the importance of their expevience.

We shall now critiecally examine each of the above options in -
aﬁ attegppt to see which is the most apprcﬁriata n-thodélogy to
achieve the principles set out, and wmore particularly, which
approach is most appropriate in attempting to "liberate” the

text at hand, Hark 7.24-30.

£

v 2:4.1. Looking to Texta asbout Women to Counteract those used

ragainast” Women:

This approach iz certainly Ilsmportant but also definitely
Iiﬁiting. If one wusgs this to the excluslon of ctherz, then
the ideoclogical biaa of the. full gamut of texts g never
challienged. Allithat this would achieve would be to accept the
blas and oppressive nature of the texis without suggesting in
any way that the texts may be used to further the ends of the

struggle of feminiat theologians.

Sakenfield shows how this option may be used in two different

reasponses: elither the well-known texta {eg:l Cor.ié; Eph.5 &

- 13 -



Gen.2} may he approached from the feminiast Tangle™ and
raeinterpretad In thiz new hermeneutic, or texts which have
largaly ha&nvfargmt%&n iégmémhn 4} and which present women in a
nore positive light may be unearthed and actively used. Baoth
of these approsches are valid and bhoth shouid be apprmériﬁied
to some degree, but not in exclusion. Ag Sak&nfi&id\ correctly
points out, this approach enables one to see the diverasity in
the bible more clearly [121. A further imporitant point which
she raises is that the wvery presence of wmaterial "positive™ to
feninist interpretation shows that the bhible cannct he refected

cutright as only showing & patrisrchal bilas.

Sakenfield ralses two issues which she helieves are the itwo
moat  important areas of limitation, wvize excegetlcal
uﬁaﬁriainty‘in that relnterpretation of the textas has not yet
gained uvniversal acceplance and that even a2 single accepted
@ethmdaiegy may produce different end results. Secondly, in
the 1light of s=ame textsz which may cbviocualy not be
reinterpreted because<of their iInherently oppressive nature,
guestions Gﬁ'tﬁﬁ avthority of the bible are raizsed T[201.
Accepting her reservations, I helieve that the second izsue is
nob ;ﬂ insurmcuntable problem, but rather a task to which
feminist theologlang need to address themselves. UOne cannot
blindly accept the bible as being authoritative In all
instances and a coritical questioning of authorily is an
wagential task which muat be addressed (thia lssuve will he
raigsed in wmore depth at & Iater atagel. Recognlslng

Sakenfield’s reservations, I would atill asssert that thias

option may be effsctively used in feminiszst theclogy., but needs



to be used critically and in conjunction with at least one of

the other avallable options.

2.4.2. Looking to the Bible Generally for a Theological

Critigue of Patriarchy:

This approach does not intentionally select texts which ma Y
sgem liberative, but rather approaches the body of the texts
alming to recognize the brue measage of the bhible and Lhen

X
apply it to women. The important startisg peint of this
approach would then he to discern the “ceatral wiiness™ of
scripture and then use this as s yardstick sgainst thch the
interpretation of other scriptures may be aegsured.e The
problem with this is the multiplicity of undersatandings of the
cent:al core or witness.  Russell, for example, sees that the
central core lies in the understanding of the liberating nature
of partnership and equality [21]. Conversely, Reuther sees an
"egalitarian, counter cultural vision™ [221 which needa Lo be

discerned hetween the lines of the bhible, to be the central

witness.

The imporéant agpect of this appreoach iz that Ian appreoaching
the entire bible, including those texiz not directly about
women, feminist theology may be " viewed aa iacorporating the
"heart™ of the biblical witness and iz not to be relegatad to
secondary status. The message of equallity and wholeness which
this approach seeks to identify with more than only women,
captures people in all areas of 1life and challenges any
instances of oppression and subservience as being biblically

unsound. In other words, this approach may be employed by all

TN



experiencing oppression, while recognising that the equality of
women and the importance of their experience remain the basic
principles of feminist theology. It i=2 nonethelesas vitsl not
to view the discourse in a void, but rather to recognise it as
part of the broader diacourae on liheration. This'yﬂecond

approach facilitaetes this understanding.

Recognising the positive coatributlions offered by this opltion
does not preclude any limitationa or problems which it may
encapaulate. Florenza ralses two important reservations which
she has in employing this methodology. Firstiy, she feels that
thias approcach may conceal patriarchy in the biblical witness in
that it attempis to focus upon the broader understanding as
opposed to a speclfic analyslas of texts [231. Thiz approach may
be too incluslve in that in using it one might assume thal any
eritique of oppreasion naturally included oppression of women,
when in many instances this does not sesm to be the case. The
gsecond probles vhich she ralzes lies In the underatanding of
the existence of some "timeless truth” which most texts szeem
unable to c;pture. She feels {and in this I must support her
implicitly) that in searching for this “timeless truth”
scholars run the risk of ignoriné or overlooking the culturally
conditioned parts of the bhilkble [24]. In adopting this approach,
feminiast theologlans need to be aware of malntaining a
continuous critique of patriarchy, and also need to be aware
that the =sesarch for a coherent core should never replace the
contingent character of the bible. They need alsc to be aware
of the possible T“non—existence” of this core. I believe,

however, that a central understanding of the liberative measage

¥k
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is vital, as it is evident in many parts of the bible.

This approach thus has a number of strong points and ralises
issues and gquestions which are essential to an effective,
critical feminist theclogy. As with the earlier optisn,fit too
needs to be used in conjunction with other ept&ons; but
certalnly offers a valid starting point wvhen doing feminist

theology.

2.4,3, Locking to Texta about Women to Learn asbout Ancient

and Modern Women Living in Patriarchal Societies:

Thia option sapecifically examines texts where women are seen
to be oppressed, in an attempt to discern & meaning for wmodern
feminists. In this option the bible is not considered to
represent the ide#l way of living and 30 does not reject the

sexist texts, but rather confronts them,

"rather, the bibie iz viewed as sn Iastrument by
which God shows women thelr iruve condliiion as people
who are oppressed and yet who are given a new vision
of a different heaven and earth and a variety of
models for how to live toward that vigioea®™ [25

An excellent example of a scholar vwho succesafully uses this

option is that of Schussler Fiorenza in In_ Memory of Her. In

this work she reconstructs the early practices which she sees
the authors of the New Testament as ultismstely rejecting.
Recognising the androcentric and patrisrchal biss of the bible,
she asserts that throughout the texts "a struggle for equality

and against patriarchal domination” may be ssen [263. The

3
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underiying noticen in this approach is that ~modern women may
appropriate the tradition through identifying both with -the
oppression of women In the bible as well as through the

excercising of their freedomn.

The problem which comes to light when using thias ogﬁinn is
the question of authority. If texts are openly acknowleged as
being oppressive, what s thelr authority, and how can one use
a text if the suthority 13 doubted or rejected? Parhaps
?iorenza overcomes this igsue in that she does not seem to be
suggesting that the texta hold any kind of ultimate authority,
but rather uses them as a vehicle to diascern oppression and to

ralse the option of freedom from this oppression.

2:4.4. lTooking to Texts in Terms of Thelr Hessage of

Liberation, and Reljecting Others In Terms of Authority and

Truth:

3

This option should also not be vieved in a vacuum, bubt w&th@rv
shéuid be assessed in terma of its relationship with other
methodologiea. Thia option holds that there ia a central tenet
of the bible which calla for llberation and a relesse from
opérassion for all. It holdsa further that the bible should be
exa;ined in an attempt to discern the level of this liberative
megsage, and that where this message ls lacking or where the
texts are actually oppressive to women and othersa, they must he
rejected as having no authority or essence of “truth”. While
this option 1Is very similar to the second one {which was
discussed earlier). in that they both recognise the presense of

some central “truth” or witnesa, it isg different in that by

- 18 -®



specifically concentrating on the issue of the oppression of
patriarchy, the criticism of it being too general cannot hold

true.

This option can and must be used in conjunction with one or
more of the other options. It is not limited ;o 'mereiy
examining texts deallng with women, but rather acceptz and
works with any text offering support to the ideal of
liberation. It does, however, accept that certain texts can
never he reinterpretea in & non-oppressive light, and that as

zuch these texts must be rejecied.

While this option doez not offer anything épecifically
‘original or new in its approach, I believe that its strength
lies in the fact that it has arisen out of careful
congideration of the other asuggested options, and that in
bearing the criticism of these in mind, it has sought to offer
a, working alternative. I would not suggest- that this option
should be employed to the exclusion of the others, but rather
that it should serve to strengthen and guide any other
complimentaré methodologles. It 1is this approach which will
inform Lhe feminlst aspect of the methodeologlical appreoach to

-

Mark 7.24-30.

2.5. THE AUTHORITY OF THE BIBLE IN THE FEMINIZET APPROACH

The gquestion which is continually raised by sacholars vwho

chocze to use the bible in support of feminist theology is;



where does the ultimate authority of the bible lie. Can one
gelact texts, claiming sone zz sauthoritative and rejact
others? What makes a text authoritative? Does a selective
acceptance of the bible not reduce the whole of biblical
interpretation down to a solely personal bias? These questions
are a1l relevant and need to be raised and dealt. with before
one can accept or reject the use of the bible in fem&glst

theology.

Feminiast theologians need L0 be sware thalt 1t la nob
gsufficient to use the bible in terms of & new feminist
hermeneutic and through this axpect that the doalnant
patriarchal structure of the bible will dissppear. Rather, as
Fiorenza claiams, feminigt bibiical interpraetation must
"challenge the scéiptural‘ authority of patriarchal texts and
"explcre how the bible 1is used as 2 weapon against wvomen

atruggling for liberation [271.

On the surface the texts will remain constant. The
patriavchal, ocppressive blas of some Ltexts will alvweys remain
the same, no matter how they are read and interpreted. In the
light of this then, can one say that the wvhole bible needs to
exposed to & new feminist hermeneutic, or i1z it not more
acceptable to insist that certaln texts must be reJected and
exposed in the full agense of their bizs? Florenza argues that
the litmus test for invoking Scr{pture as the Word of God must
be whether or not biblical texts and traditions seek to end

relations of domination and exploitaticn”™ [281].

If one acceptsz that ceritalin texts are to be relected, on what
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grounds can one accept or reject texts as authoritative? The
text wcan only be percelived to be asuthoritetive {f i{t. is
recognised to be “true” and 1if itz =meaniang iz upheld. An
unquestioning acceptance of the auvthority of the bible has to
be shown to be hoth blind and limiiing. RBussell ocorrectly
gquestions the Chriatian and Jawish faltha by asking wﬁ@thﬁr the
faiths should remaln faithful to the ﬁariptur@glar wh@th&r‘th&y
should not rather remain faithful to "thelr own Iintegrity as
whole human beings™[29]. Clsarly there is some discrepancy
betwean ones iﬁ%@g?i@y and the messagge which the bibls ﬁf&@g

seems to be proclalming.

Before ong wmay accepl or reject texiz, one must see If Lhey
meet ones criterion. This chapter hsas &éknﬁwiﬁg@d thaé there
iz & central wlineas af  liberation, & strand, runaniag
throughout the pages of the bible. Rugssell and Reulther
identify that "the bibhle has a critical or liberating itradiiion
anbodied in its *p?@phaticwgegai&nicg message of continuing
self-critique” [30]. Further, the scriptures should "provide a
gource of meaning and hope for ocur livea”™ (313, The witness to
lib@r§tiaﬁ iz seen as the biblical "truth” and the source of
m@@ning and hope, and the ideal toward which all should work.
Any text therefore thei iz openly coppressive or that condones
exploliation al@a%iy then cannot be seen 10 r&f%&gt the essence
af thaAmeﬁﬂage af the hible oar mff@r any hope for those
experiencing oppression, and as such sust be rejected. If the
messape s percelved to be false or migleading, then It can
have no power or authoriiy over pecnle and it iguthuﬁ waateful

to consult 1%, unlese to show up itz limitetions and bias.
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Maturally, those textz which on the surface seem Lo be
oppressive (bhut are really only reflecting the patriarchal
background In which they originated) need to be carefully
ig}erpreted in an attempt to discern thelr blas®. If, despite
the androcentric mechanisms of expression, these texts may he
seen to bear witness to the ideal of liberation and-eqaa§ity
for all, they must be read and appropriated. It is ia this
context which I view Mark ¥.24-30, on the surfacse 1t certaeinly
geens to be an lancredibly oppressive, both to gentiles as well
as to women, yet, as this paper holds, this surface is rather a
reflecticn of the patriarchal biss.cf its context and inherrent

in its core is a message of liberation for all.

This selection of scripture should in no way be seen to limit
the bible. The bible is not being limitad, but rather itsg bias
is being exposed. Only after the hias is ﬁxposed may the bible
be viewed as "true®”. The texts need to be carefully examined
and the androcentric mechanisms need to be relinterpretated and
transformed into a liberative framework. The biblical message

must be seen as not restricted or defined sclely by the texts.

”In and through atructural and creative
trangforsation, the bible can beccome holy sacripture
for women—church .... [we dol not identify biblical
revelation with androcentric texts and patriarchal
structures, but maintain that such rvevelation and
inspiration is found among the discipleship community
of equals in the past and the present”[32]

Only after the mesaage of the bible ias liberated from its
oppressive texts, may women be liberated. This re-examining
process should be viewed as a liberative cleansing process in

order that freedom and full equality may be claimed by all.
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2.6. CONCLUSIONS

Having examined the various approaches taken by a n#mh&r of
feminist théoiogians, this paper assertsz that the bible must be
used in doing feminiat theoclogy. Its limitations hbhave been
noted and while recognising the oppressive nature of :many of
the texts, this paper still claims that the bible ha; an
intrinsic message of likeraticon and @qu&li%& which wmay be

appropriated.

'We have not examined the work of Daly or others in the
"ravolutionary” schoel at all, but recognise ‘thit they would
reject this spproach, because of 1lts acceptance of the use of
the bibie. The bible must he exasined, even If only to
libherate women from the understanding of infericority which the
bible is =zeen to engender in nmany women. Thistlethwalte’s
ffig#tening article [33] about the wvay women aceepé violence
and abuse becausé they do not see the bible as challenging
.these acts, is a practical r@&$§n for avpporting ocur eclalm that
the bible needa to be re-examined and reinterpreted. The
existing falge interpretation i3 extremely haraful both to
women as well as to any other oppressed sectors of society

aseeking liberation.

Accepting the fact that certaln texts can never be percelived
in a liberative light, and that these texts are damaging to the
*truth” of the bible, this paper calls for their authority to

be rejected and their message to be exposed as "false”.

At no stage have we gpacifled how Lhia nevy hermeneutlie 1z Lo
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be realigsed. There are many debates centering upon the nature
of God and the triaily and uvpon using 3 new unbhiased language
inkrewritigg the bhibkle. These debates have not been examined,
hecause they are seen aszs belag ouviaside the intended scops of
this thesis. This thesls recognises hovever that if one 1s to
apprapriate the bible (which we see as egsentiall ihén %gaae
debates have Lo be entered inte bhefore adap%iég even parts of

the bhible.

'Thig paper affirma the atance of Reuther, who after examining
the bible, denounces the patrisrchal ldeclogy exhibited in many
textas. We further recognise the imnportance of her approachiag
the text with a “herseneutic of suspicion”, @ik har
acknowlegement of viewing the bible as e@bmdyéng a tréﬁitiaﬁ

which provides a priasciple for feminisi hermeneutics.

The bible must be recognised as having been created in a
predominantly patriarchal society and its bilas =must be
e%p¢ﬁeﬁ. To accept using the bible in feminist theclogy one
ﬂ&@gﬂ Lo rea@gmése the message of eguality and lliberation
svident in its pages, and forcefully dencunce the avthority of
texts which deny full humanity to anyone. The dynamism of the
Bible must be recognised, and through this recognition, the

bible musi be used and reappropridted In feminist theclogy.

Having recogniszed the importance of exposing the oppressive,
patriarchal nature of certain texts we must turn and foous on
the text in guestion, Mark 7.24-30. Az was suggested esrlilier,
ithis text szems on the ﬁu?f&ﬁﬁ»t@ he bothb raciﬁé and sexist.

It seems to relegate the Gentile woman and all whom she may
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represent to the reals of sub-humanity. Vet this paper holds
that there is more to the story and its message than mests the

eye.

In order to understand the text in its correct context, we
need to enter the world of Pre-70 Palestine ag the satting of
the story, and then also examine how the earliest r-ader;‘{the
Christians in Romel), would have usderstood the =messsage. Ha
ashall aenter Lthesas towrey contexts Lhrough aociologicnl
methodology. Thia stance shall be further developed and
explained in the following chapter.
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Chapter J:

The Gospel of Mark exists for us specifically as a text.
There is no other way of entering the "world” of Mark, or of
understanding what {3 being said or bhelieved, than through

caraful study of ths text.

How i3 the text to be situdied? Litevsry criticiss has
"axiasted” In many forms, yet has umd@rgmﬁ@ﬂgav@?&i ﬁigniﬁicant
changesa. New toola are belang used to work toward anew goals.
The philescophical approach has smade w&y-‘fmr the zoclologlicsl
approach. One now needs fo discern whether these approsches
are inherently different from the old.,  Will the new
methodologies lead to differeat results or interpretstions, or
do they merely constitute a new language used to repraoduce the

same {deas or concepts?

Prior to selecting &2 methedelogy, one hzas to srticulste the
uitim&té aimg of -one’s research. In attespiing to "liberste”
Mark 7.24-30, this paper holds that the moat appropriaste
sethodology would be that vhich &n&iya@& the text 23 a2 specific
clasa production. Furthar; this pEper holds that the
"audlience” {(in this casse, the Reoman Christians) of & text plays
a sigalficant role in prescribing to the author {(Mark]) the

contenta of the texl. Thus, arsed with this underataonding,

_



this paper holds that & formw of sociological znalysls should bhe
appropristed in the attempt te "liberate” the text in

quesation.

CHEICAS AMALYSIS

Why =socciocloglical analyslis? Robin Scrogga writes that
soclological anslysls arvcse ocut of "impatlience with frageented

knowledge produced by biblical scholara®™ and that this has

Tencouraged the atiasspt to *pul body sad soul
together again’® after long cover-emphesis on the inner
apirituality and dectrinal wiews of early
Christiana.™ [1]}

More ilspértant perhaps than why sccliological anslysis case bto
be so widely ué@ﬁg are the different weys in which this form of
analyais developed. Before immediastely opting for & preference
of the Historiecal Materialist méthodology, one should be aware
of the sther avallable opbtions with thely beneflts and

 shortcomings.

Scroggs, fTor esxasple, ralses flve cgiverse theoretical
frameworks, gll of which have certain limltgiions (2], Thesme
are Unconaciocus Social Protest:; Cognitive Dizsonance; Role

Materialiat

Analysis; Sociology of Knowledge and Historical
interpretation. While it is beyond the scope of this thesis to
presaent an in depth critigue of these spproaches, it must be

recognised that despite thelr limitations, they have all



contributed much toward the averall atore of biblical
knowledge, and thus need to he briefly asssessed. We shall
briefly critigue the first four thecretical framevorks
dizcussed by Scroggs before enterisg ioto a fuller sssessment

and svaluation of Hiztericsl Haterigliawm.
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The main proponent of this form of analysis (based on the
insighta of Troeltsach) which we shall examine ia Scroggs [3].
This form of analysis examines the isplications of sectarianiswm
and, having sstiafactorily setiled &m the anature of a seol
{seen primarily as beling in opposition to established socisl
crganizationd, wviews Early Chriastisnity as & =sect. This
analysis thus sees Early Christianity as a form of "unconscious
social protest™ [43. In his aritlcle, Scroggs refera to an
unpublished paper by Snyder [5], who uses a similar methedolgy,
which sees Farly Chriztianity azs belang in teszion w#ith the
"trana—local tradition”™ (the tradition of the prophet;
intellectual, ete.} as opposed to the "local tradition” (Lhe
social matrix in which the person is rootedl [63. This tenaion
ia also wmade manifest in a form of "unconscious social

protest”.

This understanding of Christianity being an unconsciocus Fors
of asocial protest is useful in 8 psychological examinstion of
the sarly "seci”, yet surely the one problems which will be
encountered 1f this view or methodology ia used alone, is that
of reducticnianm. Scroggs himself atstes that reductionism

means "to explain any soclietal phenomenon completely in terms
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of a hidden, unconscious social dynamic”™ [V, yet shortly after
making thls statemenit, the description of hiszs ocwn work tends ifo

fali ints the very irap which he hes Just noted.

The understanding of Esrly Chreisgtianity in Lter of &2 social

dynamic, namely uncosnscious social protest, is walid only if
the proponent of the model acknowledges her/his dependence on
sociclogical sodels (such ss the Marxist anelyaslis of accietyl,
which are a prerequisite to this model. Gne.cannot un&nrstand
Qﬁristiaaity 82 being in a2 zituation of tension with socliety,
unlesas the soclety ls first examined, which implies the use of
another model. This dependence on ancther model certzinly doss
not negate the vsefulness of Scroggs® framewvork of analysis,
but it iz essentisl to view this framework s the mmﬁé@x% of

other methodologles.

In examining the interface between text and context, this
rodel could be used in an attempt Lo dliscern whebther the Esrly
Christianity which existed Iin Rome can éé viewed as a fora of
uné@na@iouﬁ social protest, yet +this iz definltely beyond the
ageope of Lthis paper. Nonetheless;, the extreme limitations of

Seroggs’ spproach have got to be acknowledged.

Bad.d Copnitive Dissonance

Seroggs vaes John Gager a3 his example of work using the
cognitive dizssconsnce model. Tha theory holds that the

cognitive dissonsnce wodel works when &8 specific coms

unity

experiences disconfirmation of & bellef which had heen held as

central. Instead of disconfirmation causing the demise of the

corsunity, the bellef will rather be Iintenaified and the
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community will hegin proselytiasing. The theory of this modsl
depends on five preconditions [8B], all of which Gager believes
are met by the phenomenon of Early Christianity. Gager seses the
"death” of Jesus, the Hessish, &8s the disconfirmatory event
[9]. Coupled with the "death™ of Jesus, Gager sees that another
important factor in the creation of cognitive dissonancétwas
the disappointment of eschatological euxwpectations exéerienced
by the Christians., He believes that these two factors lead to

the fervour which chesraclterised Early Chriastisnity [101.

The zingle po§itivo Ennacnt levelled by Scroggsa on‘this form
of analysis iz that it casts a new - iIf somewhat shocking -
light on the understindihg of early missionsry zeel [113. Whilse
this may be a valid comment, it iz insufficient to ra£c an
important theory merely in terms of‘its "novelty”™. Gager's work
in Kingdom.ahd Community {s certainly novel, but more, it is an
important psychological examination of the motivating features
or factors of Earliy Chrigtianity. Hy criticizs of the
Unconscious Social Protest model still sta;ds with respec} to
this model: that 1s, wvhile a psychological analyais of the
éhénomenon of . Early Chriztianity is certainly valid, it cannot
" be done in a void. The *driving factora™ of the community have
to be seen in the context of full socio—economic analysis. The
communities hold a certain postion i? gsocliety and thelr
"psyghé“ must he seen as dependent on that position or
setting. Importantly, Gager uses Fhe model in conjunction with
other socliological tools such as soclal analysis, but the
relevant question remains "How useful 1Is the model in adding to

our knowledge of Early Christianity?”
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3.2.3 Role Analysis

Scroggs identifies the use of this model with Gerd Theissen.
This understanding of Christianity makes wide use of both
soclal data 2= well a3 sociclogical wmodels. The open or
acknowledgad use of sociological tools makes this undafstanding
of Early Christianity more accepiable in that the theory arises
out of the specific context within which the Early Christian
mnovement operated. RBole Anaslysis energes from & asbruciural
functionalist approach to the social dynamic, and spscifically

iooks at the

"description or self-understanding of people who
adopt or accept certain roles within the socciaety,
whether such vroles are defined by social status,
relationship of person to group or kinds of activity
expected of the role. [121]

An important bhase to Theissen’s work are the four major
social structural factors which Theissen identifies and uses
extensively in his work [13]. Working in .these four ér@ag
implies that the ground-work for interpretation has been well
covered. The reading of the text 13 not made in a2 void, but
rather in the broader social context. It is beyond the scope
of this paper to discuss the findings of Thelssen'’s research;
suffice {t to say that Theissen contends a “sociological theory
of conflict™ as being the appropriate manner for understanding
the Jesgus Movement in Paleatine, and a "sociological theory of

integration™ as being the appropriate analysis of early

Hellenistic Christianity [141.

Mosala, in criticism of Theissen’s concluaions, ralses an
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excellent pelnt, one which may perhaps be levelled at obther
gocholars dolang sociclogical analvais of the taxnt, Thia
criticism 1s that Thelssen presupposes the accezsibility of one
set of data independently of another aeb. In the saspecific
context of Thelssen’s work, Mosala is suggesting that Thelssen
is attempting to study Palestinias Christisnibty "witﬁﬁguﬁz
acknowledging the ﬁéll@niﬁ@im culture pervading the texts [151.
While wea are certalinly informed about Palestinlan Christianity,
thisz information is coloured by the language and culture
deseribing the phenomenon. Without specific refarence to this
"colouring™ process snd an schnowledgement of the limitations
thus imposed on the study of the text, Thelssen's sethodology

and conclusions are doomed to fallure from the outaset.

Mosala also criticises Thelssen for his feilure Lo provide an
"adequate systemalbtic 15@&&1@@ of the Jegus Hovement”™ [163, in
relation to the political economy of the Roman Espire. The
reazaon for this lwmportant criticiss being levelled iz that once
again the Palestinian issues seem to be viewed in a void,

without recognising the influence of the Homasn Esmplivre upon life

in Palestine. Mosala’'s eriticism 15 velterated by nsueto when
he charges Thelissen with falling to deal with the esconomic,
soclal or political lzsues and contradictions of Palestine, aad

rather concentratiang solely uvpon ldeclogical conflicis sarising

out of the above mentioned coatradictioans [173.

Theissens’® works ars the expected end-result of a disciplined
uge af the structural functionalist methods, which
ideologically arose to “aerve as an inatrument of integration

for the disintegrating systea™ out of which it arocse [18]. Thus



one of Lthe main criticlsms levelled by HMansueto sand Mosals
againat Thelasen and his sethodelogy iz the cleariy
recognisable stance which the model esmploya, which should be
acknowledged by iLthe models’® proponent, yet is ignorved op
gloassed over. Open recognition of one’s point of reference and
clags commitment ias essential for any “honest™ =mociological

approach to the text.

Despite this criticism, Theissen’s Role Analysis could bhe
extr;amely ugeful in examining the Christian community in Rome,
in that instead of éxanining the role of the individual, one
c‘culd view the entire community as g =ingle entity, and proceed
to examine the role of that entity within the broader social

framevwork.

This form of analysis 1is algzo appealing in that it
pre—gupposes in-depth soclological analysis, which I believe ia
crucial to any attempt at understanding the relationship
bet;&men text and community. A "gensaitive™ user of Thelssen's
medel should begln rhy discerning Thelasen’as point of reference
a“g’zd classe comnitment, and, having acknowledged the possible
short falls of'the model or methodology {such as that which has
been done abowvel, could certainly benefit from a disciplined,

thorough use of the Role Analysis model or methodology.

This sociological approach has been termed the "most
threatening approach” [i1i9l. Ita threat lies in the
understanding that the world in which we 1live is socially

unicsted

conastructed and that this accial construction is o
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through all language, including thecloglical language. Une must
underastand at the oubset that ithis language is cémpi@taly
dependant on other social vealltles. Langusge is iatrinsically
bound to literature, and Iliterature “ia vitally engaged with
the living situvations of men and women; it iﬁ'caﬁcr@t@ rather
than abstract” [203. If one thus ascknowledges the ﬁaﬁaﬁaiﬁi
link between language and liltersture, any ué@ of iit&wary
theory must rest upon the notion that language 1a a social

- construction and yet communicates a sccial construction.

Seroggs opts for ﬁéyﬁ@ Meeks and his work on the Johannine
Community a3 his example of this approsch {(213. It is
unnecessary o enter into Meeks® works; auwifice it ito say that
Meeks asks the ilaporitant question abmué what the uﬁ@miai
function ias that the mytha are fulfilling. Although his
examination is confined to the Gospel of John, this question is
gtill moat appropriate when astudying Merk., Herk iz packed with
"apecial touchea” and extra information (such as the detall in
the post transfiguration healing), which ‘is apecifically
characteristic of the second gosmpel. These characteristics are
to bg aeen #3 being a definite regponse to a gpecific
sithatian: the soclio-acenomic altustion which euxlsted for

Mark ‘s audience.

Meeks’' work is specifically Weberian in that he attespis to
atudy the Early Christians as individuals. Acknowledging,
however, that these individusls did not write the texts, Meeks
suggests that the individuals rather be found “through the
collectivitieas to which thaey “belonged asnd glimpse thely 1ives

through the typical occaisions mirrored in the texts™[22].

- 35 -

By .



Meeks views himself as a moderate functionalist [233 in that
he clalms thset society "is viewed 88 a proceas in which
personal identity and aocial forms are mutually and
continuously created by interactions that occur by wmeans of
ayabols”™ [243. He confesses that the model s ﬁaiacéicg; yet
ées?ite the eclecticlssm, szes Lthe only way into uﬂd@rﬁ%&nging
gocial sztructure as belng te understand the iandividuals
together with their subjective cheices. Hosaié levels & great
deal of criticiam 8t this understanding of Meaks '

sglf-confessed eclecticlam and BEYEZ

Thiz theoretical and smethodologlesl eclecticizsm
geems Lo us a8 new way of concealing old theological
and idecloglical perapectives. 1t moves ua one step
forwvard to the extent that it focusses our attention
on the social nature of Lthe texits, but it pullsz us
two steps back in that it not only relstroduces the
old ideological hunches inherent 1in the Historical
Critiécal Methods, but 1t hides them under the cloak
of a more szyatematic appresch, thus blunting the edge
of a new soclal and peolitical hermeneutic of the
bible which meeks to liberste the Bible ao that the
Hible can once more become & liberating tool.”{28]

tThisa cri%iciﬁmg although being levelled specificaelly at
Heeka, iz one of Mossla's main criticisms of the Social Science
spproaches. Under the gulse of being scientific and thus
perhaps more acceptable, they are merely s new way of restating
the" old ldeas and presuppositions ifnherent in the old
smethodologlies, While this coriticism is most ceriainly wvalilid,
Mosala falls to offer an aliernative approach and yel concedes

limited hepnefitas from this approsch.
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if one plans %o examine the interface between texti and
cosmunlitiy, the Soclology of Knowledge approach fi2 2 uzeflul tool
for understanding the notion that the “character”™ of the text
- responds directly to the ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%glﬁﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬁ ar life situstion of

the community for whom the text iz belng produced. If one may

and acknowledging that the “"old ideclogical hunches™ &r&'siiil
present, one may abttesmpt to break through thesze “hunchea”™ and
constructively use the Soclology of Knowledge approsch to
dizscern the interface belween %hg text and context Ia the

Goapel of Hark.

3.3 HIST

isH

Historical ﬁaieyialiﬁm iz viewed az bhelang the scleatific
study of the sbtructure and development of humen soccial
formations. The basic approach that we shall adopt 1s based
upon Marxz’s theory of Historicel HMaterislism, the outline of
which was p@ﬁtmiat@d in The ferman Ideclogy and refined ié hia
later writings. This methodology has been successfully used by
a number of acholars, including Belo (261 sand Clevenot [27]
{both of éh@é@ works shall be used when dolng a2 materiazlist

reading of Mark 7.24-30 in chapter &}.

Historical

jlaterialism arguably rests upon two premises or
rather, two key priasciplea. Firatly, no single aspect of
reality can be analysed independantly of the totality of social
relations and determinaaits of whiech it forma a part. The
second principle holds that the material world exists prior to

our conceptlions of it, the result of this being that the way in
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which thiz world apsears o uz asy distord itz esssentizl
chavacter. The task st haad 1ls thuzs to delve behind the realn
of appearances in an asttempt to discover the essential
relations v&nd d@ﬁeréinaﬁig that give risa Lo theae

APpeArances.

Thus for the biblical scholar who opts for using the
Historical HMaterialliabl parsdigm, the taask would bhe (if somevhat
crudely explained) to discern the way in which the Iideclogy
perceived in reading the texts 1s related to both the mode of
production and to the ﬁup@?ﬁﬁ?uﬁgﬁ?@ of that specific soclety

at a given moment.

Bagically Harx aseesz that z3ll soclizl organlsation, values and
ideas {including religion) result f{rom "t he way husan belogs
within nature act upon nature to produce thelr mesns of
subsistence”™ (281, thereby fashioning th@irhmwn specific form

ef labour {modes of

of soclal nature. As technology and for
acting upon naturel change over time, a oorrelative change of
political and social organisation iz experienced. Haturally,

to glve support to these changes an ideclegy will avolve,

fuatifying an&Jrgti@ﬁ&ziaing'ih@ afore-penticned changes.

The most fundamental a@na@@tw4 gnploved by historical
naterialiss is that of a "mode of productien”. This phrase
refers to those elesentsz, delerminants and social relstiosns
which are necessary both to produce and reproduce life. Within
the uvnderstanding of 3 mode of production are thres basic
glements which remain constant. The first is the object of

labour (nasely the raw materials existing in naturel, ithe



gsecond is Lthe means of labour (which is t¢ be sesn @3 the
tools, equipment, fized asassts ete.)? and the third constent is
fabour power f{or human productive activity). Thesas aiamgnts
are to be Ffound in a8l) socleties, but are blended btogether in
different ways which in turn will shape the nusnces @f that
socliety, and so0 give it itz specific character. %hen ape&kiﬁg
af é@lﬁtian& of production one refers Lo the diﬁp@giimﬁ of

soclial surpius within soclety.

The mode of production forma the economic base of society.

It presupposes the ovgssisation of individual b

in beings in
ways appropriate to their socisl function, with reapesct Lo the
economic base. This organizstion s affected by the émiitieaig
)5ﬁﬁi&3 and religiocus supesrastructura and the rasulting

ideclogy. The political superstructure inteins the power

relationsa hetwesn the variocus clasasses in society. The
i&é&i@gical superstructure in bturn is8 the complex of belliefs,
syrbols ete. which locste individuals in thelr social world,
and' the forces which both genefate these po;itions as well as
malintaln them €eggfﬁmi1y; relliglous institutions eteld. While
this is all extremely theorestical, when we turn fo aspplying it

to the asituation in Pslestine, the interrsistedness of mode of

production, superstructure and ldeclogy will become clear.

The class struggle is the central dvnasic in ﬂiﬁ%@gicaih
Materialism. The oclaas sbtruggle in perceived as beling the
mebtlive force in higﬁmry;’ It is primarily the struggle hetween
the classes constituted at the level of the mode of economic
iniegwatiang in relation Lo the orsative activity of labour

{ie. the workers, serfs and proletasriat} and the extraction of
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the surplus value of the labour by the bourgeocisie. Thus the
claas struggle iz to be seen as the struggle to achieve

ecbnomic, pelitical and ideological control of the sccial

formation.

While this paper certainly believes that the Historical
Materialist framework 1is the most appropriate framevork for
studying the society out of which biblical texts were written,
it would be nalve to imagine that thiz sethodology is without
limitations. It is at this point where Eagleton’s "Literary

Criticisa™ comes into its own. Eaglaton atates:

"any body or theory concerned with human meaning,
value, language, feeling and axperience will
inevitably engage with broader, deeper heliefs about
the nature of human individuals and gsocleties,
problema of power and sexuality, interpretationa of
past history, versiona of the present and hopes for
the future. (291

The HMarxist approach is inevitably restricted in that it
needs and useszs language to express its ideas and belilefs.
Language i3 intrinsicelly blaszed by its very nature and thus by
definition, restrictive. Yet while the Historical Hateriaslist

approach is governed and even limited by ianguage or methods of

expression, lts intrinsic value cannot be underestimated.

The value of ngxist or Historical Materialist interpretation
lies in the fact that it uses “scientific” tocls to look at and
to get behind the text, to examine the society which produced
the text, thus allowing one Lo understand how and why the text
was produced in that specific way. The text is ;150 viewved hy

proponents of this methodelogy as being a possihle' toosl for
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liberation and the text {3 thus Lranslated with this in mind,

This approach forces s move from an ldealistic reading of the
gospels and instead forces 8 "materialistic”™ resadiag. Hhen
applied to the Gospel of Mark, this approach sees Jesus within
a apecific practice, viz. a8 rejaction of the dominasnt code of
sociaty [303. This approach has certaia scononmic and pmliticéi
implications; both Belo and Clevenol examine Jaszuvse and ithe
Jesus Movement In terms of these lsplicationa. Examining Jesus
in the context of his original community, 22 well as the Gospel
tn its original contesxt, veing & Historicsl aﬁ&t@ri&iiat

approach ls an invaluable addition to hiblical scholarship.

A further appealing aspect of Hiatoricsal terialisse snd the
way ln which 1t has beesn used by Belos, Clevenct and others, i=
that the writers clearly state thelr ovwa presuppositions and
points of reference at the ocutzet of thelr {nvestigations.
Thay clearly sbill see the bihle as being able to function &gsa
libevalting tool. The proponents acknowvledge their oWn
particular bias bhefore approaching the readings;-their class

commitments are openly discussed and s3 a result of this

"openess”™, a "fresh” reading of the text ensues.

He have done & caraful eavelisation of the Historical
Materialist methodology and yel despite the svnavoldeble
drawhaék {viz. its dependance on language which in itself is
biased), this sethodology must h@.aca@ptaﬁ in its ﬁntiréty meel
acknovledged for the invaluable coniribution which 1t has made

to biblical knowledge.
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3.4 PIBLYCAL STUDIES AND S0CIaL SCIENCE PARADIGHS

- AN OVERVIEW

Mucke recent Inihlical aschelarship has opted for the use of the
Histor~ical Haterialisgt methodelogy in preference to other
sgthocfologles avrising from the fleld of the social scieﬁces} -
It im Dbecoming increasingly clear that {n addition to Form,
Literamry and Redaction Criticiss, the overarching methodology
to bee usged is Indeed to be found in the Historicsl Msterialist

approsach,

HWit¥Es the advent of biblical ) scholars incressingly using a
variet y of methodological approaches arising from the sphere of
.the =mocial =mclences, there is a very real danger of thesm
becom ing eclectic and in so doling, ignoring the vast nusher of
new s pheres open to  them. Thiz danger might perhaps be
exempr 1ified by the work of Gager (1975} who, notwithstanding a
vorth ¥ plece ©f scholarship, falls to relate his findings. to =&
coher-@nt theoretical framework. The danger implicit in his
short.coming 1 s that biblical ascholars use soclological
cate_gcsrizs on & subjectively random basis. Not only does Lhis
short. coning 1 i mit and ispinge upon the ultimate potential value
of Lhreirvork ;, but it also does socia‘i science methodologies a

disgsesrvice,

As has heen demonstirated, there are numerous sociclogical
paraedigss, each providing- & specific set of categories through
whic¥: the soc dal vorld i3 both perceived and presented. Thase
para«digss are often viewed as being in constant competition

withh one anot hey, with adherents to thes attacking one another
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vocifercusly on the issue of sethodologlicsal Faoundness”.
Depending upon the paradigm which the sascholar has selected,
they might be g&li@d upon to make certain pre-suppositions
which are not always espirically verifiable. The danger with
this lies in the understanding that scholsrs using soclological
paradigms are not alwayz zufficlently well versed i% the
"intricacies” of thelir chosen paradigs to withatand even ﬁi&@i%

criticism.

~ The solution to this problem which 1 would offer is that

"wibhlical sociclogists” develop an intis

te and thorough
knowladge of their paradign; that they do "bBiblical sccioclogy®™
as capable socioclogists who know how to use the tools as

oppogaed Lo only kaowing vwhere Lo bhorvrrow thewn!

3.8 T

YALIDITY

CAL ANALYSIE

%h%i@ this thesis has selected the Hiﬁtﬁw%cai Haterialist
methodology as the one mo=st appropriate to use in achleving a
"libhevrated” reading of HMark 7.24-30, 1%t is ismportant to
recognise and comment on critieiém 1@§@13@d sgainst the social
golence wmethodologles. HMosals and othera, ia thelr coriticiss
of the social scisnce methodologien, certainly do not faeil teo
acknovledge the positive contributions which these
methodologles have made L3113, Thelr criticism of the social
science methodologies Is thus not that they contribute nothing
to the understanding of the bhible or of Early Christianity, but
rather that they address the gquestion of "vhether these methods

as they are used in biblical criticiam represent a theoretical
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break with the pagt”™ [32].

Mosala sees that bliblical criticiswm must bhe avare of wasting
its gime engaging "iis energles, uselessly, againat the kind of
abaolutiat state whose material conditions have bheen virtually
eroded” [331. He further believes that impliecit in the waste_éf
time and energy iz an underlying defense of the “centemﬁorary
bourgecis isternational social formation®™ [341 which was
underiying its original foundstion. Hosale feels that ianstesd
of energy bheing spent on 8 wasteful defense of past social
formation, scholars should reassess thelr methodology and the
underlying aims of their endeavours; so that they might
actively work toward the post-bourgeols era. schclars are
ideoclogically centered within the old framework and, although

ciaiming to be reexamining the texts in & new =zociological

state, their own ideoclogical presuppositlionsg and class
copmitments hinder any steps toward a ”ﬁew” reading of the
text. . The bible cannot be llberated from class-related

intepretations or veadings unti]l the ideologles undergirding

their criticisms are recognised and preferably departed from.

Having levelled this criticiam, Mosala stil]l sccepts that the
scctial sclence methodologies have had some positive effect.

Mozt important, he acknowledges that

3 healthier agttitude towards the bibklical texts,
which sees them as ideclogical products of sccial
systems and of configurations of social relatioans
internal to these systems 1s now posasible™ [35].

A recagnition of this possibility az well as the criticisas

which have been Jjustifiably levelled, should allow current
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gcholars selecting to work with from the Historical Materiazaliat
approach a better chance to achieve a liberated reading of the

text.

Bazed on Mosala's criticism, I propoze that in ordgr to
achieve a new "liberated” reading of the text, the text éhauid
he viewed as operating on three distinct levels. The firast =
bhe ﬁetting. of and background teoe Jesus and hiaz work in
Balegtine., The second iz an attewmpt to discern both the writer
and community{ies) for which the text was written (to examine
theae levels using, I would suggest, a Marxizst framework). The
third level, the absenée of which HMosala tends to he most

-eritical of, 1is that scholars should recognise that their
reading of the Gospel i{s tainted hy their own life experiences;
their class commiiment would colour their findings in that the
very aims and objectives of their investigation would he
pre—directed.

]

For these reasons, the text of Mark 7.24-30 shall only be
examined once a Historical Materialist methodology has bheen
applied both to -Palestine and Rome and after the role of both
the reader of the text as well as the writer of the exegesis
has been thoroughly examined. It is _the contention of this
paper that only once this process has been worked through, can
one approach the text and attenmpt to offer a liberated reading
of the msterial.
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Chapter 4: UNDEESTANDING THE GOSPEL OF HARK AS A TEXT

4.1 AN INTRODUCTION TO THE DISCOURSE

*The word Thermeneutlica”™ means the =sclence or a#t of
interpretation™ £ii. Although thiz might be =2 slightly
simpliatic definition, the maln lasue iz that I we plan to do
a hermeneutical study of the Gospel of Herk, we must bhoth
underastand the toecla at hand, a3 well as be able to usze thenm

aeffectively. We have already articulated that the Gospel of
Mark (henceforth referred to as Mark} exists for usa
gpecifically as a text. We have briefly referrved to the
undersatanding that because of ita textual nature, it must be
recognised as reflecting a particular ideclogy. Up till this
point, reference to the textual nature -of Mark and the
resulting implications has been rather cursory. Before one can
grccegd with a reading of Mark, however, a more detalled

undergtanding of the implications of the text sz 2 ftext must bhe

entered into.

in recent years there has been a proliferation of writing
focuasing specifically on literature, how it is written, why it
iz written, the lmportance of the author, the importance of the
reader and critic, understanding the literary nature of the
text, receptiocn theory and 280 ofn . Following on from
structuralist exegesls has been a form of "post-structuralist”
critical work-which has forvwarded "the structural impulse by

gubmitting modern critical thought and practice to fundamental
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and eplstemclogical critique™ [2]1. While it is tesmpting to
enter the discussgion on these areas, they are outside the scope
of thia chapter. Instead we shall confine ourselves to
examining the areas which this thezis believes are
fundamentally ilmportant to an& understanding of Mark. Thus we
shall look at four specific aspects; the text Iitself, _£ha
writer of the text, the role of the reader and the funcﬂion of

the eritic.

It,shall become evident that this paper closely follows the
Méterialist line of liteéary criticism yet nlscea g grester
relevance on the role of the resder 23 co-determinant in
shaping the text, than does the materialist understanding.
This paper holds that the text is the result of certain
conditions of production, that it reflects the interests and
commitments of the author {in terms of the ideoclogical
céﬁgitions of production) and that the author’s knowledge of
her/his reader{a) and their expectations and ideological
commitments will also have a Shgpiﬁg role on gﬁe final product
of the text {both in terms of what is sald, how it 1s sald and
what iz left unsald). We shall also argue for an understanding
of the text as being dynamic as cpposed to hs;ing one fixzed
meaning, or as Casalis saya "NHot one message or one theology is
to be found fin scriplture, bul messages and theolcgies; because
there are different situstions and different witnesses™ [31].

Theae ideas shall be further developed in the course of this

chapter.
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4.2. THE WORKING OF THE TEXT

The materialist Eitérary theory assumes that iiteravy
production i3 &8 mode of ldeclogical production, or s3 Easglelon
ﬁay§% "The literary text iz not the “expressicon’ of id&§1@§gg
nor s ideology the * expresion’® of soclal oclass. The text,
rather{ is a certaln production of ideclogy™  [4]1. The task
before cone iz thus to examine briefly the shaping role of
production upon the text before one can lock at the functicqs

and contributionas of the writer and reader.

With Mazamisa, we shall concur on the following understanding

of materialistic literary theory, viz. that it

"parcelves the text as product on twoe levels: (al
on the level of the writer, as a written
concretisation of higsher ldess gnd ocstegories, ile.
the abatract and ldeal expression of the =social
relations as concelved by the writer; (b} oa the
level of the =smoeial context, ie. the goeial
"relations which are expressed by ideas and
categories” [5)

-

Ip thia sertion we shall thus briefly examine the
reiaticnship between ldeology and text in an attespt to
un#erﬁt&nﬁ the "sligaificance”™ of whal we read. We shall not
however hacone h%gg@é down in an assessment gf’ Marxiam and
literary eriticism, suffice it t% say that materialist
ceriticiam has to a large degree informed the approach of this

paper [&1.

At the outset one has to recognise that one is intrinsically

bound by the limitations of language. The texi can only
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operate within the constraints of the language in which 1t is
expressasd. Eagleton correctly satates "meaning is not siaély
something ‘expressed’ or ‘reflected’ in language: it 1is
actually produced by it”. He continues by saying "we can oaly
have meanings and experiences in the firat piacg because we
have a language to have them in” [{7]. According to Hawthorn,
Marx sees language as "the curse of the apirit”. Hawthorn
continues by saying that in reality “languasge Is opractical
consgciocusness that exists also for other men {aic), and for
that reason alone it really exists for me personally ss well”
{#83. Language i3 thuas "a fileld of social forces whfgh shape us
to our voota” [(93. Une has thus to recogniae thné the text is
inherently dependent on and shsped by the langusge In which it
expresses itself. According to materislist literary theory
then, although ideclogy has relaiive autonomy [101, it is %o a
degree determined by language a8 well other foéces of

production.

In wmaterialist lliterary theory, the idecloglecal {lesr {which
has a2n indirect correspondance with the superstructure and
baze) is constituted by the abstract {deal expression of socisal
" relations ([111. Literature must thus be recognised as an
" ideclogical product,; but ikportantiy, azs Eagleton articulates,

the text produces itself,

"but produces itself in conastant relztlion to the
ideology which permits it such relative autonomy, so
that this ceaseless glaboration and recovery of itsa
own lines of meaning 1s similianecusly the preoduction
of a determiniag ideoclogy.” [123

Thus in conjunction with being 2 product of ideclogy, the
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text ita=lf reproducss ideology. “In putting ldeclogy to work,
the text necessarily illuminates the absences, and begina to

‘make speak’ the zllences, of that ideclogy™ [131.

Thus in reading Mavk as a text one haa to vecognise that i1t
iz a product of the lideclogy of 4the day snd th&%xit in turn
reproduces ideclogy. The degree to which ideclogy and the
production thereof is relisted to the economic, political and
social instances impliez that in order for one to recognise the
doatnant ldeology of the day snd 1ts shapling iafluence upon the

text of Mark, one hasg to do g full

terisaiiat study of the
asocliety In which the text of Hark was produced. While this
important study shall take place in the following chapter,
chapter 5, this chapter shall procesed by showiang how other
factora (like the role of the ‘audience’) slse play an

important role in shaping the text as we know it today.

4.3 THE AUTHOR AND THE TEXT

Having recognised the fundemental laportance of ldeclogy in
ahaping the text, 1t would be naive to imagine that the auitheor
of the text did not alsc play an ifmportant role in shaping the
final outcome of the text. The asvthor caanct merely be aeen to
he gubsumed In the ideclogical conditionz of production: the
author is not just a "tool” to bhe manipulated, rather, as this
secticon zhall show, the author plays an  ifsportant role in

determining the text.
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When one suggests thalt the suthor plavs a8 wvital role in
shapling the text, one 1s not suggesting that the author ig the
central figure in the production of the text, or as Esgleton
astates "there la no guesation of ‘centering’ the litersry text
on the individual who produces 1t; but neither ia it a matiar
of ligulidating that subject inte ‘general’ sesthetic and
ideological forma™ [£14]. What one has to discern thesn is: what

ig the function of the auvthor?.

This thesis contends that the aubthor 1z often ‘nn&@mm&imus’
af hershlis ideologioal commiiments or the role which they play
in determining the authors’ parilicular way of presmiing 2
certaln set of criterion. WHays of disceralng the suthors’
ideclogical commitments sre wmany and veried and there can
certalply be no sound methodeological way of workiog ‘hackwards’
from the text to the auvthor, then to the author’s ideslogical
commitment, and any attempt to do so would be et with
frustration and inaccuracies. Ezgleton, however, posit®s a
number of distinct factors which might determine Tauthorial
ideclogy”, namely: "soclal class, sex, nationality, religlon,
gewg%@phiaal region and so on” (151, - Limiting ©Shough theases
factors might seewm, they do point to the number of determimnants

which shape "authorial ideclogy”.

Taking the idecloglcesl determivants which influence the
author as glven, one must recognise that these factors will
shape not only what iz sald by the author, but also how it is

gsald and what Is left unsaid. Foucauit clainzms that
"the author provides the bazls for explainlag not
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only the presence of certain eventa in a work, but
alas thelr transformations, distortions and diverae
modificstions {Lhrough his biogranhy, the
detersination of his indiwvidual perspective, the
analysais of his gzocial position, and the elevation of
his basic design}.” (163
Foucasult thus sees that i@g@ih&§ with the ‘background’ of the
author, the author i3 the ultimaie determinant In the shaping

of the taxit.

in relation to Haumann, HMazamisa concedes the dominant role

of the author in the structuring of the work:

"Through the author-work relaticon the work reacelves
its apacific siature, determined by the totality of
production conditionsy the author structures the work
and thereby creates its sapecific cheracteristics
which determine its reception” L3171 :

This thesis concurs fully with thiszs opinion bui feels that
in as wmuch as the auvthor shapes the work which determines its
r@é@ptiang the autheor {in this instance of Mark}) iz certsinly
aware of who his audlieace ls, and that this factor iz born in

mind during the c¢reation of the text in order that it might

recelive petentlally the *hest’ or soalt sgppropriate reception.

Having concurred with Hasumsnn in the above aspect, 1t is
nacessary bto briefly @xagin@ what one pevcelves tLhe ashapiag
conditions of production on the suthor are. Clesarly .the work
(text? will reflect the way 1o which +the author perceives®
reality. The author perceives and éxp@ri@ncaﬁ veallty in a
certain way and this paper contends that this experience and
perception will be reflected back into the W&rk@ Une has to
recognise that this perception i3 not conscicus, and bthus by

implication the reflection in the text will alseo be relatively
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‘unconscious”’. What one has to concede thus is that the work
will alwayzs be subjective. He have already vreferred- to
1aﬁguage and its iInherent subjectivity, but it is nonetheless
important at this 3uncture to once again recognise the

influence of language upon the author and her/his works.

Although the background of the author plays 2 fundamental
rolae in shaping the Lext, one has to concede wiith Foucault that
"the text always contalns a certain number of signs referring
ﬁ@ the suvthor” [18]. Thus with relstion to Hark, Foucsuli would
sae that  the pericope which we intend examining is
"transformed, modified and distorted” specifically by the
author. While this paper accepts the central dominant role of
the author (and her/his perception and eibarienca of r;ality)
upon the texts, it shall be shown that the “distortions™ of the
specific pericope, and potentially in fact its very presence in
the Gospel, wmight have been influenced by the particular

*audisnce”™ for which the writer, Mark, intended his text.

&.4 TEE EREADER

THE TEXY

-

Having poatulated the relationship between the author and the
text, one has to now discern whether the reader (both implied
and actual) has any particular role to play in shaping the
text. Can a text hsve any meaning without a resader? One hsas
to recognise that unlike an oral discourse, in which the
participants are ‘present’; in the writtesa discourse;, the
reader has to discern a form of meaning from the text at hand

without the presence of the producer. Iser correctly
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recognises that a smsjor difference between reasding and other
formas of social Interazction iz that with resding thare iz no
‘face to face® contact [1%93, thus the physical text cannot be
sltered to accomodate each new veader. The text is flxed, bhui
this thesis believes that the notion of a 'fixed’ text does not

imply that the msaning ls fixed.

This thesis holds that without the active participation of
the reader, the text will he meaningless. More important to
the issue at hand, however, iz the understanding that beyoad
- gilving the text a meaning, the reader is often r@&pgﬁgi%iﬁ for
shaping the text itszelf (as opposed Lo only ascribliag it &

particular meaning’.

Fagleton supports this netlion of the isportance of the reader

when he states:

”Litﬁraéy texts do not exist on bookshelveas: ithey
are procgsses of alignification materialized only in
the practise of reading. For literature to hapren,
the reader is quite as vital as the author.” (201
In thisz statessenl he Iz referving specifically to Lhe notion
of the act of resading giving the text meaning, but thia paper
suggests that beyond giving the text wmeaning by the act of
reading, that the resder for whom Lthe text waas Iinteaded {(as

opposed te 2 ‘*secondary’ readar) {z deterszinant im szhaping the

taxnt.

This thesls postulates thal every texlt I3 written with an
intended reader{s) in mind, and that ibhe sore Eknowledge the

author has of the reader, the more important 1s the reader In
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determining the final outcome of ithe text. Thiz thesis
recogniases that 2 whole new discipline of siudy, termed "resder
reaponse” has bheen developing over recent yesrs, bulbk 1t is nob
our intention to delwve into Lhe intricacies of this
digscipline. ¥We recognise the fundamental difference betwesn
the primary readers for whom the text was producsd and the
secondary readers who have access to the text bul are not the
"intended” audience [211. Fowler prefers the phrases “real
reader” and T“implied reader”™ [22] in distinguishing bhetwveen

forma’® of reader.

'R@&ding must bhe seen az belng 2 subleciive sction. Just as
the author’s experience and percepition of reallity (in which
this paper includes the perception of her/his ‘audience®)
ghapes bthe course of the wéitingﬁ se too dosas the resder’s
experience and perception of reslity detersmine the way in which
the text will be resad and appropriated. This point entersz us
intoe the realm of recepition theory.which basically @xa&imaﬁwth@
readera’ role in literature {agaln the finer vpoints and
short-comings of reception theory shall not bhe eantered intol.
Eagiei@n shows how in terms of recapltion theory “thes reader
‘concrebises’ Lthe Lliervary work, which In {taelf {3 no more

than & chaln of argaﬁiaa& hlack marks on & page™ [231.

whgt is laportant to sckaowledge 13 that litsrsry work is
‘created’ in terms of being ﬁg@éifﬁ@ally directed or sddressed
te an audience. In teras of Haumann's theory, HMarzamisa
importantly states that "the readser approsches the work by way
of hia soclally determined world of expevience, snd the effect

of the work p@rvaﬁ@a"thiﬁ world of experience”™ L2473, Thus Just
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as the author iz *influenced by her/hiz context®; 8o too i3 the
reader, and ultimstely the response to — and reception of - the
text is similarly influenced. Thisz notion iz echosd to =&
degree by Jauss® premise which states that: Teach literary
production ??mée@tﬂ to the reading puhii@ @ particular
empirical world and therefore is read within ‘& pariiculasr
literary empirical context™ (28], The reader has certain
gxpectationa of the text which are determined by her/his
experience of reallty. Thus the response of the readsr to the
tawxt fa by definition subjective. The reader iz called oa to
regpond to the work on 2 certein level, but the ultimate
reaponse lies with the reader snd those percepticons which
dictate the readera sxpectatlions. Thiz understanding does not
falil into the old trap of viewing literature as "an autonomous
zsesthetic praxis which transcends materiasl aspects”™ [263, on
the contrary, it recognises that at the mv&ry heart of the
reasders response to the texi, lig the material {(and aocisl)
conditions which ‘produced”’ th@m?@&der and ahaped her/hls

ideclogical perspective and thus expectations of the text (271,

While this examination of the resder snd her/hisx shapiag of
and response to the text has not worked through the notions of
reading, m@aniégg real and iwmplied reader, real and implied
author, or langusge to any great degree, it has outiined a
brief understanding of how the reader is to be viewed. This
understanding 13 adegualtely r@fl%ct@é by Eagleton when he

statesz that

"every lLiterary text In some sense internalises its
social relations of production - that every text
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intimates by Lta very convantions the way It iz Lo be
consuaed, encodes within itself its own ldeclogy of
how, by whom sod for whom [t waz producsed. Bvary
text obligquely posits a putative resder, defining ilts
producibility in termas of a ceritals capaciiy for
production. ™ [28]1

In terms of the text at hand, wviz. Mavrk 7.24~30, one thus
haz to recognise in dolng a hermeneutical study, that sccocepting
g2 given the production of the text as coming from a
Palestinian savironment, to the Roman Chrisgstians in a different
envirmnm&nt;‘ BOTH savironsents wiil to 8 grester or lesser
degree shape the text and lts meaning. Accepiing thimgvmﬁ@ has
to study both situstions hefore & succesful herseneutical study

may be completed.

 CRITIC

Having recognised the factors which deteraine the shape and
meaning of a text, one has to recognise that the critic also
plays & unique role in the process of understanding textual
m@aaimga in this section we shall briefly outline our
underatanding of the function of the eritic, bult shall =not

enter the debate to any grealt extent. FEagleton writes that

"the writers production is merely the appesrance of
a production, since its true object lies behind or
within it:; to criticise, therefore, is ito reduce ithe
fewteraality’ of the text to the atructure secreted
in its “interior®.” [29]

He thus sees that the critic should “get behind’ the text in

order to ascertain the "btrue ahiect® of the text.
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Foucault raises an important point on the understanding of

the critic’s task, he sess that the

*eaglk of criticiazm is not to bring out the work’s
relationaships with the author, nor to reconstruct
through the text a thought or experience, but rabther,
to analyze the work through its structure, iis
architecture, its intrinsic form, and play of its
internal relationships.” [30]

Thus, in partially concurring with Foucault, +ithis paper
underatands that the critic =hould not attempt to reconstruct
the ‘text behind the text® or assuves Lo understand the primary
intentiona of the text. These attewplis would be futiles as the

critic’s own expectstions would only be fed back inte eny

Further interpretations.

Juzt as the readsr approsches the text with a2 ceritaln sel of
expectations, governed by her/his @xp&?i@ﬁ@&méf resality, so too
must the oritic be recognised as approaching the text from a
gpecific context with definite @x%@ctaﬁi@ﬁﬁ anpd with the nsed
to communicate to herfhils own veaders. At this point one ias
;farced o diﬁagr&ee with phenomenclogical coriticizs, which
Focusses speoelfically on Ehe ' &utﬁ@rgg experiences and
perceptions of material objlects, and ag & fora of criticiss

which atteapts ;2] achieve ecouplete obhljectlivity and

diginterestednsss™ [311. Further, it does not see oriticize as

*a construction, an active intepretation of the
work which will inevitably engage the critic’s own
interest and biases”™ rather, it sees criticiss as "a
e o passive receptlion of the text, & DUPHE
transcription of its mental essences”™ [32]
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This thesis holda a contrary viewv - that is that the critic
has her/his own agenda and that critics should not be fooled
into believing that an cblective review of Lthe text iz possible
- the critic will have ocsrialn expectations of the Ltext which
will dramatically alter the way in which the text ism
perceived. It {g vitel that &l critics recpgnise thely own

commitnents and state at the owvisged thelr expectations of the

text.

Th; author of this thesis is in essence a eritic, but does
not attempt to give the definitive understanding of the text at
hand. The very process of working through the metﬁodciogy to
he smployed in this paper i3 & statement of Intent. This
avtharforitic recognises that Lhe text, Mark 7.24-30, haas been
approached with a zpecific intention of discerning a liberating
meSSATe. Thus this auvthorfeoritic recognises thaet her resding
ﬁf'éhe text will be sheped by this expectation. This approach
will naturalily not alter the empirical facts of the printed

words, but will allow a new meaning te come through the old.

4.6 CONCLUSIONS

Thia chaplter has zoughl to explaln an underatanding of tﬁ@
workings of the btext, and lia inclusion in the body of the
thesis has been vital in that once onse accepts Lthat Mark existas
specifically as a textgA one iz bLhen confronted with the

question of what thisz textuval nature implies.

In the 1light of what has been discussed in this chapter, we
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sghall proceed by examining the contexts of both the suthor of
Hark a3 well as 4Lthe context of his intended readers.
?héaughaut this process the role of the critic is recognised as
fundamental in digeerning the ‘meaning’® of the text. The
critic is nol gsen a8 supercedlisg the orvigisal asubthor or
hecoming the final determinant factor In discerning meaning;
however, the critic mush be recognised as shaping the
interpretation of the text. We have confined our examination
to 2 relatively samall area and have often merely referred to
debates which in themselvea are important. This section has
however sucessfully outlined an understanding of the
i&plimatimaﬁ of Mark existing as a text.
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Chapter § AN EXANMINATION OF PRE 70CE PALESTINE AND ROME

5.1

CDUCTION

In the previcus chapter, we clearly argued that the text is
ashaped primarily by the environment in wvhich it was formed,
with the potential readers of the text also playing ;;
important role in determining its final "shape”. The iatention
of this chapter i3 thus to concretise the ahatract concept, or

rather, to ascribe & particular setting and resdership to the

Gospel of Mark.

The aetiing or locatics of the Gospel story {8 clearly
Palestine [13. Throughout the text there are references to a
variety of asapects vrelating to the social, @mii%i&ai and
aconomic instances of early Palestine. These references usually
take the form of an indirect response to Lthe existing situation
of the day. It is thus vital +that before examining any aspect
of HMark, one has’ to criticelly assess and understand the
.”war;d” in which the gospel {g set, far It iz only through an
ugd&?ﬁ&amding of this world, that the gospel can be understood
as A response Lo the situstion. We shall thus brieflly focus on

& historical materialist study of pre-~-TOCE Falestine [213.

Recognising %that evidence may come to light suggesting a

different set of readers, thils thesizs holds that NMark was

- £4 -



written to the Christians living in Bome between &85 and 70 CE.
While this understanding is not Indisgputable, it iz held by the
majority of Marcan sacholara ([3J. We shall thus do a brief
examination of the saituation in Eome, with specific attention
baing given to the effects of the situation on the Christians
living in Rome. The examination shsll be brief hecsuse & full
historical ssterislist approach to the Roman empivre at that
time would be wast and unnecessary teo the topic at hand. What
is mere laportani, is to grasp an understasdiag of the
Christian community itself, and through this recognise the way
in which the needs and experiences of Lhe readers might shape

the teit.

1

This paper holds that the writer of Mark was a certaln Johw
Mark, an interpreter for the apostle Peter [(43. This naturally
implies that the author was male and thus masculine pronouns

shall henceforth be used when referring to the writer of Mark.

Only once the situation in which the gospel was written asa
well 23 the asituation to which i+ was written, i3 fully
understood, can one succesafully examine any aspect of the

text.

*

5.2 A HISTORICAL HMATERIALIET APPLICATION

TO PRE 70 CE PALESTINE

The situation In Gslllee (3 perfectly sulted to beilng
examined under the ‘*Marxist microscope’, and safter working

carefully through the model, it should be coclear that Galilee
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wiga experiencing a periosd of fransition, and waz rapidly
fulfilling the prerequisites for a feudal state (natuvrally with
a nunber of eleémentz appsrent vhich would be paculiar to the
Galilern situation!,; with #liemeats of the pre-Capitallst state
eparging too. It is within these changes that we are able to
perceive the class siruggle and that we can b&giﬁ;tm detect the

idecloglcal response o the exiasting class struggle.

5.2.1 Mode of Production:

A ‘mode of production’ must be underatood as the relationship
between: "the aocving forces of saclety le: productive forecss op
units of production™ (81, which is the tools or instruments of
p?@éucﬁi@nyﬁand the gpeople who produce "thinga” with them, and
relations of production or the relationships which people sel
up  during production, eg: primary producers and gullded

artiaana.

In examining  nodes éf production one has to begin by
axaminling patterns of land owaérship. Galilee was essentially
a rural praovince, thus isplying that land ownership would T"he
of Jprim&ry imporiance ln deteraining class distinctiona™ 161,
Deapite this previous observabtion, one should resllise thsai
another reason for the land ownership in Galliese being of such
major lmportance ia that Gelillee was in the pr@w@api@éiigt era,

in fact it was initially pre-feudal too, and in this era land

oswnerahip alveys defined class positions.

Iin Galilee there iz evidence of both private ownership — in
the hands of native peassnts {73, 3 well as royel land which

comprised primarily of confiscated land or land won in battle.
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Land was also claimed as royal land when a peasant defaulted on
hias tax repayments. This royal land lends itself +to .the
créaticn of large estates or  latifundia, being worked by
landlesas peasantas who thﬁs have no vested interest in the
amount which they produce. The clasa of Tpessant™ must be
underatood az the primary economlc unit existiﬁé in Galilee.
There i3 alaoc evidence of lands belng leaéed, hut what is
important to note iz that even when the land iz privately owned
the denands of taxation are s8till applicable {(this leads to

many vepurcussions which will be covered later!).

The traditiocnal framework of a feudal soclety -cannot bhe
applied to Galilee, however, because of the definite existence
of the private land-owning peasant (see eg:Luke 15;11—31}.
Rather, Galllee should be percelved az belag in a8 period of
transition, moving from a form of feudalism to a state of
"pre-caplitalism™, found in the developrment and growth of
towns. One must be careful to point out that with the growth
of towns, an Asliatic Mode of Production did neot evelve, as
there seems to be no empirical ewvidence of any apecifically
pgragitic relationship between the urban towns and the rural
aréas, and there 1s definite evidence of private ownership of
land. ’

The rural areas were placed Iin a position of having to
increase thelr level of production, with surplus production
being sold in the towna; but to understand why this happened,
or to lay blame at any door, one has to look beyond the towns
to the system of taxation which was newly Iimposed (thiz factor

shall be discussed laterd. While the growth of towns seems

!
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almost spontanecus, the impact that the growth had upon the
society of Galilee must not be undereatimated. The interests
of the rural and urban sectors muzt be underatocod as beling

virtually mutually exclusive.

The Mode of Production may be used to define four basic

groups:

i. The free peasant: This group had direct contact with their

means of productlion; and surplus was extracted Isn the fore of
taxation anly‘iﬁxtr&atad in capitel)., One iz to regard the
flshermen on the Sea of Galilee as =mesmbers of’@his claas,
although they did not own any “"patch of se;" they worked

directly for themselves as opposed to any landowner [81.

2. The tennant farmer on the latifundia: This group should be

understood_ as baeing dislocated from their lands; many now
‘sold” themselves aa hired labeur {eg: Luke 16.1-6). While
being directly in contact with their means of production,
surplus was exiracted both In terms of ‘tribute (usually in
kindg) as well as in the form of tauwastion {(capitall. It iz frem
these two groups that the Jesus Movement drew much of its
gupport. This factor naturally has a shaping influence on the

character of the Jesus Movement,

3. The large scale landownsers: While not being directly in

cenﬁact with the means of production, they extract a2 surplus
from thelr workers. These ‘large scale landowners’ {Lhus
enjoyved a secondary form of production and were directly
dependent on the production of thelr workers. The surplus

which they extract is In the fora of kind [3]. These landowners
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tended on the whole to be memsbers of the ruling priestly
aristocracy, and friends or famlly of the Herods who had been

given the land.

4, The gullded ariisans: Many of these artisans were

Sme sames smasn iannegnar

initially alienated from their primary means of production, and
then became secondary producers of either sgervicez or goods
[103. (One should include the ltinerant artisan in this class,

Taxes were extracted from this class in the form of capital.

Classes such as the members of the army, church or state will
not be discussed here, but It is important to renlise‘that it
la the very existence of these classes which calls for taxation
in its variocus forms to be axscted from the ressaining
afore-mentioned classes, although the desmands made on them were

léss than on the peasants.

Before turning to examine the superstructure ian Galilee, 1%
iz vital to note that there was the baginning of large—scale
diveraification In agricultural production In Gallilee. This
fact implies +that speciallsation ensued, lmplying forced
alienation from ones prisary means of production. This state
impiied an alterstion Iin the superstructure; which was te =a
.large degree answerable to the forms of taxation and surplus

extraction which existed in that soaciety.

The superatructure which existed in Galiliee ({(or any other
soclety) must be seen to correspond directly to the specific

mode of production of that soclety. The supersatructure 1s at
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the same time vresponsible for ensuring that the wsode of
production remains relatively constant, or that when the
superatructurse glta?ﬁ, the mode of production alters
correspondingly, in that the supersiructure dictates the level
of production necessary o sustain life. This ia not the only
scanario however, as & resding of the itraditional Harxist
approach sees that it is in fact an alteration in the wmode of
production which would demand a reeiprﬁeai change in the
supergtructure. The reciprocal relationship which the mode of
production A shares with the gsuperstructure =must thus be

vecognised.

While following Freynea outline [11], we gh&li'@xamiae his
sections on the "Diatribhution @fuﬁaalth” and the “Burdans of
Taxation” in order to reach an understanding of the existing
supgratructure. The imposition of taxes saw fTundamental
cﬁ@ggeﬂ acourring in society az 2 result of the nev desands

placed upon the communiiies.

The pilvotal pognt in the development of the Galilean
éupawg&ructur@ iz the undersianding of the growth of towna, As
towns developed, and latifundis wevre expanded, there was wsore
call for people to seek smployment In the towns. This ls got
hecause the latifundia forced them off the land, but. it rather
geemed Lo be a matter of survival for the free pesssnt. Here:®
it is wvital to note that the middle class, which is synonymous
with the development of 'tmwnﬁg WES Very mﬂdﬁéd@veim@@d duriog
the time of the gospels [12]1. Being sware of ithis lwporiant
point, one should realise that during the times that the
gospela were penned, Galilee was undergoing a period of
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transition, and people were beginning the move intc the towns.

Fravae notes that services beyond agriculture were necessary,
and thus the artisans and craftsvorkera did succeed to =
degree, but he continues to show that in Tiberiszs, “the
Herodian aristocray of that town owed Lthelr waal%h to  thelr
land rather than to comsercial or other busineas enterprises”
£133. Thizs stete of affalirs clearly desmonatrates that despite
the move Into towns, the primary level of the economy lay in
the agricultural sector, and that this area was moving out of
the hands of the producers, and was rather being resppropristed
by the weslthy “upper class”™ Lown dwellers. Thiaz iz an

excellent example of a redistribution of wealth.

The move into the towns must be seen as a result of the new
form of extraction of goods from the classs vorking the land.
The barier and/or subsisztence method had h@én replaced by a
system where "surplus” was extracted and converted into cash.
This systen becane necessary h@m@uaa‘th@ state had such a tight
cantrol over the market, that therd was no room for resal
competition, and the peasants had te sccept ithe often meagre
prices offered for their produce. - Fiscal tax extraction

occurred whether the producer vas able to copae, or nobt.

The demands of tasxation were alzsoc iaid upon the producers,
and in order for the tax regulresmenis to be met, Ffurther
produce had to be sold on 3 cash basais. In order to forestall
falling to pay taxes, and thus losiasg Lhelr farms and
livelihoods, producers were then forced to take out loans,

Falling behind on loan repayments often meant that primery
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producers had to leave their holdings and aell their labour for
wages, either on the latifundia, or occasionaliy in the towns.

Thus the institution of taxwation was dirsctly responsible for
alienating the people from the means of production (141, Thias
phenomenon must be ssen as being a common factor ia the

development ftowvard a pre-capitalist state.

If one sees taxation as one of ithe prime moviag forces, it ia
esaaential to examine where the tax demands were coming fros,
and who henefitted from them. There were two wmasin areass which
demanded Lax, corresponding to the Lwo amelsn "ruling bodieas™ of
the area. Palestine formed part of the Ecoman Empire, and Roman
oecupation was primarvily symbolised through the presense of &
Procurator or Prefect {(Poatiug Pllate in the time of the Jesus
Movement}. Daily legislation however was in the hands of the
Sanhedrin, who melt under the High Priest, who belonged Lo the
rulling aristocracy of Jerusalem. Caisphas waszs the High Priest
during the time of . the Jesus movement, bul Asnsa, the former
High Priest gstill wielded consziderable powver. Through the
person of the High Priest, there were five familles controlling
the area, both in terms of financial dealings and religious

pover.

The Roman rulers demanded money for the salintenance of thelr

army, voads etc. The mechanism through which thelr tax was
drawn was through the wvarlous regiosnal maglalrates, whoe aclted
as "tax-farmers, acceptable to the atate”™ (151, HNaturelly a
portion of the ftax collected rvremalned with the "tax-farmsr” and
with the various regions. The records of the level of taxzation

seem exhorbitently high (163, so high in fect thet it was often
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ispossible Lo meet these demands, snd again. pecple were forced

to sell theis labour to cover the tax de

da. Frevne makes an
important point vhen he shows hov any tax concessicns offsved
to the Jews was directed aolely at the Sasnhedrin, Priestly
families, scribes and obther occcupantas of 3@?&&&?@& who were in
some way in control of the people through the ﬁémpl& A B e I
Tenpls Lax was also demanded from bthe people and was collected
by various cult officlala. The local sanctuasries alzo
extracted taxea. Jeremias clearly demonatrates how through the
use of managgiies, high taxzation and income derived from resl
sstate, the Jerussiem t@%pi§ and the people &gfiiixﬁaﬁ to it
ware hecoming Iincreassingly weslthy. The @@m%i@ owned Lhe
monopoly over the retaliing of saceifices, and could thus
demand any price deemed acceptable. The five families which
provided the chief priests were extremely wealthy, and on the
vhole, ware landowners. They may thuas be seen as sSynonymous
with the op@y@&ai@@ class {187, The Jewish high priest was ﬁ%@
recognized sthnarch of the Jewish cm%mﬁnity and was thus also
responsible for collecting fros Galilee part of the tribute

demanded from Jerusalem by Rome.

It is the contention of this paper that 1t was the oppulence
of the high priests and the families related to the temple, the

incredibly high demands which the temple placed on the

population of Palestine, and ¢to a leaser degres the Roman
imperial control, which Jesus and his followers vere responding
to (193, Thia might thus be meen as an ldeclogical reaponse to

the changing situation.

So high was the financlal demand on the pezsant that "at bast

- 73 -



only aubsliatence farming was posaslible® [203. 1t wezs suggested
by Freyne that Herod the Great hed 2 harsh econcmic policy, and
that the inatitution of further tawxes upon the ciitizens was
often crippling. Herod®s taxw aysten did sses norse eguitable
however, 1a that tﬁ@.t@wﬁ people weve also highiy teaxed, it is
further underatood that under the reign of his son, Herod

Antipesz, the economic conditions continused to atabilise.

Having examined the taxation system, it becomes increasingly

obhvious who the ruling class, those benefitting from the taxes,

wag, 1he peasants, labourers and arilsens supportsd Ltwo fn
hodies, viz: the tesple sand the state, whe "ruled”™ them. Tha
base for both of Lthease powers wasz In the urbss centres, from
whence they used thelr powver over the rural areass, Thia
phenomenon is important t@ﬂn@ﬁ@ when one reallses how the Jeaus
Hovement wag primerily located in the rursl aress and thet the

thrust of Jesua®™ teachings seemzs Lo be agalinst Lthe powerful

urban groupings.
5.2.3 Ideology:

ﬁiﬁcérﬂing the ideclogzy of the pericd iz more difficult than
exasing ithe previous btwo aress. HMHarx is not particularly
definitive when discusaing ideology, seeing it primarily as the
attempt of the ruling classies! to legitimise thelr paosition.
Froyne defsults fn this ismportent ares, lesving it up teo Lhe

individual resder to ascertain the dominant ideclogy.

Bazsically what lz lazportant to aote here I8 Lhst Gallilee vas
alanat =& theccratic state, with the church obviously being

extremely powverful, and the religious rules often coacurring
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exactly with the state rules. On the whole, in Palestine there

was flttie distianction

"hbetwaen the political apparatuz of the state and
the priestly pelitico-idecloglical apparatus, since
the chief priests, under the authority of the high
priest hold the political power”™ [21]

— the various nuances of this situation as it existed in the

various areas iz here acknowleged.

Thiag being the case, the religious writings sust be viewed In
terms of ideology too. The templg benefitted lsmensely from
the existing state of affairs, and thus sought to justify these
benefits. Ideoclogy waz also used to convince those who were
exploited that it was their "lot™ or duty, and that the status
quo would never change in their favour. It alsc served to

subtly encourage cbedience to all the existiag laws.

Although it is beycad the " acope of this section, it is
important to examine the teachingé of Jesus as a reaction to
the dominant ideclogy of the day. It is =alsc important to
examine Jesusa’ aititude- toward the relationship of the
exploited clazses and the Jewish reiigion. When speaking out
at the Jewish ?uthcrities,’ to what degree was he actuslly
speaking out against the Jewish religiona’® expleitatiocon of the
poor and the existing status quo? It is vitsl to examine the
Jasus Hovement as reflecting a response or reactlion to the
ruling ideclogy of the day, which as we have gshown, may be
identified with the ideas of the ruling priestly authorities.

Although it may be appropriate to study the dominant groups of

the time {(namely the Pharisees, Saducees, Essenes and Zealots)
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it is beyond the scope of thiasa paper, suffice it to say that
the ideclogy and sctivity of the Jesus Hovement differed from

all of these,

The most {mportant point to reslise is that in exanining sach
af the afors-mentioned inﬁéﬂneﬁgg the position and vole of the
teaple {a dominant. Clevenct’s words on the centrality of the

temple, show its importance:

"It was a treasury of publlc finances, the seat of
the Sanhedrin, and 5 holy place par excellence....
It was the asymbol of the entire soclial formation™ [227
The temple was thus the *financial heart” of the country, &
place where taxes ware collected and where soney was changed
{oeing from all over the emplive were gxchanged for the temple
ashekell. The smeat of the atate la the temple, and thus any

réép@nﬁaa te the state should be seen a88 responsss to the

dominance of the temple and its corrvesponding ideclogy.

§5.2.4 Summary of the Trends:

Gaiiiaeg in terms of Hode of Production, Superstructure and
Ideology, was in a perlod of transition. The earller, near
feudal system, which existed was being replaced with a new
ayatem, which may best bhe underatood 28 reff&ating &
pre—-capitaliast stage. {(This is asid in the swvarenesgs that
there weéﬁ several features of this stage which are not vholly

applicable to Galilee.)

The mode of production was changing rapidly, the old barter

ayastem of exchange was exchanged for a market/cash aysten,
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taxation was imposed by the church and 5ta£e -~ and to meet'
these tax demands labour was sold, and people gradually bégan
to populate towns, ultimately leading to _the creation of a
middle class. The ideology, arising from this periocd of flu=x,
merely served to entrench and legitimise the new system and way
of 1ife. The Jesus movemeni s viewved s3 being correlative to
the changes displayed by sccilety during the pericd, with the
ideclogy and character of the Movement being & clear reflection
éf the responges offered to the crises and issues facing both
the rural and urban environment cfvthe time. - He zhall examine
the Jesus Movement in termz of its responses to the soclal and

political crises of the day further in the following section.

5.3 RESPONSES OF THE JESUS HOVEMENT

TO THE SOCIO-POLITICAL CHIEES OF THE DAY

The Jesus Movement must be examined in terms of iits responses
to the iazues and crises facing Palestine during that perioed,
because this understanding will be invaluable when examining
Mark 7.24-30. We need to discern hovw the movement viewed
itséif, and ﬁecid; what 1ssues they were responding to. This
examination 18 located within the seéic-eccnomic conditicnas of
the day, and is covered exceptionally well by beth Palirasan
Brown [231 and Pixley [241, and to a lesser degree by Hiches
[285]. Reuther asserts that recent writings ﬂave made 1t

increasingly evident that
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"messianie prophecy in first-century Palestine
operated as the expression of political oppreasalion
both to Roman imperial domination, and to the
oppression of the Palestinian poor by the local
ruling classes.[26]
We concur with Reuther on this {gsuve, and argue together with

Pixley, that ‘Tewple cppression’ was the central iséue againat

which the Jesus Movement was resaponding.

Theiasen [271 demonsirates how the saciameaanagic factors of
Barly Palestine were responsible for shaping the charscter of
the Jesus Movement iIinto belng soclally rootless "wandering
charasmatics” [28]. The =ystem against which the Movement was
responding was the dominant socio—economic situation, which was
perpetuated and encouraged by the temple. The malin concern of
Jesus, as reflected by the material of his teaching, the nature
of his followers and the sltuation of his teaching, clearly
points to his identifying with the oppressed and working to
bring an end to thelr exploitation. The Jesus HMovement may be

zeen as contrary to the

"interesats of the ariastocracy, as it undermines the
law from within by claiming priestly privileges for
its charismatics.... ralsing fundamental questions
about the necessity to pay religious taxes and In
fact only paying taxes by way of comprimise” (29
1 This neotion supports our claims that Jesus was concerned with

highlighting the wrongs of the temple system, and offering an

alternative.

The Jesus Movement kept mainly to the rural areas, avoiding
the towns and Jeruszalem, which was seen as aymbeolizing the

heart of the oppressive system. The asymbolic cleansing of the
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temple and the negative words which Jesus used against the
temple and Jerusalem (see Mk 14.48) clearly show Jesus®
identification with the rural oppressed and his often unspoken

rejection of the exploltative nature of the temple.

Richesa chocses to examine other movements ccnteméérary to the
Jeaus Movement in order to discern the waya in which the Jesus
Hovenent differed. He correctly shows how much of Jesus®
suppart was found amongst the class which was mnost severely
oppreased, aléhaugh he falls to él&arly state the nature or
origin of this oppreassion. Riches believes that Jesus'“message
te thia group was not a call to obedience to the law, or
wilitant rejectlon of the Romans {as suggested by the Zealotsgl;
but rather Jesusa called them "to a radical ethiec of love and
forgiveness™ {(Richesa, 1983, pli0B8). Riches argues that this new
interpretation aof the kingship language and the vigion
contained therein has immense social implications, and that =
society based on this undervsianding ;as the ultisste alsm of

Jesus.

The ﬁroblem with Riches® paper 13 that although cowparisons
with contesmporary groups are made, he does noit completely
aucceed in locating Jesus in his socio-economic context.
Following on from this short—coming, Riches fails to identify
the forces/people/movements that Jesus was working ageinst in
the institution of his new ideas. If one is2 to accept the
Harxist framework, which briefly sees ldeoclogy to be dependent
on superstructure, which iIin turn 1z dependent on the modse of
production, then It is impossible‘ to discern the ideoclogical

outlook of the Jesus movement without first locating 1t in its
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complete context, something which Riches fails to do. While
recognising the probless in Riches® paper, our feminlsi
hermenentic of Mk7.24-30 will vreflect Riches’ notion of Jesus

cal?iﬁg for the new "radical notion of lowve’.

Scroggs [30] alzo examines the Jeasus Hovement in terms of
other movesmgnts, aasd concludes by ssseriing 8 sectariasn naturs
for the Jesus Movement. lmportantly, he begins by showling how
sects usually begln a2 8 proteat, and is related to "reaction
against economic and accietal repreasicn within & eclass ov
classes of society”™ [31]. While we shall naot debate the
sectarisn nature of the Jesus Movement, we do do acknovledge
that the Jesus Movement waz resciliang to "both soclietal and
economic repression. Scroggs sees that the group the Jesus
Movement wmost clcaely associated with oppression was the
Pharisees and thelr rigld adherence to, *and perticipation
within, the existing framework of Lhe day, "inte this BCHNR ,
Jesus steps and his wmission is diréatad tovard the healing of
the society of his times”™ [32]. Thiz notion 1a seen a3 further
support for our understanding that the Jesus Novement was
responding directly to the situation @f oppression to which the
majority of Jesus® folliowers were subjected and %that thias

eppression is perpeluated by the teaple.

Pixley and Palrman Srown examine the Jesus sovement through a
prisary examiasation of the context én which it was situasted.
The main diffevence betwesen Plxley and Palrssn Brown is8 their
underatanding of who Jesus and hiz movement were working
against, who the enemies of the movement were. FPairaman Brown

suggests that it was the Eoman dominstion which Jeasus was

- R



responding to. He acknowleges that the priestly aristocracy
hecame tools in the Roman hands, and that it was the system of
land tenure which the Romans instituted and which was contrary
to the previcusly existing system that Jesus’® followers rallied
against. He feels that Jesus challenged "both' churech aad

atate™ [33].

While Palvrman Brown is correct in his &ﬁé@ﬁﬁm@mt af Lhe
allenation experienced by the community resuliing from the new
land tenure séstem, he 18 perhaps too concerned. with his
attempts to show how Jesus was responding directly againat the
Roman Esplre. Palrman Brown i3 certainly asuccessaful in showing
the degree to which Jesus and his =zovement need to seen in the
full context of an oppressed and alienated society, and that
the actions and ocutloocks of this group are a direct reaponse to

this situation.

Pixley approaches the issue in a similar manner to Palrman
Brown, but ldentifies the ”énemiea” af the Jesus movemenit
differently. Like Riches, Pixley examines the notion which
Jesus ’had of the kingdom of God, but unlike Riches, who
suggests that Jesus was prisarily calling for an ethic
embodying love and Joy, Piéley shows how Jesus esbodied a new
understanding of the kingdom of God by workiné agalnst

@

oppression and the ideclegy of the priestly temple sysatem.

Importantly, Pixley begins his examination of the aims of the
Jezus movement by locating 1t within the Paleatinlan context.
Pixley shows how Jesus concelved that "the principle obstacle

to the realisation of Goda kingdom in Palestine te be the
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temple and class structure that 1L szupmorted” [34]1. He moves
from this point to show how the Ilmpetus behind the Jesus
Movement was an "ideological attack”™ on the aforementioned

inatitution.

Pixley clearly shows that the main support for the Jesus
movement was to bhe found amongst the class which was most
affected by the exploitation of the temple priestly syatem. He
continues to show that the maln obiect of Jesus® attack on
Jerugalem wa; not the clity but the temple and the systenm whiqh

it represented [351].

Pixley's arguement iz well supported when he shows that It is
both the priestly aristocracy and others who &irectly
benefitted from the temple system whe had the most regzons to
feel antagonistic towards the Jesus movement, or in the words

of Pixley:

"Jegus® principal enemies were the Pharisees in
Galilee and the priests In Jerusalem - In other
‘worda, the principal beneficiaries of the c¢lass
aystem and the teachers of the religious ideclogy
which supported it.” [36]

While Pixley certainly acceptas that the Roman authoritias
L ]
were ancther Tenemy” of the Jesus movement, he still holds that
the ideologlical attack of the Jesus Movement was directed at

the temple avatemn,

An important section of Plxley’s paper shows the difference
between the Zealot movement and the Jesus movement. Both of
these movements represented differing social annalyses and

strategies for liberation. The antagonism toward the Jesus
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Movement and the support of the Zealots (demonstrated by the
call for the release of Barrabus) ls explained by Pixlsy in
terms that the people of Jerusalem were dependent on the temple
for theilr livelihood - and it was fhe temple which was
threatened by Jesus. A second factor was the netian that direct
confrontation with REome wgs more appealing to these people than
the "passive” approach called for by Jesus. Pixley makes it
clear however that Jesua® death iwmplies that we cannot bhe
certain whether he would have ever turned hils attack more

actively against Rome.

This thesis, along with Plxley, holds tLhat ihe ideclogical
base to the Jesus movement was an attack on the priestly/tesmple
cppresaion and smecondly on the Roman authorities. Jesus held a
unigque view on kingship, as demonstrated by Riches, and
actively saought to make this underatanding accepted by the
people., Riches faile, where Plxley and Palrean Brown succecé,
in highlighting the ideclogical base of the Jesus movement.
Jesuz enbodied a new, inﬁm?&tive‘underatandiﬁg of kingﬁhipg and
translated thiszs understanding into actions and teachings

~against the oppression and exploitstion rife in the scciety.

Reuther claims that Jesus was wvorking for reconciliation, and
defines reconcialiation as meaning "tﬂe revolutioniging of
human, social, political relations, overthrowling unjust,
oppreasive relationships™ 537}.‘ This understanding 1s an
important aspect to recognlse w#en axamining the Jeaua
Hovenment. Clearly both sexual and racial oppression must be
incimde& in the phrase Toppressive relstlionshipa”. If Jesus

was indeed working toward thisz reconciliation as described by
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Reuther, this understanding of the Jesus Movement will emerge

in the assessment of our selected text, Mk7.24-30.

5.4 A BRIEF HISTORICAL MATERIALIST EXAMINATION OF PRE

or complete historical materialist examination of Rome
ed the Roman Empire would be impossible to achieve
given the spacial limitations of this thesis. Tomes have been
writtenfcovering the social, political and economic spheres of
the Romjn Empire. We shall thus merely present a ‘thumbnail’
sketch

f various aspects of the Roman Empire. We have limited

the exa period which falls approximately between

Tiberius (37 CE) and the year the four Caesars 9 CE}, as
it is in this period that Chri ity was estab d in Rome,

and during which Mark was writ

Jerusalem had been destroyed lowing the

Jewish revolt, and Rome itself political
upheaval as a result of the de in Civil war
was waged on all fronts, tween possible candidates for

emperor. Finally in 69 CE Wespasian succeeded nd became

emperor.

Although the Roman Empire was experiencing
politically, the Ewmpire was =stil! at its peak, and
strong. Geographically, it had expanded te it's 1i
many territories far from Rome had been conquered and

under Roman rule. With the conquering of man




lifestyles changed dramstically, not only for the pesople living
in the newly congquered lands but for the citiécns of Rome and
Italy as well. Changes were experienced economically,
politically and socially. These three areas shall be examined
more fully, in an attempt to identify with the problems which

faced the Christians living in Rome.

A reading of Meeks {1983} and Slambaugh and Balch (19886 in
thelir description of the Greco~Roman urhan enviroanment shows
that conditiéns vari;d cospletely from ity to clty. Both of
these works are rather functionalist in thelr npproigh, in thsat
they assume that gheir detalled empirical info;aation iz self
explanatory and they thus diasplay virtually no analytical
understanding. A similar problem 1a encountered when readiag
historians such as Rostovtzeff (1926) and Frank (1920). A use
of the above worka (with others] i3 easential however. in

ascertaining the material on which a historical materialist

analysis may be based.

T P v T

Different modes of production aexisted in different parts of
the Roman Empire, yvet each was determined specifically by Roman
imperialiss. This implies that apart from the ususl class
reiaﬁions between ‘owner” and ‘non-cwner’ - gn external power
viz; Roman imperialism, shaped the econemy to ita oun
henefit. Thia implies that thodse who did not own land were
expacted to vent from the land cwners, pay taxes to the
administration, and pay & tribute to the emporer in Rome [38].

Cities were important in this process in that it was here that
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local powsr was concentrated (391,

Although commerce and trade llinks bhecane incresaingly
important, the economy o©f the Roman emplire was based on
agricultural production C203. Land hecane increasingly
concentrated in the hands of a few wezlthy elite [411. It isg
important to note here that the old sristooracy and magnates
who used to own the land were being replaced by friends of the
.emparer {42]1. This alteration was a deliberate ploy on the part
of the empawe?% as it waz from the old powerful land owning
aristocracy bthat competition for leadershly developed. Much
land was confiscated, and & nev "sympathetic’ zroup of powerful
people was created. These landowners were located primasvily in
the cities. The other powerful urban group was the 'familia
Caesaris {(civil service! who saw to the administrative control

of the empire.

The dominant form of labour was slave labour, slaves worked
on the land as well as in the cities [43]1. Slave labour was
preferred beoasuge of itz cost effectiveness. Once the initial
cost of purchasing the slave had been met, further costs were
minimal and slave owners also *owned’ any children of the
slaves (441, +this leplied Lhat they could be aold too,
naturally increasing thelr profit. Freemen, on the other hand,
obvicusly demanded a salary and could be conscriplted te the
Roman army, 50 the use of slaves grew and the slave population
increased deramatically. Buring the reign of Vespasian, the
total slave population living in Rome has heen sstimated al

about half a2 million.
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Thies dependence on slave labour caused a rapid depopulation
of the countryside with the new landlesms people moving into
Rome vwhere they would often be unesmployed. Rome becane
overpopulated, with fiithy, unhygenlc 2lums apreading
thrsughout‘the city (457, Squalid conditions were only one side
of the coin however oppulent, luxurious homes served as a sharp
contrast to the depravation &1l around. At this point it is
vital to nobte that a alddle class certainly did exiat. The
city‘of Rome wes now completely dependent on the slaves and the
provinces for survival, and the population of Rome naturally
harhoured feelingse of resentment toward the prero; because of
the hardships to whiech they were being sublected. Az was
suggested, many pecple moved +to ithe cities, eapecially Home,
thus urbanisation incresaed (463, Not 21l were unemployved
however, many of those entering the cities became artissns or
béégme involved in commerce; formlng what Rostovizeff ternms a
*city bourgeousie’ [473. In the cities, merchants, shopkeepers
and craftspecple managed to estéhiish thenselves but there were
others like the blind, lgme and beggars who battled to survive

C481].

The city of Rome was becoming 2 financlal drain on the rest
of the empire. The conquered lands were taxed extensively, and
these taxes, as well as loot from pillaging all made its way to
Rome. Thias situation sulted the Roman governors and merchants,
and their wealtih hegan. incressaing dramatically. Small
business-men and farmers hovever were forced out of work as
therve was no longer a markel for thelir produce. This situation

arose as a result of a masasive programme of Iimporting which had
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begun.

A good exasmple of a farmer who had leat his livelihood is
that of the Italian wine farmer. Before importing, his wine
and grapes could be sold with little competition on the market
in Bome, now however, superior wine wss ilmported from the
conguered area of Gaul, and with this added ﬂaﬁpetiti@ng MBNHY
farmers could no longer survive, Many farmaz In Italy thus

returned to producing corn [49],

It i3 significant to note that Christlanity emerged in Lthe
cities where the power waszs centered. This peint la relevent in
that wrbanisation {s 2 zignificant sghift from the rural base of
the Jesus movement. Most of Jesus® miﬁi&t?y {as r@fl&cé@d in
Mark} took place in the rural saress sz opposed to the urban
bases where power was concenirated. The asrly Chriztian
povement must have thus reappropriasted parts of the tradition

in order to survive in this different context.

S.4,2 Sunepastructure

While many sspects of {Lhe superatruclture have been referred
te in thke previous section, 1t ig nonetheless {mportant Lo
outliine the existing supersiructure. The Roman Emplire was a
wllitary dictatorship {501, ruled hy the eppevor who was also
the commander—in-chief of the arzy. He poassessed all the powsr
which had previously been shared between the senate (wvhich
represented the \1&nd@wn§ng © families) and the people,

repreasenting the citizens of Rome.
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Although Rome was ruled by the emperor, the system was not
very stable, with civil wars continually raging between
possible contenders for the position of emperor. The year of

the four Laesars, 69 CE, is a case in point.

In order to ensure that he remained in power, it was
essential for the emperor to have the support of the new
imperial bureaucracy, which he was helping to constitute from
Feead imp&riaivﬁlaves £511. His new bureaucracy gradually began
to take power away from the =senators. The reason for the
emperor needing support from outside of the senatorial claas
{his traditional source of support), as has been previously
suggested, is that it was from their ranks that competition to
his power arose. Rostovtzeff suggests that the new
conastitution of the senate was the "upper strata of municipal

bhourgeousie” [521.

Another threat to the rule of ige emperor came from the
military leaders. Proviancial uprisings and wmilitary wmutinies
were common within the bounds of the empire, the rebellion of
the Zeslots in Palestline exemplifies the form of provinecial

uprising which the Roman army had to contend with.

The freco~Roman world was clearly deflined along class lines
£531. The ruling classes were made up of the imperial
auvthorities with their administrationszs, local aristocracies and
the new large landowners (these groups were not mutually
exclusivel. Ancother major class, as we have =suggested,
comprised of the =slaves and other marginalised city groupings

who were largely exploited. A ‘middle class”’ existed,
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comprising of artlisans, traders asnd sosme wmerchants, yet the
dominant economlic contradiction exiated bhetween the rullng

classes and the ‘oppressed’.

The gueaticn which ia novw ralaed 1a, where did the Early
Chrigstiang fit into these clearly defined clasa structures?
Because of the urban context of Early Chriatignity this lasue
of clazz commnltment is potentially wmore proncunced than it
would have bheen to the Jesus Movement. This important question
will he ﬁiscu;ﬁed in the follﬁgimg gection, 5.4, hut 4Lthe
important distinction which must now be drawn ig tha£ Esrly
Chriastianity wvas centeved o the uvvban areas snd that while 1lts
conatitution did ultimately alter; It primerily consisted of
people from the ‘middle. class’, the artisans, traders and

merchants.
5.4.3 Ideoclogy

The ruling senatorial nobllity were naturally affected by
thelr {wmmense wealth, and now because they were bhecoming
deprived of their earlier power, they began to drift ifnte a
1ife of luxury and debauchery. Clevenot =zakes it clear that
the ldeclogy of the ruling class was clearly a2ffected by thesze
‘changes and the "situation of crisia®™ [54]. Feelingas of
peasimise, disillusionment and cyciclam dominsted the writinga

of the times [55].

The old Roman religlon with its concept of & pantheon of gods
was becoming Increasingly corrupt and "diluted™; resuliing in
*"new” religions from the East increasing in popularity and

acceptance asongsat the citizens of Rome. These religions found
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much support and sympathy asmongst the landless pessants, the

unemploved and the freed slaves.

While Rome was able to aasert its hegemony ovar the provinces
politically and econcomically, idecloglically the ({nfluence of
the former Greek iwmperislisa was 3till strong. S£&mh&ugh and
Balch show how the dominant culture was influenced by Greek

gymnasia and thelr teaching of rhetoric and philisophy [5613.

'@eﬁpit& thiz dominant culture, Jewlsh communities pregerved
their traditions and the synagogues soon became the focus of a
different culture. ERome wiz extremely sccomcdating zs far as

the Jewish religion was concerned, and synagogues were built in

many of the =maln clities. Rome {tself had a nausber of
synagogues, vwhere the ‘Christian communities’ tended to
originste, .

Another feature of l1ife in this period was the predominance
of clubs, socleties and voluntary szssoclatlons, wvhich were also
not directly influenced by the ruling ideology. These may bhe
broadliy grouped in to thres categories, namely “proffessional’
clubs, those with a more ‘reiigious' n;tura, end those which
provided financial insurance to its members. The =ynagogues
and Jewish religion were not perceived as belonging in any of
these categorvies, but were rather recognised as s agpecific
religion. The synagogue initially offered a base for the Early
Christien movenent, so it iz unlikely that it was concelved of
as yet another form af club. There were numerocus cults in
existence in the Greco~Roman wowrlid, but Christianity cannot be

perceived aas a cult; in fact the Christians went so far as to
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call themselves an ekklesia (Lthose cslled from amongst the
obther people) {571, to avold any possible connotationa with

cultlc vocabulary.

Finally, Rostovtizeff rais=es an Interesting Iissue when he
speaks of the four different types of philoﬁaphe;s; including
the cynlea who were eventually thrown out of the city [58].
These people who were thrown out were z:leﬂrlay parceived az a
threat to the authorities, and their message was gaining in

populaity amongst the working classes in the cities.

Thus ideological conditiona were extremely con;;lix, with a
variety of different factors shaping the ways in which people
related to the world wvhich confronted them. 7The task at hand
now i8 to do a more caveful examination of thse Chritiasn
community in order to ascertaln how It was gshaped and affected

h,}}"the situation in Home and in the broader empire.

5.5 THE CHRISTIAN COHMUNITY

In the midst of this world of poverty and deprivation as well
az oppulence and weaglth, we find the Chriatian comsunity. it
is perhaps false to call them a community because Lhe evidence
we have (from the text itszelf? shows Lthat they weare a-
cosmopolitan group, coming from all walks and stations of life,
and th%t their number was not coeafined to any specific economic

ar soclial clazs alone.

It seems likely that there were Jews living in Rome from the

second century BCE, but that they only began to immigrate in
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any large numbers th§ following century. The Jewlsh community
itaelf was not homogenous, and whlle a number of Jews pursued
iu?ra&ive mercantile careerz, the majority seesed to subsist al
a lower econcelc level. Unlike many cltiea of the ancient
world, there was more than one synagogue In REome, this fact
added to the diversity amongst the Jewish citizens in Rome. The
Christian message would thus have been recelved differantly by

the existing Jewlsh communities of the different aynagogues.

It is not certain when the Christian message reached Rome, or
how long Christianity had been practiased there, but in 49 AD a
group, thought to bs Christiansg were expelled from Rome (sse
Acts 18.2)., Romans 1.7 tells us that Paul wrote his latter to
the Christians in Home in 5B AD; and in 64 AD the emporer Nero

hlamed the Christians for the fire which razed Rome.

Like the Jewish community, the Christian "church” sesenms to
have conaslsted of & motiled group of people. The names
mentioned in Romans 16 show us that the comsunity was made up
pf Romana, Greeks, Jews, slaves snd fresdmen. Other biblical
refere;ces atteasting the existence of a Christian community in
Reme can be found fiag fol.4.108f; 2 Tim.4.21 and Acts 28.15. All
that these references reaiiy tell usa, is that at the time of

the emporer Vespasiasn, there wasz a relatively larvge, diverse

group of Chrisgstiang living in Rome (591].

There have been ﬁamy att@m$té to loeste the Esvly Christisn
communities socially, with early popular opinion holding that
the Early Christian sovesenit cosprised primarily of slaves and

various soclal outcasta [60]). The undaerstanding of tha nature
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of the Early Christians then shifted &to view them an
praletarian. Theizsen [611 understands most of the Early
Chriatiasns as coning from "the lowsr scocial olasses™, while
Grant holds that Christianity was “a proletarian mass movement”
{621, Halherbe, on the other hand concedes that the Early
Christian communities comprised "a cross-section of moast of
REoman society [63]). We shall not svaluate these three ascholars
findings suffice it to say that they are describing Christian
cammﬁnitieg throughout the Roman Period and over a number of
centuries. There declisions do thus not accurately reflect tha

Chriastian ‘community’® in Rome [641.

The Christians in Rome probably comprised of an incredibly
diverses group of psople, incorporating people fronﬂali socisl
classes [65], and in the majority they did not seam to be
Jewish {(see Romans 11.13). Une could suggesat that on the whole,
the group was “"middle clasms” [66]. Prosopographic evidence
however suggests that the majority ;f individuals are §§ a8
relatively high position of atatus and or pover. From this
évidanae we are not to infer however that these indlividuals are
a true reflection of the body of membership. On the contrary,
it should be realised that .they may have been mentioned becauss
they atood above the rank and file of the membership, or "they
they may well have stood out in part becsuse thelr soclal

rankings were different from those of the majority”™ [671.

The Christiarn church at Rome was lead by presbyters (church
glderal, yvet Lhe Christigns did not have any offlcial places to
use for gatherings and tended instead to meet in peoples

homes. Stambsugh and Baleh cite examples of how the shops
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{work places for many in the comaunity) ;ervéd as meetisg
places for discussion on religion, philosophy ete. [68], éhis
use of small venues may have contributed @o diverslty within
the group a3 large communal meetiangs were nlgh lapossible.
Also, tﬁe hierarchy aad superatructure of the Roman household
had to be tzken into account in the development of the
Christian framewvork of authority. The Christlian movement was
gffected to some degree by Lis participation within the
ﬁausehold structure but was in no was limited by thia

participation.

Meeks selects Ffour ‘institutiona’ for comparison to Early
Christisnity; the household, vaoluntary | organisatioﬁs, the
gynagogus and philesophic or aschools of rhetoric schoois {691,
We have noted the importance of the household on shaping Early
Chriatianity. Christlanity was similar to the voluntary
azssociationa of clubhs and guildas in that the groups wvere small
and meabership was nol prescribed by hiéth but by voluniary
agssociation. The differences betwasen the groups should not be
igno;ed however: the Christian groups were exclusivist in terma
of their identity, yet completely inclusive in terms of the
various soclal levels which were permitied pariicipation, bhoth
of these points may be seen as contrasts to the membership and

attitudes of the voluntary sssociations.

As has heen suggested, initial support for Christiaéity oftaen
came from the synagogues, which isplies that they would have
certainly prescribed some of the chargcteristicﬁ of Early
Christisnity. Similarities such as the community identity,

activities in meetings and the praciise of meeting in private
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homes, affected the character of urban Christianity., The
synagogue and its functionaries are probably the ianstitution

most closely identifiable with Esrly Christianity.

The most easily discernable similarity between” Christianity
and the zchoolz of rhetoriec 1la ithe underﬁtsnding‘ that both
groupsa were iavolved in £eaching and the sharing of ideas, and
that the schools are reputed to often meet in peoples homes,
bhut these achools are aeen to have had little effect on the

anature of Christianity.

Having examined the above grouplngs, it nmay be seéen that in
interaction, Christianity may hav& heen shaped to a greater or
lesser degree by the other groups, yet certainly remasined

distinct.

Having claimed ‘distinctivenesas’ for ithe Christian movemeni,
it must be noted that this tendency}wns encouraged by the u;n
of apecific inclusive language, eancouragliang a sense of group
identity or ‘apartness’ from the broader society. .Compnunding
th%s faeling of being a8 specific identifiable group, was the
notion that much like Judaism, they were part of a wider
grouping. This understasding would have relnforvced thelie

feeling of specificitiy and withhold a degree of integration.

The zarly Christianz were continually expecting the return of
Jesus, and the gospel of HMark, written after Paul’s letter to
the Romans (58 CE) bears wiitness to thelr dissppolintment that
their hope for delive?ance had not yet been fulfilled. Hark's
goapel éiso apeaks dirvectly to the suffering expevienced by the

Roman Christlians. Emphases, such &s the centrality of the cross

- 95 -~



{Ch.14~15) and the necessity for suffering and serving within
digcipleahip (8.34~8; 10.38-45 and 13.9-13), show Mark’s
concern in writing to a comzunity experiencing harsh
persecution. The #multifaceted make-up of the Chriatian
‘community’ in Rome is important to bear in mind ghen exalming

Plavrk 7.24-30.

A further aspect which plays a pivotal role in understanding
Mk7.24-30 from the perspective of tﬁe Christians living in
Fome, {a thelr experience of continual oppression from the
Roman asuthorities, This thesis holds that the Christians in
Rome could easily identify with the marginalised figure of the
Gentile woman in Mk7.24-3G. Like the woman, they too were
marginalised, and thus Jesus' public acceptance of the woman
would have important impliéaﬁiong for the group. This text was
able to diasplay to the Christisas in Rome thet they had an
egqual right to participate {n the *'Christian church”, and that
their predominantly °‘non-Jewish’ nature did not imply that they
were unimportant or that they had fewer rights than the Jewish
Chriastiana., This original underatanding of the text must be

borne in mind when doing a feminizt hermeneutic of Mk7.24-30.

1. By “smetting’® we mean where the story “happened’ as opposed
to where it was written. There is some contention as to where
the text was written [See Anderson, 1976, p26ff]

2. With the destruction of Lthe iemple in 70 CE many aspects of
l1ife were altered significantly and we ahall thus confine
ourgelves to examining Palestine before the destruction of the
tenple

3. cf.Barclay;1566, pl28ff; Kee, 1977, p?7ff; Anderson, 1976,
pd0ff. WHe do not suggest that these three scholars are the
foremoat authorities on Mark, but a reading of them will
highlight numerous other scholars vho agrze on the notlon of
Hark being addresased to Christians living in Rome
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Chapter 6: UNDERSTANDING MARK 7.24-30

MARE 7.24-30

24, And from there he arcse and went awvay to the region of Tyre
and Sidon. And he entered & house, gnd would noet have anyone
know 1t yet he could not be hid.

25. But immediately a woman, whose little daughter was pogsassased
of an unclean spirit, heard of his, and came and fell down at
hia feet. . ‘

26. Now the woman was a Greek, s Syrophoenician by birth. And she
hegged him to cast the demon out of her dsughter.

27. And he said to her, "Let the children first he fed, for it is
noet right to take the children's bread and throw It te the dogs.”

28. But she ansvered him, "Yes, Lord; vet even the dogs under the
table eat the children®s crumbs.”

29. And he szaid to her, "For this saying you may go your way; the
demon has lefi wour daughter.”®

30. And she went home, and found the child lying in bed, and the
demon gone.

The problem in this text is clear, and is not only discerned
by women., - Jesus is portrayed as belng blunt, even rude, to a
woman asking " him a favour. Iz he perhaps tired, 1= Le
participating In the lastitutionsilzed asexism and racism of the
day, did he even utter these words? Questions like these all

contribute to the probles in underatanding the texi.

A further probles encountered is thst 1If women reading the
bible understand "doga™ as referring not only to Gentiles but
to women too, is the text then percelved as being oppressive to
women? Earlier (in Section 2.5} we noted with Fiorenza that
feminiat biblical isnterpretation gust "echallenge the scriptural
authority of patriarchal texts and explore how the bible |is

-used as a weapon against women struggling feor liberation”™ [11.

Thus the task which lles before us is to examine critically
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Mk7.24-30, which on the surface 1z incredibly oppressive
towards both Gentiles and women, in order to ascertain whether
the words on the surface are not merely a reflection of the
patriarchal bias of its context, and that inherrent in its core
iz a message of liberation for all. ¥We ashall not attempt a
detailed exegesis of the passage, but szhall rather present a

feminist hermeneutic of Mk7.24-30.

6.2 THE HMARCAN VERSION OR THE HMATTHEAN?

The story of the encounter beltween Jeaus and the
SEyro-phoenecian woman ig found in the Gospels of Mark and
Matthew (ML.15.21-28}. It is isportant to note that Luke chose
not to repeat the atory. If one accept= the modern sclution to
the synoptic problew, then one would recognlse that Luke had
dirvect access to HMark's Goapel gnd the story of the
Syro-phonoeclian woman, and yet c¢heoge not toe repest itgl A
reading of Luke would show how he was particularly concerned
with women and seesms to be the most aceepting of the three
aynoptic gospels of the role of women within the “Christian
communlity”™ [23. Luke’a goapel 1s slso arguably the moat
universal of the gospels, and it seems to have been written to
a specifically Gentile audience. It is thus pertinant to note
that this incident, which i3 potentially critical bhoth toward

wonen and Gentiles iz not retold by Luke.

Although our focus rests upon the Marcan text, {1t Is
important to examine the ways in which the accounts in Matthew

and Mark differ. If one recognises that Matthew wrote for
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Jewlish Chriatisns, the overtones in thiz pericope which differ

from Mark are easily understood.

The first ilmportant distianction between Matthew and Mark is
that in the Matthean s&ccount, Jesus la glven the title "Son of
David” {Mt,15.21}, this title iIis absent from' the Marcan
veraion. The use of the title in the Matthean version is
inportant In that 1t suggests that the divine, messianic naturs
of Jesus was recognised by a Gentile, It was Iimportant for
Matthew to stress to his Jewish auvdlence the "Jewishness” and
authenticity of Jesus. While this.pericopo reflecta the firat
healing of a Gentile, 1t would arguably be important for
Matthew’'s predoainantly Jewiah readers to recognise that the
Gentiles were Included in Jesus® wmission, but that thelr
incluszion was only sealed after the protaegonist recognised
Jesus asz the Jewish Messiash, and then continued by diaplayinang
faith, aa aeen in Mt.15.28. If one accepta the primarily
Gentile nature of Mark's resders the use of this title weuld be

unnecsizary.

The zpecifically Jewlah nature of the Matihean account 1is
further enhanced by Jesus’® Arezp&ase éa his annoyed disclples:
*I have been sent only to thosze lost asheep, the people of
Iarael™ ((Mt.15.24). This atatesent would have cleariy
acknovwledged the primacy of the missicn to the Jews and would
serve to appesase Matthews's readerz. It is pertinant to note
that thias statement iz nol uged by Mark, which would suggest it

to reflect an editorial insertion.

A further important difference in the two accounts lies in
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the wording of Jesus’® response Lo the woman, In Mark, Jesus
atates: "Let the children ggggg he fed, for it is not right to
take the childrens bread and throw it to the dogs”™ €Mk7~2?].
This statement seems to suggest that Hark is implying +that
after the children have been fed, the “dogs’ may be looked
after. Matthew doez not reflect this understanding however.
The Matthean Jesus zays: "It is not failr to take the childrens
pread and throw it to the doga™, this statement holds out no
hope to the Gentlles, as there is no implication that after the
children have been looked after, the dogs will have thelir
turn., Agalin the needs and demands of the twoe different sels of
readers iz clear, Mark - writing for the persecuted Christians
of Rome -~ had to show Jesus recognising the rights of the
Gentiles, albelt +that they were only granted the "left-overa”™.
To hisg Jewish audience, Matth%w needed to make no  such

compronises.

Mt 15.27 reflectas the woman referring to the Jews as
"masters”™, whereas Iin Mark, she uses the same word as Jesus,
and calls the Jews "children”. This difference may alse be
understood after one has recognlised the different set of
veaders. Mark’s resdera, asz we have shown Iin the previous
chapter, comprised of pecple from various socio—economic
groups, and while they were not primarily aslaveas, the
connotation of economic domination of the Tdogas”™ would have
made this pericope even less palatable to the Roman Christians.,
Matthew’ s Jewish audience, who viewed the Gentiles as servile
would have been further appeased through the uze of thiz word

ag it fmplies that merely because the woman {aand the Gentiles)

- 1G4 -



are ultimately accepted by Jesus, this dosz not mean that they
are socially more acceptable. In Matthew, the woman ig tacitiy
acknowledging her acecial infericrity, through the use of this

title.

The final difference in the accountas worthy of mestion iz
that in the HMalthean account, healing is clearly a reault of
the woman's faith, Jesus asvar "0 woman, great la your faith!?
Be it done for you as you desire™ (Mt,.15.28). Mark‘s Jesus
says: "For gaying this you may go your way; the deson has left
your daughter”™ (Mk7.30). Thus in the Marcan account, there is
no streds on the faith aspect, her words snd quick retort
assured the healing — faith is not specifically mentioned.
Although the woman's falth wsay be leplicit in the HMavrcan
veraion, it is not specifically recognlised, rather the womsan
herself — and her asctiona — sesem to be the decialve matter.
While this point may not seem relevent at thia Jjuncture, when
we do a feminist hermensubtic of the text, the relevence will

become clear.

In conclusion one needs to acknowledge the almplicity ’and
directness of the Marcan account. Matthew clearly based his
account on Mark, but through editorial insertions and =&
~reworking of the tradition, the asccount was made more palatable
to the Jewlsh readers. We have examined the wmain differences
between the two accounts, although octher differences do exiat.
Having sacknowledged the primascy of Mark, it was this rendition
which has been selected, as it seems to be the original
veraion, Having ldentified the differences in the accounts, we

are ultimately committed to proffering a feminist hermeneutic
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of the Marcan account.

6.3 SHORTCOMINGS OF OTHER Ii

At the outset it must be noted that 211 the commentaries on
Mark which were referred o were written by men. This point
has two ilsplicationa, filratly it explaina the inherraent blas
encountered in many of the renditiona, and secondly, it offers
tacit support to our notion that interpreters of the bible are
pnredorinantly male. The interpreitations atudied are thus to be
recognised as coming from a gspecifically androcentric
perspective, which would arguably not reg@gniau the inhsrent

cppressive nature of the text.

The standard 1nterpretatibn of this text is that 1t
aymbolised the infttistion of the Gentile niséi@ﬁ £3%. It iz not
the intention of thia paper to dispute thias theological
interpretation. Certalnly this pericope does reflect the first
incldent of a Gentile heing healed hy Jesus, and certalnly,
other Gentile healings do occur later. Perhaps the resolutlon
of conflict reflected in thia pericope-night be indicative of a
potential resoluticn of the conflict over the bounds of the

Christian mission?

The interpretaticn of this pericope being only an indication
toward the universasl scope of the church Ia limiting, and does
iIittle to satiafy the gquestlons ralsed by Jesusa®™ retort toe the
woman. To the peraon reading the bible, the finer theological

points which suggest thiz Lo be the heglinning of the Gentile
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migaion, would often go unnoticed. What ia noticed and puzzled
aver however, Iz the dialogue bhetween Jasus and the

Syro-phoenecian wopan.

In 211 fairness 4to ithe cosmentarles consulted, wmoast did
recognize the problematic nature of the dialogue between Jesus
and the woman, but the interpretationsz of thisz issue expose the
bBlas and limlitations of the androcernbtrie perapective of many
theologlans. Without exception, all the interpretations
atte%pt to offer some form of apolegetlc for the words and
actiona of Jesua. Some understand the words, and their meaning,
Y unimportant, selecting rether %o concentrate on the
potential theclogical message, othera in attempting to explain
the wordes and their meaning have arrived at t¢rite, implauszible
gsolutiona or suggestions. We shall briefly examine some of
these understandings in an attempt to show how, iIin glossing
eﬁé; the 1issue, they have falled to do Justice to .the
protagonist in the pﬁritgp@ - the woman -~ and through this
failure, the concerns of women And other ‘marginalised’ readers
af thizs text are igngredy’ Thiz injJustice must be exposed and

dealt with.

The one point made by meny Iinterpreters s  that the
diminutive {(viz.kunarla) of the word for dog has bsen used.
This is seen as being synoaysous with the understanding of pats
as opposed to street dogs [(4]. This use of the diminutive is
viewed as Jesus {ntentionally taking the "harsh edge™ off the
word [51. Johnson goes so far as to suggest that Jesus used the
diminutive because he was responding “playfully” to the woman

(61! One cannot Justify the use of a word merely because its

- 107 -

®



"harsh @dge”™ has been removed by the uae of the diminutive.

Hinehaw wmakez an Ilmportanst pelint when he suggesis i%ﬂﬁ
Aramaic and Hebrew have no corresponding fgrm of the word, and
that it is uncertain whether the diminutive had wmitigating
force in contemporary Greek {7]1. He continues to say that it is
likely that Jesus meant T doga™ as oppesed to Tdoggles”™ or
"puppies™ [B8]. Of courge one cannot bhe certaln wvhether these
words were gsald by Jesus, or by Mark., What s fzportant g that
écholars have.attempted to explain away the word “dogs™ by
viewing the uvse of the disinutive ss beilng all important. When
people read this text, the English translation reada “dogs” as
epposed to “pupplies” and the harsh use of the word is not

*bBlunted® at all.

A further grave fault which must be found with many of the
interpretera, iz that they have & dLtendency to "read into”™ the
text many notiona which are not present there. In an attempt
to excuse the words of Jesus, 5ugga§£ion§ a3 to the tone of Lhe
statement have been made. Hunter states that "half whimsically
and ;i%h a s@ile, Jesus tests the woman™ [91. Andevaon feelas
that Jesusa’® worda only contained an "apparent harshness” {107,
and Johnson spesks of Jesus referring "playfully”™ to the woman
113! These sugestions may be dealt with, and rejected, 35
ana. n the text there Is no suggestion of Je&&'gr humour and
it i3 thus completely fallacious to suggest that these elements

ware present.

Anderaon goea so0 far as to say that “probably too much has

been nade of the term ‘dogs’ here as an insult® (123,
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Certainly, Anderson might not perceive the phrasze as insulting,
but to suggest that modern readers would not find it offensive
is a gross presunption which cannot pass unchallenged. The
very fact that s0 many commentaries have tried to explain away
the "insult” suggests that they recagﬂise it as such, and fee}

uneasy that Jesus should have uvsed theosze words.

There are five main interpretations of these worda of Jesus
these are: 1. the words ave intended playfully [13]3; 2. that
Jesus is suggesting in effect that this is the opinion of his
disciples (143; 3. that through these words Jesus }nt@mda to
test the woman’s faith and invite appezl [183; 4. that theze
wordas refect & perplexity in Jesus as to the scope of his
migssion [16], and 5. that the dialogue reflects an actual
devel opnent of Jesus” underﬁ%&ndingv of his miszaion [17]1. The
problem with all these understandings is that none effectively
explain to women and/or Gentiles how this passage might not be
viewed as oppresaive. Hith the trite explanstion of this
pericope heralding ithe beginning of the Gentile aniasion,
interpreters have rested their case. The harshneas of the
a%éteém@s’s%, and more Importantly, the response of the woman, &re

' glosased over.

At thisz point it would be useful +to examine how the response
of the woman has been Interpreted. Many Iinterpretations feel
tha£ this response i3 exactly what Jesus was expecting and
hoping for, Cranfield guotes Caliwvin in his statement that
*Jeaus intends=‘not to extinguish the woman's faith’ by his
coldness, ‘but rather to whet her zeal and inflame her agrdour’”

{181.
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Johnson states how the woman answers wilth “cleverness and
good humour”, he continues by saying that “one cannot help
admiring her patience and courage”™ [19]1. Cranfield speaks of
haow she “persued her course readily through formidabhle
opposition; suffered herself te be annihilated” ([20]. Lane
reacognises that the woman "exemplifies humllity and openess to
raceive whatever she i=s granted”™ [211. Barclaey explalins the
regponse by making & gross generalisation when he says "Now the
woman was a Greek, and the Greeks had a glft of repartee; and

she saw at once that Jesus was spesking with a smile”™ [227!

One can desal with all these vresponses at once. Without
exception, these iaterpretations of the woman's response amack
aof paternaliszm. _ The attitude which these ascholsras have
exhibited toward the woman 1Is condescending and unacceptable
hecause they have falled to recognise the {smportant role which
the woman and her response‘has played, both in ocpening the
mission to the Gentiles, as well 'aﬁ in aliowing Jesuz the
opportunity to affirm the full husanity of this Gentile woman,
and thus by laplication, all! other marginalised people. it
these scholars had recognised the important role plaved by the
woman, bthen thelr statesents might ba beth affirmed and

applauded.

A further Important point to note when reading these
scholars, is that they are attempting to understand the
confusing dialogue bhetween Jesus and the woman - in sttempting
to explain away the dialogue and rather focus on the unlversal

mission of Jesuas, these interpretations have falled to notlice
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that they have brushed over the one aspect of the text which

could again make it acceptable to all - namely - the actions of

the woman!

6.4 UNDERSTANDING THE WORDE "KUWN® AND °“KUNARIA®

An  important aspect of a resding of Mk7.24-30 ia tLthe
underatanding of the words *kuwn’® and ‘hunaria’. Before one can
axplain away +the use of the word ‘dogs’, one has to recognisae

the way that the words were used.

The word *kuwn’ refers to the sanoying and desplesed eastern
dog of +the streeta. The word is used both figur-.t,ivsly and_
literally since the time of Homer. Iin the inant, ‘kuwn’® refers
not only to scavenging dogs, thes plague of the land, but also
to the beoard of sanitary iasspectora. This waﬁs the situation in
Babylonian cities; and in many pl_wt.s of the easat, this

understanding remalns todey.

Although there are Jews who speak of the fallbhfulness of Lhe
dog, in the main it {s regarded as the most desplcsable,
insolent and miserable of creatures. Te be compared to a dog
is both insulting and degra;ﬂng. To be e¢aten by dogs in the
street 1s the sign of a sapecial Judgement from God, this
Judgement is often relayed by the prophets (cf. 1 Kingsald4.1l;
i6.14 and 21.2471. It is a special indignity to be delivered up
to doga. The midrash =mays contemptuoualy of Goliath: "He died

1ike a dog”.

In later Judajiam it 1is uncertain whether the dog is
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undaersatocod to be a domestic animai or a wild animal. When
Rabbi Jannai brought in a well-dressed man as his gueat, he was
astonlished at his gueat’s ignorance of szcripture and the
Mishna, and because of ﬁig ignorance, he was called & dog [231].

The saying excludes the guest from the inheritance of Ilarael.

In the book of Psaslwms are many derogatory statements about
doga, God amitea the ungodly with a rod becsuse they sre like
dogs {(cf. P=s.5%). Rabbl Agliba calls his dogs Rufus and Rufina,
haaaﬁae the Gentliles are like dogs Iin thelir wsanner of 1ife
£24]. A perszson ls brought into contempt 1f zhe/he iz either

called a dog, or if a dog 1s named after themn.

In the parable of Lazarus {(Lk.16.19ff), it is said that the
dogs came and licked the sores of Lazarus (16.21}. This ia
hardly a reference to the aympathy of animals as opposed to the
heartliezaness of human beinga. It Iis rather 2 saign of +the
supreme wretchedneas of the poor begger, he has to endure

contact “with these vnclean anlmals.

. "Runga’ remalined g .bterm of reproach in the proclamation of
the chﬁrch, as may be szeen form the conclualon of Revelatioas.
He who washes his garments may enter the clty {(Rew.22.14), but

doga, sorcerera, vhoremongers, murderers ete. are shut out

{22.15).

In the New Testament, the word ‘kunarion’ occurs only in the
figurative saying of Jesus in HL.15.26, and Mk7.26. It is
debatable whether Jesusa is adopting the Jewish habit of calling
a person of a different faith hkuon (cf. the figurative saying

in Mt.7.6). The saving in Ht.15.26 and HMk7.26 comparea the
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claims of children and house doga. The cholce of the word
*kunarion’ ahows that Jesus impliaé little dogs which could - be
tolérated in the house [25]. The metaphor used by Jesus
recognises the diatinction which God demands between Jews and
Gentiles, accepts the historical priviledge of Iszrael, and

limits the earthly work of Jesus [26].

Mk?.27 interprets the asaying sz isplying that the children of

the house must first be asatisfied. The answar of the Gentile
| women (ML18.27, Mk?.28) shows thagt in cobedience to the will of
God, she recognises the prerogative of Ilarasl., She almply
appeals to the readiness of Jesus to help ~ ithis resdiness
knows no frontiers. The faith of the Gentile woman sats itsslf
unconditionally under the msessianic lmrﬁship wf Jesus, and in
this unconditional guality, it receives the acknowledgement and

promise of Jesus.

&.5 THE POSITION OF WOMEN

One of the moat remarkable features of Mk 7.24-30 is that ihe
protagonisat is a woman, a8 Gentile woman at thet! A brief
examination of the social and economic poatition of women
living at that time would reveal ithe degree to which women weré

discriminated against - socially, econcomically and legally.

Rabbhi Julia Meuberger argues that hy the periocd of the

Mishnah

"women had Dbecome far less educated, far leas
important in the structure of soclety, than they had
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heen in the Bibklical peried - and this came about
pregumably as & result of Hellenistic influences on
Jewish society.”™ [271]
This arguement understands that it is during this pericd of the
Mishnah, that nuch Jewish law was formed. Neuberger continues
by asaerting that “hecause women vere less in the public eve

and less educated that, presumably, their legal status was so

much lower than that of men™ [281].

At no stage is it made clear why women had “become™ less
educated or leass lmportant in aocietal structures, but what
seems clear is that women were Iincreasingly being recognised
primarily as objects of possession, and that they could
participate in society only in terms of their relationship with
men. Homen were catégaria@ﬁ elther as masrried, in which case
their husbands represented them on all levels, or a3 widows,
where a male relative would have had the responsibility of
caring for the woman and would be responzible for interceding
on her behalf, or she was classified’ as divorced in which case
she had few righis unless a male member of her'family agreed to
represent her, and take care of her financially. Another way
af'catégorising wonen was that of prostitute, Ringe asserts
that many lone women were “veduced to prostitution Lo  support
themselvesa™ [2%]1. This cléssification of women as prostitute
sgaln zees women apecifically in terme of thelir "relstionship”™

with men. Ringe asserts that many lone women were "reduced to

prostitution to support themselves™ L[30]3.

The fact that +the woman in Mk7.24-30 approaches Jesus
directly, and that no male intercedes on her behalf implies

that she is either widowed, divorced or &8 prostituts, and that
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she has no "access™ Lo a man to repressnt her. This situation
will becone more pertinant whaen we attempt =2 feminist
hermeneutic of the text. It is zlsc important ito note that she
agksa for healing for her daughteyr as opposed to a4 son "In  her
socleties terms that [heving #a daughterl 18 &8 further
liability, for daughters swere not greatly vaiued” [3113.
Daughters were viewed as= an expense (in terms of a dowry) and
"were often regarded as treoublesome pleces of property weighing
on their families until they could be safely married of to a

suitable husband™ [323.

Jeremiass makes %Lhe limportant point thet although divorce
generally favoured the man {(there was however public astigma on
the man too), that di§orcaa were relatively rare [331. In teras
of the womans legal position, it is also important to note that
"the right to divorce was exclusively the hushend’s™ {341, The
burden, and sccletal pressure, on the woman In Mk7.24-30 cannot
be underestimated,. SZhe was & woman, alone and with the
responsibhility of caring for a daughter, and with seemingly no

"access” Lo a man who would represent her.

A further pertinant point relating to the position of women
iz that "a woman was expected to remslsn unobserved ia pubklice”
£35]1. It was also considered preferable for 2 wvoman not to go

cut at all.

"Market places and council-halls, law-courts and
gatherings, and meetings where & large number of
people are assembled, in short all public life with
its discusaions and deeds, in tinmez of peace and of
war, are proper for men. I{ is suitable for women to
live indoors and to live in retirement™ [361].
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While the protagonist in Mk7.24-30 was not a Jewish woman,

gimilar societal pressure abounded.

&ntagonism between Jew and Gentlle has been well attested and
it 13 thus unnecessary to spend .time deseribing the enmiiy.
fientiles were recognised as racially inferior to the Jews and
were generally regarded with contempt. it is this
understanding which makes Jesus® venture into the land of the
Gentlles, and the ultimate acceptance of the Gentiles in to the

"kingdom of God” more remarksble.

What is important for us to note iz that not only is the
Syro-phonoecian woman in Mark marginalised through her marital
position, but she i3 also breaking two societal tahoos: as =
wonan she was participating in public 1ifa, and az & Gentile,
she was approaching a Jewlsh "religious leader”™. Thess factors
will have an inmportant bearing later, when w; exanine ¥k7.24-30

from the persapective of the woman .

6.6 FACTORS WH

ICH SHAPED THE TEXT

On one level ;trwguid be useful to know {f this story
reflects an actual esvent in the life of Jesus, which wsas
falthfully recorded and fepeated by Mark and HMatthew. If 1%
does not reflect an - actual incident, i3 1t an insensitive
attempt to discuss the extention of Jesus®' mission to the
GGentiles, with the harsh worda asecribsd te Jesuz really

emanating from the Gospel writera?
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We will never know with any ceriainty whether Jesus did
respond to the woman in the critical way ascribed to him, in a
way this knowledge 1s unimporitant. What iz leporitant is that
the story, as stands, has been handed down and has become part

of church history. Ringe suggests that

"the very strangeness gnd the offensivenesz of the
atory’'s portrayal of Jesus may suggest that the core
of the story wag indeed remenmbered as an Incident in
-Jesus® 1life when even he was caught with his
conpasalon down”™ [37]
she suggesta further that "the story waa  originally
rapenheraed and retold In the comsuniiy not for its
ecclesiaatical significénce but prisarily because of its
christological significance”™ L3871, Recogniaing that the
avthenticity of the story cannot be proven, we& need to

highlight the factors which shaped the retelling of the

account.

¥We are taking as given the Qnd@rgtan&iﬁg that the writer of
the Gospel of Mark.was ﬁ man, and as such the story has been
shapedwfrﬁm a mans’ perspective. The context out of which the
account arilses, namely, pre~-70 CE Palestine, has heen discusssd
in detail in Chapter 5. While the details ia Chapter 5 may be
regarded as superflucus, it is the strong ccntaﬁtion' of this
paper that unless one has a thorough knowledge of the situation
out of wgich a text was produced - or to which it was written -

a2 complete understanding of the text can never be achieved.

The text must be recognised as reflecting the androcentric

patriarchal soclety out of which it was produced. In section
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5.3 we comcurred with Theissen on the notion that the
soeic-economic factors of Early Palestine wers responsible-for
shéping the character of the Jesus Movement. We alsoc argued
that an examination of the material of Jesus' teaching; and of
the situation of his teaching, clearly pointa to the
understandizyg that Jeaua identified with the cppressed and was

worlking towvard bringing an end to their exploitation.

An isportant question which hegs answering is that of whether
éeﬂus recogey ised women as falling Into the category of the
oppressed armnd vhether he was actively working toward ending
theilr explexitation? Clearly contradictory evidence exiasisg,
Recently schholars have shown the Jesus Hovement as being an
egalitarian novemant [39] which argu&k;ly might i@ply a
recognition. by Jesus of women in their own rights, as opposed
to only belrsg recognised in terms of thelr relationship with
menn. While +there iIas no time to enter the debate on how Jesus
recognised oy responded to women, we have to note that all the
traditions about Jesus are no more than intepretations, told
from the perrspective of the men who wrote the New Teatament,
This perspecctive would clearly reflect the patriarchal context
in ‘whish thxe witers were working. Florenza correcily asseris
that "ve camxnot cease analyzing and jidentifying the dominant
patylarchal 3truc£ur@ﬁ of ‘the Greco-Roman world into which
Christisanityr ezerged™[401. On the issue of how Jesus viewved

his migssion, Fiorenzas makes the fFollowing important point:

*The praxis and vision of Jesus and his movement ls
hest urederstood ss an inner—Jewish renewal movement
that pr-esented an alternative option to the dominant
patriar~chal structures rather than an oppositional
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forzatlon rejecting the valuas and praxis of
Judalam. "[41]
It is ilmportant to note that a historlical reconstuction of
the Jesus Movement is both impossible, because of limited
- texts, and undesirable because any reconstruction would contain
the bias’ and particular perspective of the permon attempting
the recongtruction. Fiorenza supports this understanding on

reconstruction and states:

"exegetss today more veadily acknowledge that &
value—free interpretation of early Chrigstian texts
and an objectivist reconstruction of early Christian
hiztory 12 a scholarly flction that fails to accousnt
foy its oW presuppositions and acientific
modela. "[(42]
A further vital point to bear in mind when examining the past
iz that the modern vwriters® sccietal peraspectives of the
present wiil condition the selective reconatruction process.
Thus, integral to this thesis is itas writers concept both of 1.
present realities - that the unfustified notion of the
inferiority of women has received tacit support through a
contlinued androcentric reading of the bible; and 2. past
realities — that the egalitarian nature of the early Jesus
"E@v&ment§ and Jesus’ afflrastlion of the full dignity and
humanity of all people, has becomne lost through the

androcentvic smechanlams of redaction and iniarpretatlion.

Eésentiai to a2 liberating understandiang of the text, aust he
the recognition of the marginalised position of women within
the society out of which the text was produced, and for wvhom
the text waa wriltten. This recognition of contextual factors

ig important when one asserts with Filorenza how much Tthe
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androcentric interests of the Naw Testament authora determined
their receprtion and deplction of early Christian 1ife, history
and tradition™[43]. This understanding of the raception and
depiction of Early Christiasanity haing- "ecolovred” by lta
context, clearly supports ocur notion that +the egalitarian
nature of the early movement is not affectively represented in
the texts becausa of the androcentric context in which the
texts vere written. The patriarchal language (reflecting the
androcentric society which produced it} must be recognised -~
without conceding & specifically pairiarchal content - and the

distinction between fora and content must be acknowlcdg'd..

Iin saying thiz, we are net atbtempting an apoliogetic of Lthe
text, Wa are not Justifying the treatmsent of women, or Lthe
condegcending way In which they are referred to within the
bible. Rather, we are asseriing that despite the androcentric
mechanisms of expression (primmsrily reflecting the ‘accepted
norms® of the society ocut of which they were produced! that
thig text and wmany other texts which mey seem hostlile toward
women, actually contain within thes 8 atrand of liberation and
hope for women and all marginalised people. Ficrenza correctly
ssserts that "patriarchal imagery and androcentric langusge are
the form but not the content of the biblical messsge~l443. The
oppressive texts must be mseen to reflect their contexts and not
some timeless truth. The timeleas iruth indeed iz that women
are fully human and are to be nffirl-d 22 suck. Thiz measage
of liberation must be rvecognised and sffirmed =3 being the

central sirand which may be found throughout the bible.

Thus this thesia recognises that the text has been written
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in, shaped by, redacted and critiqued, within an androcentric,
patriarchal mind set. &z long 23 one zees Mk7.24-30 only in
terma of Its signalling the beginning of the misaion to the
Gantilesn, and as long as one felila to recognise the lmportant
iaplications of the dislogue beltween Jesus and the wvoman, and
the patriarchal androcentric context in which this text was
produced; thia text will remain inhevvently oppressive both
toward women and Gentiles. The dynamlsm of ihc text, and the
hope which it offers to women, and othera who are marginalissd
by society, ca; only be recognised a&and used once the actions of
the woman, and the regponse by Jesus, sre affirmed as
raflecting the true message of liberation whiech runs a8 &
thread throughout the bible.
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Chapter 7 THE LIBERATED TEXT

T.1 THE ACTIONS OF THE WOMAN AS A SYHBOL FOR LIBERATION

The true meéﬁage of lihergtion for all, female and male, Jew
and Gentile which may bhe found in Hk 7.24-30, has baenbglossed
aver by many interpreters snd rvesdera. For too long, the text
has been read as only signifyving the genesis of the miszszion to
the Gentliles. Interpreters have apologetically attempted to
explain away the wordas of Jesus. The nameless woman s
dismiased without a second thought. The patriarchal ,
androcentric setting has been forgotten. The recognised bias
af the writer of the text, as well &é that of the redaciors and
critics ia ignored. The result of these ommisalions,
intentional or octherwise, haa meant Qhat the text has resalned
bBound within 2 one sided interpretation. The true message of
iiberation for £11, which Is exhiblied within this ‘text, must

he claimed.

By taking a new look at the text; by sseing 1t as reflecting
the socliety which produced it and being shaped by the people
for whor It was wrltiten, the harah patrisrchal ocvertones might
be recognised as being primarily contextual - reflecting the

mindset of the day and not aome timeless truth., The aysbol for
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iiberation which llies within thia text is to be found not In
the words used by Jesus, nor ian the pejoratative way that thg
woman is porirayed, but rather In the actiona of both Jesus and

the woman.

We have discussed the soclial and economic position of women
in the pre-TCCE period, and having noted thelr inferior
paesitien in the predominantly patrisevehal asoclety, the sctions
of the Syro-Phoenecian woman are atartling =and remerkable.
Today, the queationing of & religious leader by & woman doeas
not seem remarkable, yet, in the context of the zocietsl taboos=
of firat century Paleastine, by peraiating in her demands, the
Syro-Phoenecian woman exemplifies both courage and intsgrity.
The ministry of the woman is thres—fold: firstly, her wministry
cpens the way for the acceptance of Gentiles into the Christian
misaion, secondly, her ainlatry allows Jesus. the cpportunity of
acknowledging and affirming the full humanity of all
marginalised pesople and thirdly, her . assertive actlions szerve as
a continuocus example of courage and perseverepnce in the face of
adveraity. By focussing on these three aspects, we shall show
how this text might be liberated from being primasrily an

offensive, confusing text.

7.1.1 Opening the way for the mission o the Gentilea: Ia

aaserting that the Syro-Phonoeclan woman opened the miasion to
the Gentiles, we are not suggesting that without her sctions,
Gentiles would mnever have been included in the “"Chriastian”
misgsion. The woman must be ssen primarily as a vehicle through
which the misaion was legitimised and accepted, not only hy the

later church, but opealy by Jasus. It was & vital factor to the
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ongoing work of the church that the "extended” mission was not
only perceived to be acceptable through interpreting the works
of Jesus, but that Jesus himself openly acknowledged the
universal acope of his message. The healing of the deaf man in
Decapolis, recorded Immediately after the incident with the
Syro-Phonoecian womanv (Mk7.31-37; Mt.15.29~-31), serves as

confirmation of the gseope of the mission to the Gentiles.

Had the woman felt rebuffed at the harsh words of Jesus and
had zhe not peréisted wi;h her reguest, the mnmission to the
Gentiles would surely have galned legitimacy elsewvhere. What
is important however, is that the response of the woman in the
face of adversity ensures that there can be no clouding of the
fssue, Jesus® healing of the Gentile woman’s daughter, after a
amall altercation, highlights the acceptibility of Gentiles and
WOMen . T%e healing of the deaé man abt Decapolls (Mi7.31-37;
Mt.15.2%-31) hardly referz to the und?rstandlng that he was a
Gentile, this understanding is rather inferred from the region
in which the healing takes place. The  healing of the
Eyro-Phoenecian wonan’'s daughter, however, aspecifies the
Gentlile nature of the woman. There can thus be no doubt in the
mind of the later church, Jesus openly healed a Gentile, thus
implying the wultimate acceptabllity of Gentiles in the mission
of the “church”. It is the actions of the woman that make this
text satand out, and ensure that the text and Iita full

implications do not become lost.

T.1.2 Jegus’ Afirmation of the Full Humanity of all

Marginalised People: We have previously stated that case of the

Syro-Phoenecian woman is of specific interest in that she
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breaks two accietal taboos: as a4 Gentile, "she approasches a
Jewiah r@liéimuﬁ "leader”™ and a8 a woman zhe not only speaks to
a 3ewish religious "leader” but is alsc prepared to publically
anter into debate with him. While we have already discussed
the role of women and Gentiles in esarly Palestinian soclety, we
need to agaln stress that in the context of the day, the
actions and determination of the woman are remarkable. The
woman did noi seek 2 man to represent her (1f she did Wwe  are
unaware of it and her perseverence In the light of being
unrepreasented makes her cese more specisl); instead, she speie
for herself and her daughter. A further Ilaportant polint teo
aote is that on hearing the harsh retort of Jesus, she did not
remain sililent as one would expect; but {nstead, argued.with the
rhetoric and confidence that la reminlacent of Lthe gscholarvs and
learned men of the day. Thus once again it is the response of

the woman that glves thia text iits unique characteriatics.

The raaponge of Jesus to the woman's persistence Is _aima_
worthy of note. The understanding that this response was
gltimately what Jesua wez expecting [13 has no basiz in  the
text. This understanding might be correct, but one cannot
me;ely explain away the retort of Jesus in such a simpliastic
way, in order to "protect™ the understanding of Jesua being
c@mpassionaﬁe at. all times. Thia "explaining gwsy" of the
wordas attributed to Jesusg doea nothing to eaenhance ithe
understanding of Jesus being fully compassionate. What does
further this understanding, is the recognition that after Jesus
hears the woman's responge, he truly does -respgnd with

compassion. Jeasus’® i{nitiasl unacceptable response is replaced
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with an instant recognition of the worth of the woman and the
wisdom of her words. In & sense one might argue that Jesus
recognised the ervor of his earlier weords, and importantly,
sought to compensate his earlier response with words that
affirmed her worth and acceptability. Thus by responding in
the way that she did, the woman 1is offering Jesus an
opportunity to recognise both her right to speak as well as her

right to participate in the Kingdom of God.

By affirming‘the woman {through the ultimate healing of her
daughter}) Jesus is affirming the right of women and Gentiles to
participate fully in the "church™. Her ministry of perseverence
and failth must be recognlised as the catalyst which opened the
way for Jesus to openly condone and sanction the full extent of
the "Christian miszaicon”™., Az important is the recognition ithat
women and Gentiles were marginalised people in that society,
and that through Jesus recognising thg right of the Gentile
woman to speak and argue publically, Jesus iz affirming the
full humanity of all marginalised people. Jesus’ mission
adopts a new dimension, his mission is not limited tc those who
are in that context already socially acceptable (namely Jewish
men}t, but rather, the woman has exposed the full scope of thg
mission, and through her actions, the full humanity of the

woman and other mavginalised peaple ls alfirwmed.

7.1.3 Her Ministry of Courasge and Perseverance in _the Face of

reading of Mk7.24-30, is the example of the szctlions of tLhe
woman. She exemplifies determination, perseverance and a sense

of self worth, despite the attitude of the society in which she
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lived. She openly defies the accepted custom of the day ~ that
women should not speak or debate in publie -~ gshe also
apparently refuses to accept the low esteem in which the
gociety held both her aﬁd har daughte?. Had she accepted her
socially Inferior postion, she would certainly aot have even

approached Jesus.

Hey very act of asveaklng to Jeasus and later arguing with him,
ralses three polints: firatly that she must have been desperate
to receive help for her dsughter: secondly, the healing of hepr
daughter was percelved ags more important to her than the scorn
which she might receive from others for her sudaclious act, and
thirdly, through acting in this way, she is rejecting her
soclally recognised poaltion of inferiority, snd Instesd, calls
for recognitiom of her rigﬁt to participate fully 1in society,

in aresas traditlionally reserved for nen.

While we recognise that it was desperation {(as opposed %o an
innate desire 1o prove her self w&wtﬁ} which probably drove the
woman to confront Jesus, we must note that she did not allow
social pressure ﬁé withhold ber from claiming what was
rightfuylly heras. Whatever her motivation for approaching
Jesua, that fact that ashe did rewains paramount to the reading
of this text. Her actlon "appesrs to free Jesus to reaspond, to
heal, to become agaln the channel of God’z redeeming presense
in that situatica™ [2]J. The woman risked rejection and
humiliastion in approachiag Jesus, yet her belief 1In the
acceptabkility of her request and her own self worth, encouraged

hay to act forcefully and with determinstion. In s0 doing she

has left a valuable bequest to all who read her story, her
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bequeat is that despite opposition and potential rejection, all
people should be free to act in the way they believe correct
and in 80 deoing they will be affirming their rights as full

agqual, participants in soclety.

7.2 CONCLUSIONE

‘We have di&élayed a liberated reading of Mark7.24-30 and in
s0 doing made the text accesible to all, women, men and te
those who feel marginaslised. This new reading has not sought
to deny the potentislly overt sexiam and racism which is
arguably digplayed {n the text, hut vrather has sought to
confront these notions from whence they come. As long as the
texts of the bible are read and understood o; face value alone,
so long will they remain inherreﬁtly oppresive to all. What
thia +thesis has schieved i3 to show that In recognizing and
confronting the often overt sexism displayed in many biblical
passages, and Lo recognise thla sz prissrily reflecting the
soclety from whence they oriéinated nn& for whom they wera
written - as opposed to sose timeless truth — one will see that

behind the oppressive facade of many biblical texts often lies

a nmeaggage of libergtion for all.

It is correct that people should infitially be offended at the
plcture of Jesua which seemas to emanate from this passage.
However, more {mportantly, by looking at the sctiona of Jesus

and the woman, by focussing on Jeaus® response to the woman's
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arguement as opposed to his initisl retort, by recognising that
the woman exempliflies courage and Integrlity and that Jesus
responded with love and affirmed the woman and her full
humanity; this text might at laast be recognised as being truly

liberatory to both women and men.

The text exemplifies true liberation for women in that the
lowest of women (& “"single” Gentlle with the burden of a
daughter) displayed courage in approaching a Jewish religious
”leéder”, and abllity through erguling inteiligently and with
logic ~ and she was not not rebuffed for her actions. Despite
the restriciions placed on her by her society., she belleved in
herself and her quest, and as such,; rose above the petty social
rules of the day. Through a new reasding of the text, women
today might draw on her example, and %ihrough this recognise
thelr full worth and potential. By huasbly acceding to asocietal
néfés and customs in instances where they are oppressive to
women, women are dolng themselwves a disservice. A key lesson
for women to learn from the egample af the Syrc-Phoeneclian
woman 1s that they have a right to participate fully in society
and ‘io stand up and work for those things In which they

belleve.

The new reading of the text is also liberating to wmen
however, for as long a2z women are oppressed through an-
androcentric reading of the bible, and by the practises which
gnzue from such a reading, so toeo are men oppressed. Until the
bible ia freed from its androcentric mechanisms of
interpretation, and until] the bible’s true message of hunan

liberation iz affirmed, men cannct be liberated. It might seem
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strange to say that men alao need to be liberated, but the
truth iz that until men are free to recognise the full value,
waéth and inherrent equality of women, men will vemain bound by
patriarchal manacles. Onca the bible ls recognised asm
reflecting a coentextual patrisrvrchy, with a timeless truth @f
full equality for 2l]l Iinherrent in many texts, then wvomen may
reaffirn the bible, and both women and men ma? be liberated
from tbe falze values imbued in patriarchy and all forms of
sexiam and raciam.

1. Lane, 1974, p26%

2. Ringe, 1985, p71
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