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Two studies of forgiveness in the Jesus traditiamehappeared recently,
independent of each other. Those two studies abga3 dHagerland’'de-
sus and the Forgiveness of Sarsd my ownGod'’s Equal* Our conclu-
sions are to some extent corroborating each o#tmef to some extent di-
verging and suggesting further research and dialogu

In terms of agreement, both studies conclude tathistorical Jesus
probably announced the forgiveness of sins (Mabkpar.; Luke 7:48).
Both studies appeal to the criterion of dissimilaras it is God, not Jesus,
who forgives sins in the earliest Christian tramfifi

The most significant disagreement between our esudbncerns the
understanding of Jesus’ identity, but even on shire there is significant
agreement. Hagerland and | agree that the evatggbhse portrayed Je-
sus as a character that took it upon himself tavdat only God could do:
forgive sins by his own authority (cf. Exod 34:8a143:25; 44:22; 55:7,
Ps 103:3; 130:4).

However, Hagerland and | reach different conclusioagarding the
historical Jesus. Whereas | believe the picturthinGospels adequately
reflects the self-understanding of the historicabus, Hagerland con-
cludes that the picture of Jesus has changed isgmily in the course of
tradition. While the evangelists present Jesusnasoaching upon God's
prerogative to forgive sins, the underlying histatireality is a Jesus that

! Tobias HéagerlandJesus and the Forgiveness of Sins: An Aspect ofPriphetic
Mission SNTSMS 150 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre2612); Sigurd
Grindheim,God’s Equal: What Can We Know About Jesus’ Selfddstdnding?LNTS
446 (London: T&T Clark, 2011), 60-76. See also tiebate between Héagerland and
Daniel Johansson in Daniel Johansson, “Who CamiFerSins but God Alone?’ Human
and Angelic Agents, and Divine Forgiveness in Eddgdaism,"JSNT33 (2011): 351-74
and Tobias Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness inegluss and Mark,” SEA79
(2014): 125-39.

2 HagerlandJesus and the Forgiveness of Siik0—13; GrindheinmGod's Equal 61-64.
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acted as the eschatological prophet. His forgiverst®uld be seen in
analogy with the forgiveness proclaimed by Israptsphets,

In this article, | will argue that the evidencedergreater support to my
explanatory model than it does to Hagerland’s.

Héagerland’s case depends on two crucial arguméiis.first is that
the account in Mark 2:1-12 is not authentic indtdirety. Instead, he
contends that an authentic account of forgiven24s-5, 11-12) has been
combined with an inauthentic blasphemy chargebaiieid to the scribes
(2:6—-7) and with an inauthentic reference to thaihg of the paralytic as
legitimating Jesus’ forgiveness (Mark 2:8-10). T@ezond major argu-
ment is that, in Second Temple Judaism, prophets theught to be able
to pronounce forgiveness on behalf of God. In tilewing, | will look at
these arguments, beginning with the view of forgass in Second Tem-
ple Judaism and continuing with the questions dfienticity and the in-
tegrity of Mark 2:1-12.

Prophetic Forgiveness

In the article “Prophetic Forgiveness in Josephud lark,” Hagerland
further develops his understanding of the naturelesfus’ forgiveness.
Applying a distinction between primary and secogdauses, he explains
that God remains the primary cause of forgivenessthat human beings
may serve as the secondary cause. That God imthavioo forgives sins
may therefore not rule out the possibility that lamnieings also forgive
sins, as the secondary cause. The idea is illagtiay the case of bless-
ings. Human beings frequently bless others withitlessing of God, or
pray that God’s blessing may befall them (Gen 48185 49:25-28; Num
6:23-27; 22:6, 12; 23:11-12, 20). In these instgnGod is the primary
cause of blessing, and human beings are the segyoralzse.

As Hagerland readily concedes, in most of his exaspf prophetic
forgiveness, the prophet’s role in the act of feegiess is not made ex-
plicit. However, there are several clear exampléschv show that God
forgives sins, and the prophet announces what Guddoné. In Isa
33:24, the prophet proclaims that “the people wite [in Zion] will be
forgiven their iniquity,” and in Isa 40:2 LXX, halts upon the priests to

s Héagerland,Jesus and the Forgiveness of SRi4; GrindheimGod’s Equal 75-76.
4 Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 127—28.
5 The following relies on Hagerlandesus and the Forgiveness of Sité2—66.
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proclaim forgiveness: “[0] priests, speak to tharhef lerousalem; com-
fort her, because her humiliation has been futfilleer sin has been done
away with, because she has received from the Lévalsl double that of
her sins.”

The pattern is the same in the writings from Secbechple Judaism.
According to LAB 30:7, Deborah assured the Israslthat “the Lord will
take pity on you today.” Josephus reports sevémadlas assurances. Mo-
ses “told them that he had come to bring them f@uwd deliverance from
their present straits’Ant. 3.24). Nathan delivered a prophecy to inform
king David that “God took pity on him and was recited to him. And
He promised to preserve both his life and his kamgd (Ant 7.153). Dur-
ing the reign of Rehoboam, God “said to the proghat He would not
destroy them but would, nevertheless, make thenesuko the Egyp-
tians, in order that they might learn which was ¢lasier task, whether to
serve man or God’Ant 8.257).

In all of these examples, it is debatable whethergrophets may be
described as the cause of forgiveness at all. TThirmay be better ac-
counted for as that of announcing God’s forgivenesscausing it.

As Hagerland has shown, however, there is one deathpt stands
out: Josephus’'dewish Antiquitie$.92. The prophet Samuel is here in-
volved in the forgiveness of the people. Most tlatitns render the rele-
vant sentence in such a way that God is the subjettte forgiveness:
“[the people] implored the prophet, as a kind aedtle father, to render
God gracious to them that He might forgive this @dv 0gov avtoic
eOLEVT] KaTooTioal Kai Tavty aeeivon v auaptiov).”® As Hagerland
has demonstrated, however, the subject of forgagisemore likely to be
the prophet, Samuel: “they began to implore theplped as a mild and
gentle father, to make God benevolent towards thathto forgive this
sin.” It is unlikely that the two infinitives conotd withkai (kataotijcot
and agpeivar) should have two different subjects. The subjddhe first
infinitive is indisputably the prophet Samuel, ahd subject of the second
infinitive should be taken to be Samuel as Well.

6 Quotation from Flavius Josephulewish Antiquities Books V-VINol. 5 of Josephus
trans. Ralph Marcus and H. St. J. Thackeray, LCan{Bridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1934), 213.

"For a more thorough discussion, see Hagerldeslis and the Forgiveness of Sihér—
48; Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 130-37;tkodohansson, “Who Can Forgive
Sins?’,” 360-63.
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The context in Josephusfntiquitiesstill makes it clear that Samuel’s
forgiveness is secondary to the forgiveness of Giedoffers forgiveness
on the basis of his prayers to God, as he woulde¢'beh God to pardon
them in this thing and would withal move Him thefefAnt 6.93). Nev-
ertheless, Samuel is attributed with an active iroline forgiveness of the
people’s sins, and the instance serves as an eeamphich Hagerland’s
explanatory model is apt: God is the primary caokéorgiveness and
Samuel is the secondary cause.

In addition toAnt. 6.92, Hagerland also points to the Prayer of Mabo
dus (4Q242), in which the “exorcist” or “divinerpiobably Daniel) may
be attributed with the forgiveness of sins. In GaMartinez’s translation,
line 4 of fragments 1-3 reads: “an exorcist forgawesin.” The reading
is uncertain, as the manuscript is corrupt, and itot clear whether the
forgiveness is attributed to God or to the exoftlstany case, the prayer
does not refer to forgiveness of sins in the stidrise. The prayer is about
healing, and line 4 describes the healing. As gsknwas generally
viewed as the consequence of sin, the tewm(“sin”) is used metony-
mously with reference to Nabonidus’s sickné3e point is that Naboni-
dus’s sickness left him.

With the exception of this last example, all thetémces of prophetic
forgiveness occur in a context that leaves no dashib who offers for-
giveness. God is the ultimate source of forgiven#ssnost cases, the
prophet is merely making known what God has dooseghus ties Samu-
el more closely to the act of forgiveness, but &dlsdeaves no doubt that
God is the one who forgives. The only possible gdanof forgiveness
without an explicit reference to God’s forgivenésgound in the Prayer
of Nabonidus (4Q242), in which the reading is iuloioand in which we
do not have the full context because of the coiapdf the manuscript.
The prayer also does not refer to forgiveness 8peaity, but to healing,
described metonymously as forgiveness.

These examples are therefore not a good modehéounderstanding
of Jesus’ forgiveness as it is described in Mark-22. Regarding the
nature of this account as it has been preservédiaik’s Gospel, Hager-
land concedes that Jesus is not presented asdbedsey cause of for-

8 Hagerland argues well for the latter interpretatidlesus and the Forgiveness of
Sins 156-57).
9 Grindheim,God’s Equa) 72—73.
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giveness, but the primary cadSdesus does not pray to God that he may
forgive the sins of the paralytic, and he doesreédgr to God as the one
whose forgiveness he announces. The scribes’ opadtiat Jesus was
blaspheming, shows that he was understood to ffgiveness autono-
mously, an understanding Jesus himself confirmsemis authority is
challenged, he refers back to himself and his outhaity: “the Son of
Man has authority on earth to forgive sins” (Mark@®. To demonstrate
the validity of his claim, he performs a healingld paralytic (2:11-12).

Authenticity of the Accompanying Healing Miracle

However, these elements of the tradition cannoedtablished with the
same level of certainty as the fact that Jesugafféorgiveness. Hager-
land maintains that Jesus’ reference to his heamggitimating his ab-
solution (Mark 2:10-11) must be inauthentic, asabflicts with Jesus’
refusal to provide self-legitimizing signs (Marki8:-12; Q 11:16, 29).

| beg to differ with Hagerland in this assessméihie saying in which
Jesus refuses to provide signs cannot bear thentvidigt Hagerland puts
on it. In the Markan version, Jesus exclaims: “jffoes this generation
ask for a sign? Truly | tell you, no sign will bévgn to this generation”
(Mark 8:12). As Jeffrey Gibson has demonstrated,silgn in question is
of a particular nature. It is qualified as a sigrofh heaven” (8:11), it is
expected by “this generation,” and it is a signt tivaill be given.” All
these qualifiers identify the sign as an apocaty®alvific intervention
from heaven, such as the exodus from Egypt, the édrsign that the end-
time false messiahs would provide (Mark 13:22) #mat Jesus’ oppo-
nents were daring him to perform when he was orctbss (Mark 15:28—
32). Gibson concludes that Jesus’ refusal is n&tfsal to perform any
self-authenticating sign at all. It is a refusabting salvation without the
Cross:?

10 Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 137; cf. Hamedl Jesus and the Forgiveness of
Sins 166.

1 Hagerland Jesus and the Forgiveness of SRsA—15, 236—41; Hagerland, “Prophetic
Forgiveness,” 138-39.

12 Jeffrey B. Gibson, “Jesus’ Refusal to Produce aynSi(Mk 8.11-13),” JSNT38
(1990): 37-66, here 42-56. For a similar interpgi@taof the “sign from heaven,” see W.
D. Davies and Dale C. Allison, JA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
According to Saint Matthewol. 2, ICC (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1991), 580lrich Luz,
Matthew 8-20 trans. Wilhelm C. Linss, Hermeneia (Minneapokartress, 2001), 348.
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Gibson’s arguments are based on the literary coimieéMark’s Gospel,
and his conclusions cannot be applied directlyhi historical Jesus.
Mark’s understanding of the saying is not uniquéhitm, however. The
saying is also found in the double tradition, igute different form. Je-
sus’ refusal is there qualified by an exceptiotihts generation is an evil
generation; it asks for a sign, but no sign willgpeen to it except the sign
of Jonah” (Luke 11:29; cf. Matt 12:39, which is ra@xplicit in its refer-
ence to the resurrection). This version is consistéth the interpretation
that the sign in question is an apocalyptic intetioa and that Jesus is not
categorically opposed to the provision of signs.aocalyptic interven-
tion will be provided, but not in the way that bigponents require.

In the form in which this saying has survived, anoot be understood
as a wholesale rejection of self-validating sighs also unlikely that the
historical Jesus would have intended the sayinguich a comprehensive
way. Such an understanding of Jesus’ words woutdlicowith what is
otherwise known about the historical Jesus.

When John the Baptist was in prison, the doublgiticen reports that
he sent messengers to Jesus to inquire aboutdmstid The messengers
were sent to ask: “[a]re you the one who is to cooneare we to wait for
another?” (Luke 7:19 par.). Although John does exqlicitly request a
sign, Jesus responds by pointing to his works:o[ghd tell John what
you have seen and heard: the blind receive thgit,sihe lame walk, the
lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the deadised,rthe poor have good
news brought to them. And blessed is anyone whestak offense at me”
(Luke 7:22-23 par.). The authenticity of this aauain its broad outline is

Other interpreters take the qualifier “from heaves”a circumlocution for God and see the
request for a sign as an attempt to dare God tervieme (Joachim GnilkaDas
Markusevangeliumvol. 1, EKKNT 2/1 [Zurich: Benziger, 1978], 306—Robert A.
Guelich,Mark 1-8:26 WBC 34A [Dallas: Word, 1989], 413-14). Joel Maaeads the
passage against the background of Israel’'s testingod in the wilderness (Exod 16:1—
17:7) and finds that Mark reveals the demonic matof the Pharisees’ request. He
concludes that the request for signs is not wrbngthat it is wrong for the Pharisees, who
belong to “this generation,” to request theiatk 1-8: A New Translation with
Introduction and CommentanAB 27 [New York: Doubleday, 2000], 504; similari. T.
France,The Gospel of MarkNIGTC [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002], 312).

3The historicity of the saying in Mark 8:12 is wiglgjranted (e.g., Rudolf BultmanBje
Geschichte der synoptischen Traditi@d ed., FRLANT 29 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1931], 124). The Jesus seminar voteds#ying gray, however (Robert W.
Funk, Roy W. Hoover, and The Jesus Semifihg Five Gospels: What Did Jesus Really
Say?[San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1993], 71-73).
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widely accepted, as it is unlikely that the pictafea doubting John the
Baptist could be the creation of the early chudfdfiso, it shows that Je-
sus saw his own signs as the decisive legitimaifdns identity.

Another example is found in the Beelzebul-sayirigp drequently as-
sumed to be authentit.In response to the challenge that his exorcisms
are performed by the power of Beelzebul, Jesusteasiri[b]ut if it is by
the finger of God that | cast out the demons, tiherkingdom of God has
come to you” (Luke 11:20 par.). The logic of theymg is that Jesus’
signs, in this case his exorcisms, provide thesiexidemonstration that
he is bringing the kingdom of God.

While these examples do not show that Jesus pestbmmiracles for
the sole purpose of confirming his identity or tradidity of his words,
they do show that Jesus viewed his own miracledeasonstrating the
veracity of his most fundamental claims. The ohing that is different in
the story of the paralytic is that Jesus makespgrosunciation before he
performs the miracle, not afterwards. The referdndfe miracle as self-
validating is fully consistent with other reliableformation about the
historical Jesus. That Jesus refers to signs #rabdstrate the validity of
his forgiveness is also attested elsewhere. Thestation is found in the
only other forgiveness story in the Synoptic triadit the story of the sin-
ful woman in Simon’s house. This story is moreidifft to assess histori-
cally, but, for our present purposes, it shouldhbed that Jesus points to
evidence that his forgiveness is valid. In thisecdbe evidence is the de-
votion that the woman shows to Jesus (Luke 7:47).

1n his paper to the Jesus seminar, Walter Winkeddor the highest probability rating,
red, of Matt 11:5-6 par. He contends that the dhwould not have created a story about
a doubting John the Baptist who remains unconvirtgedesus’ reply. He also finds it
unlikely that the church would have portrayed Jeasisambiguous and non-committal
when asked whether he was the Messiah (“JesusyReohn: Matt 11:2—6/Luke 7:18—
23,” Forum5.1 [1989]: 121-28, here 124-27). For a discussfdhe saying’s authenticity
with further references, see Grindhei@gd’s Equal 43-48.

15 According to Davies and Allison, the authenticifyMatt 12:28 “would seem to be one
of the assured results of modern criticisriviathew,2:339). For a thorough discussion
with bibliographic references, see Grindhe{dad’'s Equal 23-26.

18| presuppose the interpretation that sees the wemkmve as evidence of her
forgiveness, not the cause of it. Cf. I. Howard #heall, Commentary on LUkKeNIGTC
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 313; Joseph Amiyitg, The Gospel According to Luke
(I-1X): Introduction, Translation and Note#\B 28 (New York: Doubleday, 1981), 692;
C. F. EvansSaint Luke TPl New Testament Commentaries (London: SCM, 1%,
John J. Kilgallen, “Forgiveness of Sins (Luke 7:36)" NovT40 (1998): 105-16; Ellen J.
Christiansen, “Sinner According to Words of the Ldghteous by Works of Love,” in
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It is therefore intrinsically unlikely that the sag in Mark 8:12 should
contradict this information and constitute an ins&in which Jesus re-
fused to perform any kind of self-legitimating nile. The interpretation
of the saying that is attested in the earliestcjrMark’s Gospel as well
as the double tradition, also goes in a differér@ation: what Jesus refus-
es to provide is a specific kind of miracle. Thex@o compelling reason,
therefore, to doubt that Jesus would have healkegdanalytic in order to
demonstrate the validity of his forgiveness.

Authenticity of the Blasphemy Charge

With respect to the blasphemy charge, Hagerlang:ciy points out that
the historicity of this accusation is difficult tasses$’ According to
Mark’s narrative, the charge was unstated; thehxaowere only thinking
it (Mark 2:6-7). The reliability of such informatids naturally in doubt®

However, one creates more problems than one siflees deems this
charge to be fictional. Such a conclusion raisesqtirestion of the origin
of the charge. Is it likely that the early Chrissawould have invented a
charge of blasphemy against the originator of theivement? One might
perhaps suggest that the early Christians weregkmgoused of blasphe-
my, and that the evangelist wanted to show thais@dms facing such
charges were simply following in the footsteps leéit master. This is a
plausible explanation, but, to my knowledge, thisr@o clear evidence
that the early Christians were confronted with sactusation$’

Jesus and Paul: Global Perspectives in Honor oféam. G. Dunn for His 70th Birthday
ed. B. J. Oropeza, C. K. Robertson, and Dougldddhrmann, LNTS 414 (London: T&T
Clark, 2009), 35-45, here 45; John T. Carrblike: A CommentaryNTL (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2012), 179-80; contra H&oziirmannPas Lukasevangelium
vol. 1, HTKNT 3/1 (Freiburg: Herder, 1969), 430, 743 Michael Wolter, Das
LukasevangeliupHNT 5 (Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 296.

"Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 138—39.

18 Similarly, E. P. Sandersewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah: Five Stufliesdon:
SCM, 1990), 96.

19 According to Acts 6:11, Stephen was accused oflépgéablasphemous words against
Moses and God.” It is not at all clear, howeveat tihe ternréoonua is here intended in
its technical, legal sense (Joseph A. Fitzmyée Acts of the Apostles: A New Translation
with Introduction and CommentanAB 31 [New York: Doubleday, 1998], 359). In any
case, the accusation concerns Stephen’s wordssagiasmtemple and the law (Acts 6:13—
14), not his claims regarding Jesus.
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Héagerland suggests that Mark may have inventedliaege to serve
his caricature of the scribes, but Mark’s portddithe scribes is not one-
sidedly negativé® The scribe that questions Jesus about the greatest
commandment in the law in Mark 12:28-34 is a rafiasitive character
who recognizes the wisdom of Jesus’ answer. Incasg, if Mark were
motivated by a desire to show that the scribes wgile a more natural
approach might be to attribute evil motives to thiefm Mark 12:38-40),
rather than to invent plausible accusations agdemsis.

Héagerland also argues that the blasphemy chargek(&t&) serves
Mark’s literary purposes, as it foreshadows the {iMark 14:64Y" There
is indeed a striking link between Mark 2:1-12 ahd trial narrative in
14:53-65, as both passages connect the Son of iMawith the accusa-
tion of blasphemy (2:7, 10 and 14:62, 63). Busitinlikely that the story
of the paralytic has been shaped specifically deoto anticipate the trial
narrative. Jesus’ forgiveness, crucial to Mark 22,—plays no role in
14:53-65. In Mark 14:62-63, Jesus’ combination @nDr:13 and Ps
110:1 provokes the blasphemy charge, but neithahede passages is
being clearly alluded to in Mark 2:1-12.

In Hagerland’s judgment, Jesus would not have eeerstood as en-
croaching upon the prerogatives of God as longisongiveness could
have been understood in a less offensive way: Jages as a proph&t.
As | have argued above, however, prophetic forgggerpresupposes that
God is declared as the one who ultimately offergif@ness. There is no
hint of that in Mark 2:52

Héagerland also points to the difference betweersthibes’ stern reac-
tion and the less hostile reaction to Jesus’ fenggss in Luke 7:49 (“Who

2Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 138.

2lHagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 138; similaBgndersjewish Law61.

22Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 138.

ZMany scholars appeal to the so-called “divine passin Mark 2:5, to claim that Jesus
was merely announcing God'’s forgiveness (e.g., Qéreissen and Annette Merthe
Historical Jesus: A Comprehensive Guidens. John Bowden [Minneapolis: Fortress,
1998], 527; James D. G. Dundesus Rememberedol. 1 of Christianity in the Making
[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003], 787; Adela Yarbullits, Mark: A Commentary
Hermeneia [Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007], 185; snyl John P. MeieiMentor, Message,
and Miracles vol. 2 of A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical JesusBRL [New
York: Doubleday, 1994], 331.) It has to be dematstt, however, that God is the implied
agent of the forgiveness, and there is nothindgnéndontext that would indicate that he is.
Hagerland is open to the possibility that the sgyghould be understood as such a “divine
passive,” but this concept is not a necessary elero€ his argumentJesus and the
Forgiveness of Sind64—65).
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is this who even forgives sins?)However, one should not necessarily
expect the same reaction when the audience is pumitively disposed
towards Jesus. In the literary context, Simon &cdbed as having invited
Jesus to his home (Luke 7:36) and was entertaithiagdea that Jesus
might be a prophet (Luke 7:39). This last obseovatilso creates addi-
tional challenges for Hagerland's interpretatioheTharrative raises the
guestion of Jesus’ possible prophetic identity, &ods with a note that
people were at a loss to understand his authdritigg 7:49), implying the
inadequacy of the prophetic category.

On the other hand, even if the narrative in Mak-22 is a stylized ac-
count, the blasphemy charge may very well haveritgn in actual accu-
sations that were made against Jesus. The ch#&gédi Jewish environ-
ment of the historical Jesus. Whereas Mishnah Shithepecifically
limits blasphemy to pronunciation of the divine raf7:5), first century
sources attest to a wider definition. Philo consdét to be blasphemous
to claim for oneself the prerogatives of G&bnhn2.130-131; cfDecal
63). The accusation against Jesus is understanialttés setting? In
contrast, in the Gentile setting of Mark’s Gosple& accusation would be
less natural. In this context, both Jews and Qanstwere accused of
being atheists, as they refused to participatéhénvtorship of the gods
(Josephu€. Ap 2.148; Mart. Pol. 9.2; Justipol. 1.6).

If the blasphemy charge at Jesus’ trial is autlemtigoes back to au-
thentic accusations that were made against Jdsagriterion of coher-
ence speaks in favor of the authenticity of theghaeflected in Mark 2:7
as well. The blasphemy charge in Mark 14:64 idyikied to Jesus’ claim
to return as the eschatological judg&uch a claim is closely related to

2*Hagerland, “Prophetic Forgiveness,” 138.

2 While she does not address the question of histtpritirectly, Adela Yarbro Collins
observes that the blasphemy charge is consistetit likely responses to Jesus’
announcement of forgiveness, as it would have b@smed as impinging on God'’s unique
authority (“The Charge of Blasphemy in Mark 14.643NT26 [2004]: 379-401, here
397). Like Hagerland, Sanders understands Jestgivémess as proclamation of God’s
forgiveness. He still finds the blasphemy chargbdgossible, although he considers the
case for blasphemy to be “extremely wealéwish Law63).

% For the authenticity of the blasphemy charge, seerdll Bock @lasphemy and
Exaltation in Judaism and the Final ExaminationJeus: A Philological-Historical Study
of the Key Jewish Themes Impacting Mark 14:61MWNT Il 106 [Tldbingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1998]; “Blasphemy and the Jewish Exanonatif Jesus,” irkey Events in the
Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exgtion of Context and Coherenced.
Darrell L. Bock and Robert L. Webb, WUNT 247 [Tugén: Mohr Siebeck, 2009], 589—
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the claim to forgive sins, as forgiveness is arncgrgtion of the eschato-
logical judgment.

The explanation that Jesus’ act of forgivenessaveerded new signif-
icance in the course of Christian tradition alse same inherent difficul-
ties. If, as Hagerland maintains, Jesus did prooedorgiveness in a dif-
ferent sense than what is presupposed in the Gospeltive, one must
answer the question why his action was interpretiéfgrently in the
Christian tradition. A possible answer is that gly church wished to
heighten the christological implications of thergtd However, this is not
an explanation that coheres very well with whatnewn about the views
of forgiveness in the early church. There is veitjel evidence that the
first Christians even saw Jesus in the role ofifamg sins, much less that
they invested his forgiveness with new meaninggikeness of sins was
still seen as God’s prerogative. Jesus himselfitahig disciples to pray
to the Father for forgiveness (Matt 6:12 par.; Mdhtt 6:14-15; 18:35;
Mark 11:25; Luke 23:34). When Jesus was associattd forgiveness,
the typical expression was that forgiveness is iaedun Jesus’ name
(Luke 24:47; Acts 2:38; 10:43; 1 John 2:12; cf. AtB:38), or, in Pauline
terminology, “in Christ” (Eph 1:7; Col 1:14). In ¢hundisputed Pauline
epistles, there is only one reference to forgivenafssins, namely the
guotation from Psalm 32:1-2 in Rom 4:7-8. Paul mel@ar that the
agent of forgiveness is God (Rom 4:6). This is d@lenorm in the later
writings, whenever the agent of forgiveness is mexjaicit (Acts 8:22;
Col 2:13; 1 John 1:9). Outside of the Gospels, didg 5:15 in the NT
possibly describes Jesus as the agent of forgiseftbe referent of
“Lord” may be either God or Jesus). In other wottigre is no identifia-
ble tendency in the early church to heighten tigaicance of Jesus as
the one who forgave sins. If the tradition behindrk2:1-12 par. was
motivated by such a tendency, that would have laegnique instance, as
far as the available evidence goes.

667), who understands the charge as being motiyatdasus’ words about himself as the
eschatological judge.

27 Martin Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliyn®nd ed. (Tilbingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1933), 63.
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The Integrity of Mark 2:1-12

The more conventional arguments against the integfi Mark 2:1-12
par. are made on form-critical grounds. The pas&ageen as a combina-
tion of a miracle story and a controversy stdrifagerland notes that the
scribes appear abruptly in versé®@n other controversy stories, the
scribes are introduced at the very beginning. Hanehe late appearance
of the scribes is characteristic of this sectiomMairk's Gospel (2:1-3:6),
a unit that betrays a very careful compositionaicitre® In these five
pericopes, Jesus’ opponents react to Jesus’ action®:6, the scribes
react to his forgiveness; in 2:16, the scribes taedPharisees react to his
eating with sinners and tax collectors; in 2:18 e disciples and the
Pharisees react to the fact that Jesus’ disciglesad fast (although this
pericope breaks with the pattern in that the narrattroduces the oppo-
nents first); in 2:24, the Pharisees react to ikeigles’ plucking grain on
the Sabbath; in 3:2, “they” were alerted by thespree of a man with a

2 gee, e.g., BultmanrGeschichte12; Ingrid MaischDie Heilung des Geldhmten: Eine
exegetisch-traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung Mk 2,1-12 SBS 52 (Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1972),29-39; Hans-Josefaukk, “Die Frage der
Sindenvergebung in der Perikope von der HeilungGahmten (Mk 2,1-12 parr.),”
Bz 25 (1981): 223-48, here 225-36. For a refutatidnthe various form-critical
hypotheses regarding this passage, see also @hrsiul Ceroke, “Is Mk 2:10 a Saying of
Jesus?’CBQ22 (1960): 369-90; Volker Hamp&¥lenschensohn und historischer Jesus:
Ein Ratselwort als Schliissel zum messianischenst8eibténdnis JesNeukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1990), 189-97.

2HagerlandJesus and the Forgiveness of SER2.

%0The individual pericopes in this section are comedn a more sophisticated way than
what is otherwise the case in Mark’s Gospel. THegancern the conflict between Jesus
and his opponents, a conflict that intensifies framunspoken accusation of blasphemy
(2:7) to an active conspiracy to have him killed6§3 There are only two stories in this
section that involve healing (2:1-12 and 3:1-6) #rey function as bookends. The first
two units (2:1-12 and 2:13-17) are linked togethyethe theme of sin and forgiveness,
and the last two (2:23-28 and 3:1-6) by the thefmhe Sabbath. The theme of eating
unites all the pericopes except the first and #st (2:13-17, 18-22, and 23-28). Many
scholars attribute the composition to a pre-Marganrce (following Martin AlbertzDie
synoptischen Streitgesprache: Ein Beitrag zur Forgeschichte des Urchristentums
[Berlin: Trowitzsch, 1921], 5). For the pre-Markamit comprising 2:1-28, see Heinz-
Wolfgang Kuhn, Altere Sammlungen im Markusevangeliu®@NTU 8 (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971), 86—89. Others hawepieal that Mark himself is
responsible for the composition (Joanna Dewdarkan Public Debate: Literary
Technique, Concentric Structure, and Theology inrkviz1-3:6 SBLDS 480 [Chico:
Scholars Press, 1979], 181-97; Wolfgang WeBBe neue Lehre in Vollmacht: Die
Streit- und Schulgesprache des Markus-EvangelildZNW 52 [Berlin: de Gruyter,
1989], 18-31).
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withered hand in Jesus’ vicinity. These featuresakrwith the normal
pattern of the other Markan controversy storieg,tha best explanation
for this anomaly is that it is characteristic o story-telling in Mark 2:1—
3:6.

Several scholars also appeal to the alleged diftere between the
meaning of the forgiveness saying in 2:5 and the ion2:10, and cite
these differences as an argument that 2:1-12 @rgpasite story. They
maintain that Jesus is merely announcing God'sifergss in 2:5,
whereas he is claiming to forgive on his own autiidn 2:10. It is my
contention, however, that this is not the mostigitforward reading of
2:5, even in isolation. It is a possible readingt for this reading to be
probable, the context has to provide clues that {Satle one who ulti-
mately forgives. Without such contextual clues,udesvords of for-
giveness in 2:5 are better interpreted along theedines as his words in
2:10.

In terms of style, scholars also argue that thetrépn of the phrase
Aéyer 1@ mapaAivTikd in v. 5a and v. 10b is an indication that two sinit
have been stitched together. The tortured synték1if-11 is viewed as
additional evidence of a secondary insertion. Aosdimate purpose
clause directed to the scribéso(d¢ €idtjte 611 €é€ovaiav Exetl O vIOG TOD
avOpdmov dpiévon aupaptiog éni Tig yiic) is interrupted by a main clause
addressed to the implied audienégy{ @ naporvtikd), followed by
Jesus’ direct address to the paralytigoi( Aéyw, &ysipe Gpov TOV
Kpafattdv cov kol Hmaye eic TV oikdv cov). However, these phenomena
stem from the subject matter: Jesus’ addressingdhibes concerning his
interaction with the paralytic. That it was feltcessary to employ this
syntactical infelicity in order to tell the stonam be seen by comparing
with Matthew and Luke. They have both made numenoadifications to
the pericope, including several changes to Jesasdsvin vv. 10-11, but
they have kept the syntactical structure of thessas unaltered.

With respect to the nature of the story, it is kelly that the forgiveness
account (2:1-5) would ever have existed withoutehsuing controversy
(2:6-10). As Gerd Theissen points out, Jesus’ pratree words of for-
giveness almost require a reaction from the otharacters in the narra-
tive. Formally, he also observes that an assurahtealing is rarely di-
rectly followed by an account of the healing itSelf

31 Gerd TheissenThe Miracle Stories of the Early Christian Traditiotrans. Francis
McDonagh (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1983), 164; cf. @ldDewey, Markan Public
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There are no compelling reasons, therefore, tonasgshat Mark 2:1—
12 is a composite story. It is rather an integratemy that most likely
rests on interrelated historical events: Jesusaf@gins by his own au-
thority, an activity that was perceived to be blespous, and, in order to
legitimate his actions, he was perceived to provm@culous healing. At
the earliest traceable stage, the account belotugsther with the other
stories that now make up Mark 2:1-8%6lf this composition is pre-
Markan, the evangelist may of course have subjeitterdsome editing,
most likely in terms of its setting. It is also caivable that the Son of
Man-saying in v. 10 ("so that you may know that 8en of Man has au-
thority on earth to forgive sins”) is a theologiGammentary that has
been added by the evangefistviewed in the immediate context, this
saying does not add new information to the staxgept for the introduc-
tion of the Son of Man-title. The theological pothait Jesus forgives on
his own authority is the most natural interpretatid his words in v. 5, an
interpretation that is confirmed both by the blasmply charge and by the
accompanying act of healing. At the literary levebwever, the saying
serves the important function of identifying Jeassghe Son of Man, and
provides the interpretive framework for Jesus’ sgjpent sayings about
the suffering and future glory of the Son of Mam the other hand, the
lack of positive evidence that the early Christiaveye interested in de-
veloping this title (except for Acts 7:56, it ortgcurs on Jesus’ lips in the
New Testament) serves as a counter-indicationddipothesis that this
saying has been added later. It should therefaréeconsidered as more
than a possibility.

Forgiveness and Jesus’ Self-Understanding

The above considerations show the difficulty ofuasisg that Jesus’ act
of forgiveness was fundamentally reinterpretechia ¢ourse of tradition.
But if the picture in the Synoptic Gospels is histally reliable, it has

serious implications for Jesus’ self-understandilfiglesus claimed for
himself a divine prerogative, he would either httveee himself as some-

Debate 77. Theissen later appears to have changed Mid, hiowever (Theissen and
Merz, Historical Jesus527).

32 Cf. note 30.

33 S0 Ceroke, “Is Mk 2:10 a Saying of Jesus?” 387-&@8itra DeweyMarkan Public
Debate 78-79.
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one who broke down the conventional barriers batm@ed and human
beings, or, as | have argued, he would have to retaded himself as
someone who could act in God’s pldtds it conceivable that a first-
century Jew would have held such a view of himself?

| will argue that there are several traits in tlaliest Jesus tradition
that corroborate such a picture of Jesus. In otfweds, the historicity of
Jesus’ forgiveness as an act of divine forgivesemsds well by the crite-
rion of coherence.

To offer forgiveness of sins in the sense indicaieove is to anticipate
the eschatological judgment of God. It is to anmeuthat a person is free
from guilt in God'’s judgment. On this interpretatjoJesus’ forgiveness
corresponds to his claim to function as the esdbgittal judge. There are
several sayings in which Jesus anticipates a tdleedinal judgment, but
it is not always clear what role he foresees fondalf. In some cases, his
role is consistent with that of a decisive withessh as when he declares:
“[tlhose who are ashamed of me and of my wordshis &dulterous and
sinful generation, of them the Son of Man will als® ashamed when he
comes in the glory of his Father with the holy dsgéMark 8:38)* But
there is one passage which is unambiguous, therjedgscene in Matt
25:31-46% In this passage, Jesus describes his future saleeaone who
will determine the eternal destiny of “all the a$” (Matt 25:32), de-
scribed as a shepherd who separates the sheephieayoats’

In Second Temple Judaism, the eschatological judge assumed to
be God, although there are some examples of hunthheavenly charac-
ters as judges, such as Abel (T. Ab. [A] 13:2-Bg &angel Melchizedek
(11Q13 1I, 13), and, most significantly, the Enacltion of Man (1 En.

34Grindheim,God’s Equa) 65-66, 76.

% Maurice CaseyThe Solution to the ‘Son of Man’ ProbleitNTS 343 (London: T&T
Clark, 2007), 185. Most scholars now reject theviorgsly popular view that Jesus
referred to someone other than himself as the $&faa (Rudolf BultmannTheology of
the New Testamentol. 1, trans. Kendrick Grobel [London: SCM, 19528-32; Heinz
Eduard Todt,Der Menschensohn in der synoptischen Uberliefer{@gtersloh: Gerd
Mohn, 1959], 105-6; Carsten Colpe&y iog t0d avBpdmov,” in TDNT 8:400-477, here
433-60; Ferdinand HahnChristologische Hoheitstitel FRLANT 83 [Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963], 32-53).

%8 The authenticity of this passage is disputed, butide range of scholars affirm the
historicity of its basic elements. For a discussioml review of scholarly positions, see
Grindheim,God’s Equal 80-92.

%1t is debatable whether “all the nations” inclutie tlewish people, but that question does
not fundamentally affect the picture of Jesus asethatological judge.
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49:4; 55:4). However, these judges do not funcéierthe ultimate judge
(cf. T. Ab. [A] 13:7-8; 11Q13 II, 10-11; 1 En. 49:28:2-3; 55:3-4;

61:8-9)* Their role is subordinate to God. Jesus’ claimMatt 25:31—

46 therefore go further in assuming a function thelbnged exclusively
to God. In any case, for our present purposesfitces to observe that
Jesus’ claim to be the eschatological judge seagesorroborating evi-
dence for my interpretation of Jesus’ forgivendsdesus claimed to de-
termine the destiny of human beings in the afrlit coheres with his
claim to offer the forgiveness that only God copitdnounce.

There are several other aspects of Jesus’ mirtisatycorroborate the
picture of a character who saw himself in the afl&od?® In contrast to
Jewish miracle-workers such as Honi the Circle-maand Hanina ben
Dosa, Jesus does not pray for or appeal to Godiepwhen he is per-
ceived to perform miracles. He also interpretse¢hagacles with a refer-
ence to God’'s own eschatological intervention. Asntioned above, Je-
sus refers to his exorcisms as proof that God’'glkirule is present. This
manifestation of this rule and the concomitant defef Satan were in
Second Temple Judaism associated with God’s owningpifT. Mos.
10:1, 3). In the Lukan version of the Beelzebuligmye (Luke 10:20),
Jesus identifies his own exorcisms as the workaf'finger (an expres-
sion that elsewhere is used for the unmediatedvietéion of God [Exod
8:15; 31:18; Deut 9:10]). Jesus also made demdratspresupposed an
authority that only God could claim. He set aside tommandment to
honor one’s parents when he asked an aspiringptisaiot to bury his
father (Matt 8:22 par.). He implicitly substitutedmmitment to himself
for the commandment to love God when he answeredith man by
guoting from the ten commandments and proceededllthim to leave
everything and follow Jesus (Mark 10:19-21 pan)thle so-called antith-
eses in Matthew’s Gospel (Matt 5:21-48), he implicplaced his own
authority at the same level as the divine commamdsnehen he sharp-
ened these commandments on no other authorityttieawords “but | tell
you.”

Scholars reach different conclusions regardinghiistoricity of these
claims, but the cumulative weight of this evidepoénts in the same di-
rection: Jesus did see himself in a role that idalsm was reserved for
God.

%8 Grindheim,God’s Equa) 93-99.
% Grindheim,God’s Equa) passim
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Conclusion

I am therefore inclined to read the healing accaonMark 2:1-12 as
based on historical events. As is the case withatllatives, it is selective
and stylized. However, the fact that Jesus forgsws, that his for-
giveness provoked a charge that he was blasphemntythat he per-
formed a healing miracle to authenticate his wondg all be historically
reliable elements.

It is also unlikely that Jesus intended his forgiees to be understood
in analogy with the forgiveness of the prophetse Téference to God as
the ultimate source of forgiveness is lacking.hi basic elements of the
account in Mark 2:1-12 are accepted as authehey, positively militate
against such an interpretation. Instead, the bestpretation of Jesus’
words is that he took it upon himself to do sommeghonly God could do,
as | have argued.

But even if only the fact that Jesus forgave isntksg to be historical, it
is unwarranted to interpret this event in lighttloé prophets’ announce-
ment of forgiveness. Hagerland’'s examples do notvsthat human be-
ings were thought to be able to forgive sins indbecTemple Judaism.
They show that prophets were thought to be abentmunce God's for-
giveness. It has not been demonstrated that a dtifargive, when it
stands alone, would have been acceptable. Hag&rlaggdlanation that
Jesus’ forgiveness was prophetic forgiveness regire assumption that
his words of forgiveness originally belonged initiedent context, a con-
text in which a reference to God'’s forgiveness masle.

If the context in Mark 2:1-12 is deemed inauthertie only thing we
know is that Jesus announced the forgiveness sf Without knowledge
of the context in which he made such announcemesgts;annot be con-
fident of any interpretation. As long as we do have any evidence that
he made reference to the forgiveness of God, hawé#we most probable
interpretation is still that Jesus was claimingdtm something that only
God was believed to be able to do.



