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      Preface

      
      
      This is one of two volumes. Together they make up a comparative ethnography of the
         world’s great religions, focusing on the relationships between their main ideas, their
         organizations and their roles in history and world affairs. It is not an argument
         in favor of or against any one religion, or religion in general. As an anthropologist,
         my interest in this particular type of human activity is no different from what it
         would be for any other. The basic questions are always, “What are they doing, how
         are they doing it, and why?”
      

      
      The description has six features that are different from what we usually see in basic
         surveys of the world religions. The first is that it is thoroughly empirical. It is
         therefore also “humanistic.” I do not claim to describe or know about things beyond
         human experience.
      

      
      Second, I do not start with a definition of religion, nor is my aim to arrive at one
         in conclusion. One reason is that we do not need one. The major traditions have identified
         each other. The other reason is that such a definition would be distorting. We can
         see that each of the recognized religions has its own idea of what religion is in
         general, and these ideas are not the same. Yet they all function in the same way.
         They act like built-in “mission statements.” They are the way the tradition defines
         what it should be doing in general, and against this the tradition then further describes
         itself as a way, or the way, to do it. It follows that imposing a general idea of religion on a tradition
         that is alien to its own general idea of religion is the same as imposing an alien
         purpose or standard of performance on it. It automatically devalues their own purposes
         and distorts their ways of accomplishing them.
      

      
      The third feature is that it recognizes that these worldwide religious traditions
         have important similarities to a number of other worldwide traditions that we similarly
         associate with “higher” society or civilization, including government, law, military
         organizations, business, scholarly and scientific professions, and formal education.
      

      
      The fourth feature is that it emphasizes the interpretation of foundational texts
         and textual materials, rather than “beliefs.” There are several reasons, but the main
         one is that this is also the focus of the religious professionals.
      

      
      The fifth is its focus on organizations, which are built from the ideas drawn from
         the texts and stabilized by the texts.
      

      
      The sixth feature is its focus on purposes and strategies. This includes the purposes
         of the concerned officers and organizations and the main purposes that bring adherents
         or supporters to these officers and organizations.
      

      
      Taken together, these features let us see religion in its cultural entirety from production
         to application and back to production. This in turn lets us understand it on an even
         footing with other traditions and organizations of similar prominence.
      

      
       

      
      Murray J.  Leaf

      
      University of Texas, Dallas
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      Chapter 1

      Introduction

      
         
         
      

      
      Human societies are pluralistic. They have institutions of several different kinds:
         religions, governments, formal education, economies, militaries, sciences, the learned
         professions, families, and kinship organizations. These are not mutually compatible;
         they do not combine into some larger integrated whole. Moreover, in every place inhabited
         by a few thousand people or more, some of these institutions are unique to that place
         or nearly so and some may be worldwide. My concern here is with what are often called
         the “great” religions, all of which are now either worldwide or nearly so. They are
         also described as “organized” religions (although there are other organized religions
         not so widely distributed). These religions can be found in many different communities
         around the world, and in those communities they are juxtaposed to each other and to
         many other institutions of other kinds. The two major questions I address are “What
         are they?” and “What effects do they have?”
      

      
      Since each of these traditions confronts some or all of the others in some places,
         misrepresentations and misunderstandings abound—as do actual conflicts. To understand
         the traditions on an even footing, objectively, we need to get beyond stereotypes.
         To do this we need to put their ideas, actions, and effects in context, and to do
         this we have to see them as they are seen by those involved. This does not preclude
         making our own independent evaluation afterward, but we first need to know what we
         are evaluating. This is not easy. We have centuries of mutual misrepresentation to
         overcome—much more than with most other worldwide systems.
      

      
      At a basic descriptive level, this means that I need to answer questions like “How
         can they believe that?” Or “How can he say that?” At a more conceptual level it means I need to explain how people actually
         interpret the ideas and ceremonies of their traditions. What is a god in Hindu mythology?
         How do people deal with so many of them? How many are there? Does it matter? What
         are the Vedas about? What is a guru? Why don’t some Buddhist stupas even have interiors?
         What is the meaning of that big thing that looks like a gate in Japan? What is God
         in Christian or Jewish theory? (Is there just one notion for each, or are there several,
         and why?) What is jihad? What is an Ayatollah? Why do Muslim extremists attack Sufis? What is the authority
         of a Rabbi, a Catholic Priest, or a Buddhist monk? What is Islamic law about? Does
         Hindu law represent divine commands? What is the relation between Hinduism and caste?
         How can Buddhism be a religion if it is atheistic? Is Confucianism really a religion?
         What is the Tao? Why do some religions require exclusive loyalty while others do not?
         And so on.
      

      
       At a still higher and more comparative level it means I need to explain how to translate
         the ideas from one system into their counterparts in others or explain how and why
         they do not have counterparts. Where are the real agreements and disagreements, and
         what difference do they make? What leads members of different religious communities
         sometime to live together in harmony and sometime to divide against one another in
         murderous conflict?
      

      
       Still more broadly, it means that I need to explain how all of this relates to the
         major institutions of other kinds. How does religious law relate to state law? What
         shapes the outcome when there is a conflict between religion and state law? Does religion
         in India have the same political significance and importance as in the United States?
         Are Muslims more susceptible to political manipulation by appeals to their religion
         than Christians? Do religions that espouse peace actually lead to less violent behavior?
         Is there a natural antipathy between some religions and democracy? Are some religions
         more conducive to science? Is there a special antipathy between some religions and
         others?
      

      
       My basic methodological assumption is what anthropologists have described as the
         hypothesis of the psychic unity of man. The way to understand a tradition that makes
         the most sense is to assume that its spokesmen and supporters are people like thee
         and me.
      

      
       Every current survey of world religions I have looked at treats them as sets of “beliefs
         and practices”—what Hindus believe and what their major ceremonies are, what Christians
         believe, and so on. As a way to explain human institutions, this is rather odd. What
         would your reaction be to a comparison of world governmental systems written this
         way—or world economic systems, military systems, or revolutionary movements? The world
         religions are no different. In fact, in various places and times most of them have
         served as governments, economic systems, military systems or revolutionary movements.
      

      
      The world religions are complex social phenomena. Each one uses ideas of several different
         kinds. They include substantial systems of physical infrastructure. They have provisions
         for economic support. They embody their own systems of scholarship. They produce propaganda
         and they are politically important in many different ways. From time to time their
         leaders in various places have commanded armies and conducted wars. This cannot be
         explained simply by reviewing them as so many sets of beliefs. In many ways, “beliefs”
         in the sense of opinions or convictions of individuals are the least important part.
         Publicly attested ideas are usually important—depending on which ones. Widely held
         myths may be important, and indeed are usually vehicles for the publicly attested
         ideas. Widely circulated texts may be important. Organizations are almost always important,
         but some more so than others. Public arguments, statements, declarations that get
         wide support or opposition are important. Enforced laws are absolutely important.
         Building other physical locations of recognized functional or symbolic importance
         are important. And of course also mass movements organized by means of public arguments,
         statements, charters, and the like. But individual beliefs such as the common run
         of textbooks claim to describe may or may be what hold these phenomena together and
         motivate the people that they are attributed to, and my own experience has been that
         they generally are not.
      

      
      To understand any one of these traditions, we need to identify what is important in
         each class of phenomena—ideas, texts, statements, organizations, social movements,
         and whatever matters in that case—and explain how they are connected to each other.
         This cannot be done by recounting “beliefs.” It requires serious social theory.
      

      
      Although I draw heavily on philosophy and religious scholarship for the texts, ideas,
         and histories of the various traditions, my underlying theory is anthropological.
         It is the same that I have applied previously in the description of marriage strategies
         in an Indian village (Leaf, 1972), the green revolution in Punjab agriculture (Leaf,
         1984), Indian constitutional conflicts (Leaf 1985), the organizational basis of socio-economic
         development in India and the third world generally (Leaf 1998), and social organization
         in general (Leaf 2009; Leaf and Read 2012).
      

      
      This perspective provides precision and concreteness. We can be much clearer about
         what our subject matter is and how the statements we make can be shown to be factually
         true or false.
      

      
      Other Approaches

      
      Before I decided to write this, I tried for over ten years to teach a course on the
         world religions with textbooks that were already available. The course was intended
         to be a follow-up to another on what used to be called “primitive religion.” This
         used the Reader in Comparative Religion: An Anthropological Approach, edited by William Lessa and Evon Vogt and published in several editions from 1958
         to 1997. Students liked the approach and wanted to extend it to the larger-scale religions
         they were more familiar with. The available texts fell into three broad groups, distinguished
         by their assumptions and substantive focus. Since the groups are still “out there,”
         it may help to say what they were and why they were unsatisfactory—to my students
         as well as to me. They are: sociology of religion, anthropology of religion, and comparative
         religion. Although very different from one another, in my view they all share two
         related failings. First, they are too narrowly focused on saying something about religion
         without asking if it is also true of non-religion. Second, because they do not try
         to say clearly what their subject matter is not, their conception of what it is remains
         unnecessarily vague.
      

      
      Sociology of Religion

      
      The aim of the sociology of religion is to show that religion provides the overriding
         or dominant system of social norms in society. The method is to write as if it were
         so. That is, the hypothesis to be proved becomes the assumption that guides the selection
         and arrangement of evidence: what fits the thesis is religion, what does not is something
         else or unimportant.
      

      
      The roots of sociology of religion are the roots of sociology itself. The term “sociology“
         was invented by August Comte (1851) as part of “positivism,” which he also invented.
         Positivism was offered as a comprehensive philosophy, cosmology, science, and religion—a
         new “religion of humanity” that would replace the old religion that Comte much admired,
         but argued was no longer suited to our new, industrial, age. By this, he meant totalistic
         and totalitarian pre-Renaissance Catholicism as he understood it. Only such a comprehensive
         scheme could rectify the disunity created by the industrial revolution and cure what
         he called the “delusions of republicanism.”
      

      
      Comte’s fundamental claim was that in the natural condition of society religion controlled
         all thought. Religion and thought naturally evolved through three stages, represented
         by three basic religious ideas: fetishism, metaphysics, and positivism. Fetishism
         was the belief that each thing did what it did or was what it was because it had its
         own unique spirit that made it so. Metaphysics is the belief that things are moved
         or caused by general principles, such as the idea that opium makes one sleepy because
         it contains a “soporific principle.” Positivism is the belief—which for Comte was
         a truth—that there are no general causes at all but only correlations, and we impose
         order on such correlations by imposing our own “subjectivity” on it. His argument
         was quite literally for mind over matter in opposition to the Marxists’ matter over
         mind, idealism over materialism. Given this, it followed that we could have one, single,
         ordered, ideology that would integrate all of science, religion, government, and social
         organization, ending the disorder that had been set in motion by the industrial revolution.
         Sociology was the recognition of this fact, and also the project of imposing the particular
         set of norms represented by Comte’s Religion of Humanity, which was explicitly a revised
         form of universal Catholicism that also envisioned a Positivist Republic dominating
         Europe (and eventually the world) with France as its “natural center” (1875: 66).
         The sociology of religion was the project of justifying this with descriptive studies
         to support Comte’s claims.
      

      
      Comte was recognized as a political ideologue, and often as a lunatic, rather than
         any kind of scientist. The first efforts to recast his views of religion and society
         more calmly and objectively as a scientific theory were in Britain. John Stewart Mill,
         his associate and supporter, argued for an Anglicized view of positivism in general
         in Comte and Positivism (1865) while offering his utilitarianism as a less explicitly totalitarian alternative
         to Comte’s Religion of Humanity—although noting in the end of the fourth chapter that
         Comte would agree in principle with his proposal for comprehensive indoctrination
         from infancy.
      

      
       In Primitive Culture (1871) E. B. Tylor argued for Comte’s ideas of religion in British anthropology.
         Tylor did not use either the term “sociology” or “positivism,” doubtless because he
         recognized their lack of scientific acceptance at the time. But he began the book
         by repeating Comte’s argument that recognizing human free will was “incompatible with
         scientific argument” (1871: 3) and went on to explicitly cite and accept Comte’s ideas
         of science and science and scientific method at every key point. He also described
         Comte’s view that “fetishism” was the original form of religion—and hence of all thought—as
         the forerunner of his own view that this original form was actually “animism” (1889:
         i: 144).
      

      
      In France, Comte’s conceptions of religion and science were detached from his program
         for political authoritarianism by Emile Durkheim and his associates involved with
         L’Annee Sociologique. The paradigmatic work for the analysis of religion in this group was Emile Durkheim’s
         1912 Les Formes Elementaires de la Vie Religieuse, published in English as Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (1915). In Germany, corresponding arguments were made by Max Weber in his trilogy
         comparing The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism with parallel analyses of The Religion of China and The Religion of India. All of these positions continue to have supporters and all these studies are still
         regarded as scholarly classics.
      

      
      After World War II, Weber’s arguments were publicized in the United States by Talcott
         Parsons and his followers. They were adapted to Japan by Parsons’ student Robert Bellah
         in Tokugawa Religion (1957). Clifford Geertz followed Bellah’s model in The Religion of Java (1960) and The Interpretation of Cultures (1973). Brian Morris’s (1987) Anthropological Studies of Religion: An Introductory Text places itself in the same line of authors and arguments, despite the title.
      

      
       This line of argument depends on a very strange and self-serving view of what facts
         are. As Harold Garfinkel has said (somewhat cryptically): “The objective reality of
         social facts is sociology’s fundamental principle” (2002; 65). A “social fact” was
         defined by Durkheim as a fact required by social theory; it was not necessarily a
         fact based on observation. For Durkheim, the existence of an idea of a totemic clan—an
         actual idea held by actual Australians—may be an ordinary fact, and as such was of
         no great importance. But the existence of the clan, as an all-encompassing unity expressed through ceremonies and manifested in
         behavior postulated in Durkheim's theory, was a social fact. The logic of Weber’s
         “ideal types” is parallel, as is Parsons’ “value orientations,” and so on.
      

      
      If we look for facts in the more ordinary sense of direct observations that hold up
         under critical and comparative analysis, then what we see is that religions clearly
         do not control peoples’ behavior as these authors say. Equally to the point, there
         is no community that really has only one, and finally none of their characterizations
         of any religion actually holds up. Medieval or early Renaissance Catholicism was not
         what Comte said it was; Australian Totemism is not what Durkheim said it was; Protestantism
         is not what Weber said it was, and there is no actual religion of Java to match Geertz’s
         description.
      

      
      Consider Geertz. His claim is that the apparent ideological and religious pluralism
         of Java is a kind of illusion. There is one religion for all of Java. It is all encompassing,
         and includes Hinduism, several different sects of Islam, indigenous shamanism of various
         kinds, and several political ideologies. His explanation is that each has a distinctly
         Indonesian twist that brings them all together in such a way as to create a unified
         whole, which in turn actually creates a unified society. It is easy to imagine that
         some Indonesians could regard this as something they might wish for, but it is without
         doubt not what they actually experience. To the people of Java, these various sets
         of ideas and practices are clearly not the same, nor are the people they are associated
         with. Often in history, including the recent past, they have engaged in bloody conflict
         with one another.
      

      
      So how does Geertz justify a construction so clearly at variance with indigenous perceptions?
         The answer lies in his definition. It is that “a religion is: (1) system of symbols
         which acts to (2) establish powerful, pervasive, and long-lasting moods and motivations
         in men by (3) formulating conceptions of a general order of existence and (4) clothing
         these conceptions with such an aura of factuality that (5) the moods and motivations
         seem uniquely realistic” (1973: 90).
      

      
      To construct this “system of symbols,” Geertz explicitly rejects what elsewhere he
         calls the “provincial” distinction between a symbol as an observable object and the
         meaning that it is taken, or made, to signify (1973: 14). There are serious problems
         with this rejection. J. Tim O’Meara has described them (1989: 363). As O’Meara argues,
         if you do not consistently recognize a distinction between what you are interpreting
         (the symbol) and the interpretation you place on it (the meaning), there is no way
         you can articulate a consistent and verifiable theory of interpretation. Geertz’s
         rejection of empirical methods in favor of his explicitly personal and subjective
         “interpretivism” logically follows—not from the facts but from the way Geertz’s definition
         muddles them.
      

      
      Actually, the conventional distinction between a symbol and a meaning is quite useful
         and we will use it. A symbol is an object; a meaning is an idea it is conventionally
         understood to stand for. And the idea is not attached to the symbol by Geertz (or
         me) as an outside interpreter but by the cultural actors we want to understand.
      

      
      Anthropology of Religion

      
      As my descriptions of Tylor, Geertz, and Morris have already indicated, some of those
         who use the assumptions and methods of the sociology of religion are anthropologists,
         not sociologists, by professional identification. But other anthropologists make opposed
         assumptions. This is what I want to describe under the heading the anthropology of
         religion. These are the kind of anthropologists who were most prominent in Lessa and
         Vogt’s reader. By and large they are much less interested in making general statements
         about religion than they are in providing solidly empirical analyses of specific kinds
         of phenomena that can be associated with religions, among other things. Several of
         the leading writers in this block of work draw explicitly on pragmatic philosophy
         and epistemology in opposition to the positivism of the sociology of religion.
      

      
      For example, E. R. Leach, in “Two Essays Concerning the Symbolic Representation of
         Time” (1961), elegantly argued that myths and rituals express culturally specific
         concepts of time, and that symbolically reversing or inverting such cultural conceptions
         is precisely what marks events as occurring in a ritual time and space as opposed
         to ordinary time and space for that cultural context. In “The Abominations of Leviticus”
         (1966), Mary Douglas argued that reading Leviticus only as a set of dietary rules
         does not account for most of what is actually said. The far more comprehensive and
         deeper theme was an idea of what made the difference between things that were “clean”
         and things that were “unclean,” in which clean was equated with cognitively clear
         and unclean with cognitively dissonant.
      

      
      A large body of studies has been specifically concerned with rites of passage. These
         now add up to a solid description of very general features that seem to recur widely
         in such rituals whether or not their context is religious. Victor Turner, especially,
         has detailed the symbolic steps that such transitions seem always, logically, to require.
         This is essentially a representation of the current status, its removal to create
         a condition of social nakedness that he calls “liminality,” and finally a representation
         of the acquisition of the new status (Turner, 1967, 1969). Turner’s works also include
         an extensive but subtle exploration of the possible universality of the Christian
         conflict between creed and conscience—between the demands for adherence to external
         signs of faith as against the importance of inner conviction.
      

      
      In a different vein, Turner’s analysis of the Isoma ceremony of the Ndembu in The Ritual Process (1969) makes it very clear that the function of this ritual is not analogous to religion
         in a Western sense nearly so much as to a Western marital reconciliation process in
         family court.
      

      
      Stanley Tambiah, describing “The Meaning and Form of Magical Acts” (1973), argues
         that this meaning is “performative.” It does not lie in what the magical act is intended
         to cause, but in what it says and allows others to agree on. This is not the first
         such formulation—the idea is essentially the pragmatic conception of meaning in general—but
         it is a very nice formulation. And numerous scholars using similar interpretations
         have pointed out the rational or ethical good sense of many seemingly bizarre ideas
         and practices from scapulamancy to soul-loss.
      

      
      Most of anthropology of religion does not focus on the main organized religions but
         on “folk religion” or on ideas, organizations, and activities that resemble those
         of the main organized religions in some way. Common topics include the analysis of
         myth (other than those of the main texts of the main organized religions), shamans
         and shamanism, witchcraft, divination, ancestor worship, ritual and the analysis of
         ritual, and the “function” of religion usually in a psychological sense. Anthropologists
         often write as though these are the originals of “mainstream” organized religion,
         or the elements out of which evolved, but in fact they very often exist side by side
         with it. David K. Jordan, unusually, has provided a comprehensive description of all
         of such religious-like ideas and practices in an agricultural village in Taiwan (1972).
         These included both the ideas and usages that were identified with the professionally
         formalized Chinese religious traditions (Confucianism, Buddhism, and Taoism) and the
         many ideas and practices that were not related to them. I did something similar in
         my studies of a Sikh village in Punjab (1972, 1984) although since my main purpose
         was to describe the social organization rather than the totality of religion and folk-religion,
         I did not try to track down all the counterparts of what Jordan described for Taiwan.
      

      
      The portion of the anthropology of religion that does focus on the major traditions
         usually looks only at their local application, or sometimes imitation. There is, for
         example, a substantial literature on cargo systems in villages in Mexico and Guatemala. These are men’s organizations associated
         with the local Catholic Church. They often perform services related to the church,
         such as organizing processions, but they have no specific charter in Catholic doctrine
         (like the monastic orders have, for example). They also perform many other kinds of
         community functions. So it seems clear they actually carry over from pre-Catholic
         times. There is a similar literature on “Compadrasco”—God-parentage. Another topic
         is “millenarian” religious movements among Native North Americans, which have an obvious
         Christian flavor that often includes “prophets” and apocalyptic promises of a return
         to aboriginal conditions. I have no quarrel with any of these studies; they fill out
         the picture. But what they describe cannot be assumed to be simple or original versions
         of the large-scale, professional and scholarly traditions that I describe here.
      

      
      More recently, there has been some anthropological movement toward focusing directly
         on the large-scale traditions. This is represented by Religion and Culture, edited by Ray Scupin (2000). Of the twenty-one chapters, ten are on “great traditions,”
         Eastern and Western. The chapters on the Western religions are titled “Judaism,” “Protestantism,”
         “Catholicism,” and “Islam,” each by a different author. Their perspective, however,
         is somewhat more external than mine, less sharply opposed to that of the sociology
         of religion, and partly for that reason gives a less systematic picture of what holds
         each tradition together. Each “ism” is described in a more generalized way and the
         authors devote considerable attention to weaving in the contributions of various anthropologists
         that have studied one usually localized aspect or another. My concern is with seeing
         each tradition as their own professionals do and with the organizational and social
         significance of their arguments as their own adherents and opponents see them, internally
         and externally.
      

      
      

      Comparative Religion

      
      The phrase “comparative religion” is most commonly understood to designate a part
         of religious studies. These authors are usually trained in the scholarship of a specific
         denomination and often hold religious office in that denomination, but they are not
         simply apologists seeking to justify their tradition. Many are intensely concerned
         with being absolutely empirical; I will rely on several of this sort. Others are empirical
         in a more limited way. They do not explicitly argue for any one religion, but they
         do argue for religion in general as they understand it. Specifically, quite a few
         writers assume that there is something beyond ordinary knowledge that the various
         traditions are trying to get at. They differ in their views of exactly what that is.
         Prominent examples run from Max Müller’s Anthropological Religion (1892) to Mercia Eliade and Ioan Couliano’s The Eliade Guide to World Religions (1991). Contemporary textbooks in this tradition include John B. Noss’s Man’s Religions (many editions), Ninian Smart’s The Religious Experience (also many editions) and other works, Huston Smith’s Our Great Wisdom Traditions (1991), and the many works of Joseph Campbell. Comparative religion has not provided
         analyses of the common features of ritual process, cultural symbolism, and behavior
         in the way anthropologists have, but it does focus on the mainstream traditions and
         often does a much better job than the sociology of religion in describing how the
         various ideas and interpretations hang together from the point of view of their proponents.
      

      
      The most conspicuous problem in contemporary comparative religion is a religio-centrism
         that draws their theory in the direction of the sociology of religion. Lacking a general
         theory of social organization to place religion within, the most common inclination
         has been to take each tradition in relative isolation from non-religious institutions
         and then compare them to each other to find “the distinctively religious.” One result
         is to overstate what the major religions have in common with each other while understating
         or ignoring what they have in common with traditions considered non-religious. Another
         result is to find that the “distinctively religious“ is beyond ordinary perception.
         For example, in The Religious Experience Ninian Smart illustrates his central concept this way:
      

      
      
         For example, St. Paul perhaps rode down the Damascus Road in a chariot: his perception
            of the chariot and the horse was an experience. But such a perception could not properly
            be called a “religious experience,” unless for some special reason the sight of the
            chariot suddenly revealed something fundamental about God’s nature. A religious experience
            involves some kind of “perception” of the invisible world, or involves a perception
            that some visible person or thing is a manifestation of the invisible world. (1996:
            10)
         

         
      

      Despite the quotation marks around perception, Smart clearly assumes that there is
         an invisible world to have an experience of and this is what religion is about. He
         relates this to the idea of a “numinous” experience: “the feeling of awe, dread, mystery,
         and fascination experienced when confronted with what is holy, uncanny, or supernatural”
         and to Rudolph Otto’s association of religion with the “idea of the Holy” (1996: 19).
         Eliade, also in the same tradition as Otto, describes it as representing “the sacred.”
         Emile Durkheim similarly speaks of “the sacred” as though it was a real thing or quality
         and, in addition, equates it with society as if society were an equally real entity—“over
         and above” the individuals who make it up. Max Weber’s argument for “charisma” parallels
         Durkheim’s argument for “the sacred.”
      

      
      Assertions about the existence of things beyond experience have important functions
         in some religious traditions, but not all. They have no use in empirical descriptions
         of religions.
      

      
      A second objection to this kind of explanation of religious claims is that in many
         cases the religious thinkers who originally made those claims recognized that their
         real value was not descriptive but social or moral. It ought to be clear to almost
         every mature thinker that when Jesus claimed that he was the Son of God, what was
         really at issue was not his paternity but his authority as an interpreter of Jewish
         law. In such a case, if we turn around and offer to explain the claims and their impact simply by asserting the actual existence of God (or “the
         sacred” etc.), we are very seriously missing both the implications of his assertion
         and the courage involved in making it.
      

      
      If religions did not serve useful purposes they would not be preserved and passed
         on from generation to generation by so many people with so many different interests,
         abilities, and levels of sophistication. We should not expect such purposes to be
         simplistic, narrowly selfish, or purely materialistic any more than we would in trying
         to understand philosophy, science, or art. But it is obviously the sensible and sound
         ideas in these traditions, the ideas that respond to the more practical and decent
         inclinations of people, that best account for their spread, persistence, and power.
      

      
       To be purposive requires coherence. Tales of signs and wonders, supernatural interventions,
         magic, and miracles can be added to any story. They can be multiplied indefinitely
         and every religious tradition has versions of its main stories that are full of them,
         whether they are consistent with the core teachings or not. Doubtless they add scope
         for saying things that seem interesting and inventive. But precisely because they
         defy laws of experience and logic, they give no coherence. So coherence must come
         from somewhere else.
      

      
      Religious leaders usually handle their ideas in a professional way. Passionately committed,
         usually, to the ideas that define their professions they are nevertheless generally
         sober and calculating in the uses they make of them. They see that the argument that
         claims too much is as damaging to their cause as the argument that claims too little,
         and by and large they know the difference between someone who leads others and someone
         who can only think of ways to bully or bamboozle them. Of course there are extremists
         and lunatics, fools and charlatans. Of course they attract attention. But precisely
         because they are extremists they do not usually represent the deep current of thought
         that carries forward into history. They spring up. They create a reaction and they
         are blown away by it. There is a difference between a caricature and the real thing
         and one aim of a comparative study of this sort is to provide insight into what this
         difference is.
      

      
      “Higher” Traditions in General

      
      The general class of cultural phenomena that the world religions belong to can be
         described as large-scale, translocal, multi-organizational, professionalized cultural complexes. For brevity, I will call them professionalized cultural complexes.
      

      
      A cultural complex is a system of cultural ideas together with the organizations that
         those ideas are used to construct and maintain. The main organized religions never
         have just one organization. Rather, the ideas are used to form multiple sects, which
         in turn usually have organizations of several different kinds. Sects share ideas with
         one another but not organizations. Each tradition as a whole, then, actually involves
         a set of organizations held together by a common identification but otherwise generally
         in competition with one another.
      

      
      Such complexes generally have one set of core ideas by which they are primarily identified
         by those who adhere to them, and other idea systems considered related or peripheral.
         An example is the ideas of the teachings of the Buddha and the associated but logically
         distinct ideas that define monasteries.
      

      
      “Professionalized” always involves at least two distinct types of role definitions. One of these is the professional, the other as
         some form of client. A professional is a person who takes a role defined as a spokesman
         or representative of the tradition, who draws all or most of their subsistence from
         acting in title of this position, and who in turn is devoted to maintaining one or
         more of the organizations of the tradition. A religious professional is not necessarily
         a priest, monk, or other similar ceremonial officiant. There are many others: deacons,
         managers, temple musicians, teachers, scribes, and even temple prostitutes. The roles
         of professionals are defined in relation to roles for other professionals and their
         clients. Examples of religious clients are the laity, students, followers, congregants,
         novices, or audiences. Examples of clients from other such professionalized cultural
         complexes are recruits or civilians for the military, students for schools, citizens
         and voters for government, and witnesses, jurors, and litigants for law.
      

      
      Trans-local means that whatever “local” communities are thought to be, these are recognized
         as extending beyond them or across them. They define communities in the sense of “the
         military community” or “the legal community,” whose extent cannot be specified geographically.
         It is rather specified in terms of qualities or requirements of membership in the
         concerned organizations or as bearers of its cultural information. “Large-scale” means
         that with just one exception (Shinto) they are substantially worldwide in distribution.
         The idea of a household or village is associated with the idea of a specific geographical
         location. The idea of Christianity or Buddhism is not.
      

      
      The Theory

      
      Empiricism is not something arcane or mysterious. The key is to recognize how many
         different kinds of phenomena can be made reliably observable. We can observe physical
         things like buildings, physical actions and sights and sounds, but we can just as
         easily observe languages, linguistic grammaticality, symbols, meanings, ideas, feelings,
         emotions, purposes, beauty and ugliness, fear and happiness, order and disorder, clarity
         and confusion. We do it all the time. The scientific problem is to make such observations
         objective. This is done by finding ways to make our individual experiences communicable
         to others in such a way that others can be sure of what we are saying and respond
         in kind. In order to do this, one of the most important mental disciplines is to avoid
         mixing up what we observe about claims people make with what we can observe about
         the supposed objects of those claims. Gods may or may not be observable depending
         on how they are defined (as we will see), but definitions of gods are always observable
         as definitions. Stories may be false as statements of fact, but they are always observable as stories and as such we can make quite verifiable observations about their subject matter,
         construction, rhetorical techniques distribution, and purpose.
      

      
       When we apply a strictly empirical method in the problem of describing human societies,
         we get an empirical theory of human society. This may sound like a truism, but it
         is not. There are many things we can apply such a method to without this result, because
         when we apply it we discover that the thing we apply it to is not empirically real
         or observable. The history of science is littered with such outcomes, from the effort
         to describe Ptolemy’s crystalline spheres to the effort to find the relation between
         culture and personality. (The latter effort assumed that culture and personality were
         both singularities and somehow matched one another; they aren’t and they don't.)
      

      
      The theory that the descriptions here are based on is laid out most systematically
         in Human Organizations and Social Theory (Leaf 2009) and Human Thought and Social Organization: Anthropology on a New Plane (Leaf and Read, 2012). I cannot re-argue it here but I need to call attention to the
         major phenomena it distinguishes, since this will let us avoid some common confusions.
      

      
      My starting point is a definite and rigorous conception of an organization. In human
         society:
      

      
      
         An organization is . . . a mutual adjustment of behavior that the participants are
            conscious of engaging in, that has a name or designation, that involves mutual recognition
            by the members of each other, that involves conscious commitments of the members to
            each other, and that the members expect to persist over a specifiable time period.
            More briefly, an organization is a mutual adjustment of behavior in a named arrangement based on
               conscious agreement and mutual recognition. An organization is, thus, inherently anticipatory. It looks ahead. (Leaf 2009: 16)
         

         
      

      On this basis, a group of people waiting to cross a street when the light changes
         is not an organization, and neither is the Catholic Church or the government of the
         United States. The group at the traffic light is not an organization because there
         are several characteristics of organizations in a clear sense that they lack. The
         people in it do not have a common purpose and they do not occupy named positions with
         relations to each other defined in such a way as to accomplish that purpose. It is
         simply a group, a set of individuals we can name and describe. Every organization implies the existence
         of a group, but every group does not necessarily imply an organization.
      

      
      The Catholic Church is not an organization for a different reason. It is many organizations.
         It involves numerous organizations with formal structures of numerous different kinds
         that do not combine in such a way as to meet the definition of a single organization.
         There is the central administration, the College of Cardinals, the office of Papacy.
         There are banks. There are separate foundations including Collegium Urbanum per Propaganda
         Fides (the Urban Association for the Propagation of the Faith, the central organization
         of the Reformation) and the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (formerly
         the Inquisition). There are the several orders of priests and nuns. There is the system
         of national churches, regional divisions and parishes. Each parish has separate churches,
         each church has its own administration and several to many other organizations: schools,
         various charities, and service organizations. There are Catholic hospitals and universities.
         There are Catholic youth organizations like the DeMolay and the Newman Society.
      

      
      The many Catholic organizations do not combine to a single organization in the sense
         that if I am professor of anthropology in a Catholic university and you are a deacon
         in a Catholic Church, we have no defined relation to one another.
      

      
      The same kinds of discontinuities apply to the United States government. If you are
         an army lieutenant and I am an army corporal, you outrank me, but if I am a staff
         member of the Department of State you as a lieutenant in the army cannot give me orders
         in my departmental capacity.
      

      
      With the term “organization” reserved for coherent systems of defined positions with
         a common purpose, we need a different term for things like the Catholic Church or
         the United States government “as a whole.” This term is “institution.” This accords
         with common usage where common usage makes a contrast between institution and organization.
         For example, it is what we mean when we say a law office is an organization but not
         an institution, while law is an institution but not an organization. An institution
         is a kind of social projection, not a thing but an idea. An institution is a culturally constructed consensus that there is something surrounding or encompassing organizations, but which
            is not an organization in itself and whose contents or composition observers cannot
            describe in any consistent way. This may sound confusing at first, but clears up when we understand how organizations
         are created.
      

      
      Organizations are created by collective imputation. Groups of people use ideas to
         define an organization and the positions they occupy within it. This is done in two
         different kinds of behavior: ceremonial behavior and ordinary behavior. A ceremony
         in general is a stereotyped pattern of behavior engaged in for symbolic purposes.
         Sally Falk Moore and Barbara Meyerhoff identified six attributes of ceremonies or
         ceremonial behavior in general: repetition, acting, “special” quality or stylization,
         order (the sense that the event is organized), evocative presentational style or staging,
         and an explicitly collective dimension (the idea that the event by its own definition
         has a social meaning) (Moore and Meyerhoff, 1977: 8). Such events include court trials,
         meetings, installations, graduations, and “other formal assemblies of many kinds”
         (p.4). Ceremonies in this general sense occur wherever there are established types
         of organizations of any kind. I would add that ceremonies also have scripts and if these scripts are elaborate there are usually ceremonial specialists on what
         they are and how they are to be enacted.
      

      
       Ceremonies are usually marked off from ordinary behavior spatially and temporally
         by special dress, decorations, language, and symbolic objects. The ceremony calls
         for individuals to occupy and enact the roles and relations of the organization.
      

      
      In a Western wedding ceremony, for example, the individuals who will be married are
         called upon to enact the roles of bride and groom. In the course of the ceremony the
         officiant explains to them and all what this role is, they agree to take it, and all
         the others present in related roles demonstrate their acceptance. The ceremony enacts
         the organization called the “family” in the sense of a husband, wife, and their respective
         kin, past, present, and future. When the ceremony ends, “ordinary” behavior begins,
         and this ordinary behavior is supposed to enact the same relations with the same ideas,
         but with ordinary clothing, language, and so on.
      

      
      But no ceremony creates only the specific organization it is aimed at for just those
         specific individuals who take part in it. There is always a conceptual penumbra. Every
         ceremony announces itself as a ceremony of a recognized kind; otherwise you would
         not know it was a ceremony. So every ceremony necessarily also projects the idea that
         the organization it is creating is of a certain kind. Each ceremony refers to others
         of the same kind, and all of these ceremonies together create a sense that the “kind”
         is something larger that encompasses the individual instances. This something larger
         and encompassing is the institution.
      

      
      Nor is this all. In the West, for example, a wedding ceremony proper—in which the
         bride and groom say “I do”—is only one of a set of related ceremonies that a marriage
         usually involves. There is also the process of obtaining a marriage license, in which
         each of the marriage partners swears to their identities, proves their residence,
         and perhaps meets medical requirements. It, too, is a ceremony, although it is also
         “real,” and to have a wedding ceremony it is necessary to show proof of having gone
         through it. Before the wedding ceremony proper there is often a bridal “shower” and
         a groom’s “bachelor party,” and after the wedding ceremony proper there is commonly
         a “reception,” in another physical location followed by a ceremonial departure of
         the bride and groom on their “honeymoon.” And finally, at some point (stereotypically)
         the groom carries the bride over the threshold of their new home. Each of these occurs
         in a different setting with different props and different behaviors.
      

      
      The reason they each occur in a different place with different props and costumes
         is that they cannot occur together. The reason they cannot occur together is that
         they represent different organizations of marriage, often with opposing values.
      

      
      For example, the bridal shower, typically, represents the bride as an individual in
         a network of friends and relations concerned only with expensive tableware and items
         of personal adornment. The wedding ceremony proper, however, traditionally asks her
         to accept her husband for better or worse, richer or poorer, in sickness and in health,
         until death to them part. Yet after this, the reception often has a display of costly
         gifts for the couple’s use in their household, defining the marriage as concerned
         with material wealth and comfort for the two of them and possible children. Why do
         the ceremonies represent the marriage in so many different ways? They do it because
         all of these different ways apply. Each defines roles and obligations that must be
         honored. Each represents a different organization that the same group, or largely
         same group, creates among themselves for the kind of purpose each is designed for.
         “The” marriage as a whole cannot be reduced to one or another. So again, we have to
         recognize it as an institution rather than an organization. All marriages together
         are also an institution, and so on. The institution forms the conceptual background
         against which one marriage is seen by its participants and others; the individual
         marriages are taken as illustrating or representing the institution of marriage. So
         it is with government, with law, with “the economy,” with a university and with higher
         education in general, and, of course, with religion and with individual religions,
         sects, and communities.
      

      
      The final question is what holds any one set of organizations together into an apparent
         system representing an institution? How do we know that ceremony A and B and C are
         instances of family ceremonies but not ceremony D or E, which represent government?
         The answer is that we know this by the ideas they use.
      

      
       In every human community, there are a limited number of very well defined systems
         of ideas that are established in nearly universal consensus. A much larger additional
         number are established in more narrow consensus. I have described these elsewhere
         as cultural information systems (Leaf, 1972, 1984, 1998, 2000, 2008, 2009; Leaf and
         Read 2012). Cultural information systems, in turn, are of two main types. Social information
         systems (or social idea systems) are cultural information systems that define systems
         of social positions or relations. Technical or technological systems define sets of
         things and their interrelations.
      

      
      Social idea systems define systems of social positions that people can occupy. These have definite formal properties. First, they can usually be imagined or envisioned
         in two- or three-dimensional space. Common examples are the ideas of a lineage, of
         an administrative hierarchy, a military command structure, a system of kinship positions,
         an economic transaction such as renting or buying (that is, of a relationship between
         renter and landlord or buyer-seller) or a system of checks and balances. These are
         structures of the imagination. If we draw them, or otherwise set them down in visible
         media, we see that they have definite boundaries.
      

      
      The relationships between the positions defined in any one such idea system have definite
         formal properties: they are transitive, reciprocal, and reflexive as defined in each
         system in a culturally specific way. Transitive means that if A has a relation to
         B and B to C, then A has a relation to C. Reciprocal means that if A has a relation
         to B then B also has a relation to A. And reflexive means that the definitions apply
         to the user as well as to the things the user is applying them to. If I am applying
         the kinship idea system to you (as a user), I am also at the same time applying them
         to me. If I use ideas of military positions for others (in a military manner), I am
         also saying they apply to me.
      

      
      Such systems are also powerfully generative. A few key concepts act as logical premises
         from which a very large, usually indefinitely large, number of implications can be
         drawn by recursive combinations and permutations. In military idea systems, “command”
         and “rank” are such key concepts. In managerial idea systems, the ideas of an association,
         of an agent, of membership, and of “is responsible for” are such concepts. In systems
         of kinship, each person is linked to others as either a parent, child, spouse, or
         (in a few very interesting systems) sister or sibling (Leaf and Read 2012). Social
         idea systems allow relationships they define to be computed between actual individuals.
         In the kinship systems, for example, the general structure is that if A is a relative
         of B and B is a relative of C, then A can compute a relation to C even if A has never
         met C and has no other knowledge of C, and C can also compute a reciprocal relation
         to A. The generative power of social idea systems makes them vehicles of collective
         thought and calculation rather than simply individual opinion. If I am your nephew,
         and you are B’s father, then I am B’s cousin. This is not just something I think or
         believe; it is an objective social fact, just as it is an objective social fact that
         B is my cousin. It is something everyone who knows the system (the idea system) will
         agree on.
      

      
      Technical idea systems, by contrast, are not founded on an idea of reciprocity. They
         are about “it” and “them,” not “I and thou.” Examples are scientific theories, mathematical
         systems, and other bodies of knowledge such as how to cook in a given tradition, the
         knowledge of a farming system, knowledge of auto-mechanics, knowledge of pottery-making,
         knowledge of weaving, and so on.
      

      
      Together, social and technological idea systems are used to create organizational
         charters, which in turn are important in creating actual organizations.
      

      
      So the cycle is: idea systems are used to create organizational charters. Charters
         are used to create organizations. Organizations compete to produce things of benefit
         to the members. In the process some organizations do well and others do not, so some
         organizational ideas spread and some do not. The organizations that succeed propagate
         the ideas they are built on and the idea systems that the ideas are drawn from are
         thereby maintained.
      

      
      Common Features

      
      The purpose of the theory is to make it easier to describe what we observe; it is
         not to impute anything that we do not observe. This is one of the reasons that I begin
         with a list of the world religions rather than a definition of religion: if there
         is something common to all religions, it should emerge from our observations, not
         be imputed at the outset. Another reason is that all of the definitions that have
         been offered are far too simple, mainly because they implicitly reduce religion to
         just one kind of phenomenon, like beliefs, when in actuality it involves many kinds
         of phenomena.
      

      
      A third reason is that a definition of religion in general is part of each specific
         religious tradition and has a very important function there. That is, every religion
         and every sect says, in effect, “Religion in general is X and we do X in this particular
         way.” The general goals are stated in their idea of religion in general; the specific
         view of the way to accomplish these goals is in their descriptions of themselves.
         In order to understand what they say their particular features are, you therefore
         need to know what they say religion in general is. But the fact is that all the definitions
         of religion in general are not the same. The idea of religion in general in the Christian
         tradition is very different from the idea of religion in general in the Hindu traditions
         and different again in Shinto and Confucianism. Thus imposing any one uniform definition
         necessarily means that we are either trying to see all the traditions from the point
         of view of the goals and assumptions of just one of them or—perhaps even worse—from
         the point of view of a set of assumptions alien to all of them. It is like starting
         out on a photographic expedition with film that is already exposed.
      

      
      The fourth reason is that there is no one feature that all of these religious traditions
         have in common but that all non-religions lack. Each religion has some features in
         which they resemble some non-religions more closely than they resemble other religions.
      

      
      Our list of world religions breaks into two major groups, commonly called “Western”
         and “Eastern.” The terms refer to areas where they originated and where they are still
         the most dominant type. The Western group is also often described as the “Abrahamic”
         or the covenantal religions. These turn on the idea of a covenant between God and a community, mediated
         by a prophet. The main versions, in historical order, are Judaism, Christianity, and
         Islam. The group also includes Baha’i, Coptic Christianity, the Mandean religion,
         and some traditions that are characterized as Gnostic.
      

      
      The term “gnostic“ is based on the Greek term “gnosis,” which means knowledge. It
         refers to a group of traditions that share the covenantal ideas of a three-way relation
         between a god, a prophet, and a community. They differ from the major sects in their
         theology and, especially, in the line of prophetic succession, the nature of the prophetic
         power, and the details of what is transmitted. They also differ in maintaining that
         this knowledge must be kept secret; it cannot be made available to the uninitiated
         or uncommitted. “Gnosticism” is a recognized heresy in the Christian tradition, and
         there are traditions considered to be gnostic within Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.
         There are also recognized gnostic sects who define themselves as outside and separate
         from all three. Because of their commitment to secrecy, describing them requires different
         methods than for the larger and more public traditions, and I will not try to describe
         them here except as the idea of gnosticism comes up in the latter cases.
      

      
      The term Abrahamic refers to the specific version of the covenant represented by the
         story of Abraham, but while it applies to the main three branches it does not apply
         to some other historically related sects. The religions are also often described as
         “Prophetic” because they also involve the idea of a prophet who mediates between God
         and the community, or God and humanity.
      

      
      The Eastern group takes shape around South Asian Vedanta, but they do not all descend
         from Vedanta. Those directly descending from Vedanta are Buddhism, the Jain tradition,
         many varieties of Hinduism, and some others. Additional Eastern religions include
         Taoism, Confucianism, Chinese legalism, and Shinto. Finally, there is one more recognized
         world religion that is between Western and Eastern and provides both a boundary that
         divides them and bridge that links them, geographically and conceptually: Zoroastrianism.
         Professionals in each of these have identified most or all of the others as their
         logical and functional counterparts.
      

      
      Each sect in each of these traditions involves eight distinct types of phenomena that
         need to be described, and that can serve as comparative framework. These are not peculiar
         to religion; with different emphases we could use the same categories for all other
         worldwide cultural systems. They are:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Idea systems

            
         

         
         	
            Texts

            
         

         
         	
            Authoritative interpretations

            
         

         
         	
            Diagnostic declarations

            
         

         
         	
            Organizations, with offices and professional personnel

            
         

         
         	
            Ceremonies

            
         

         
         	
            Distinctive buildings and material apparatus

            
         

         
         	
            Constituencies: Applications to daily life for supporters or members other than the
               professionals
            

            
         

         
      

      
      First, each of the traditions is based on at least one distinctive social idea system
         that defines the social positions of the community and their mutual relations to each
         other. Each also is usually associated with numerous technical idea systems. One of
         these is always the system of writing, maintaining, reading, and interpreting its
         texts, but there are many others. There are bodies of knowledge of how to build its
         distinctive forms of architecture, and usually systems of historical and scientific
         analysis that it supports. There are systems of accounting. There are methods of teaching.
      

      
      Whatever the explicit social idea system is that adherents to a religious tradition
         offer in explanation of what they do, it always entails a definition of religion in
         general as a kind of meta-idea system, or meta-definition. This is usually constant
         even while sectarian differences vary. In this sense, they are more basic than the
         sectarian differences and the sectarian differences revolve around them over time
         like variations on a theme in music. While the variations are what people often fight
         over, the underlying constancies are what define their common choices. More loosely
         stated each tradition centers on a system of ideas that defines the problem of religion
         in general and its own solution to that problem in particular.
      

      
      Second, there are texts. Alphabetical writing goes back to about 1500 BCE, in the
         Proto-Sinaitic writing system that developed out of Egyptian hieroglyphics in the
         area between Egypt and modern Lebanon. The Chinese ideographic system was developed
         at about the same time. No existing religious tradition is based on texts that actually
         go back this far, although almost all draw on earlier traditions that apparently did.
      

      
      Each tradition and each sect within the tradition has a distinct set of texts that
         defines them and their mutual interrelations. These include the Old and New Testament, the Vedas and Upanishads, the Tao te Ching, the Zend Avesta and Gathas, the writings of the Buddha and Buddhist commentators, of Confucius and Mencius,
         of Han Fei Tzu, and the Shinto myths of the origins of Japan and the world. The texts
         that each group holds and discusses in common visibly establish their unity and continuity.
         The divergences of the texts mark the divergences of the sects. But again, religious
         traditions are not the only traditions with this general characteristic. A very large
         portion of the absolute oldest texts we have is made up of commercial and government
         records. Courts have their law books, armies and navies their manuals and codes of
         conduct, economies their money and bills and receipts, and so on.
      

      
      Third, because the traditions depend on texts, they must have provisions for textual
         interpretation. This is not a simple process. A text does not simply exist “on the
         page,” as a recent collection of studies brought together by Michael Silverstein and
         Greg Urban demonstrate in detail. It is created and sustained in a culturally organized
         interpretive process they call “entextualization” (Silverstein and Urban, 1996). This
         does not mean that a text can be given any meaning you want and has none of its own.
         But it does mean that the plain or best reading of what is on the page still has to
         go through a social process to become the meaning that a group of users attribute
         to the page. The major texts of the major religious traditions often embody clear
         statements of general truths about the universe, human nature, and society. Sometime—indeed
         often—these truths can be quite different from the ideas one or another group of interpreters
         would prefer. Yet one of the more interesting parts of our story is the way that best
         reading repeatedly, in every tradition, shakes off distorting imputations and reasserts
         itself.
      

      
      When interpretations are used to provide the basis of organizations there must be
         a provision for an interpretation to be authoritative. This usually involves the creation
         of authoritative organizations whose personnel are held to speak for the tradition
         as a whole. The relation between the authoritative interpretations and the organizations
         is symbiotic. Each depends on the other. The organization provides the interpretation;
         the interpretation is the basis for the organization. Of course such interpretations
         are always disputed, at least to some extent. I will attempt to pick the tradition
         which seems to be the most powerful over time, but my main focus will not be finding
         the leading interpretation as such but rather the set of issues and ideas that all
         the main interpretations seem to revolve around.
      

      
      For religious professionals, the interrelationship between organization and textual
         interpretation leads to questions they usually regard as central to their own lives
         and careers. Whose interpretation prevails, and why? Who has the right or power to
         offer the authoritative interpretation? Where does this right or power come from?
         How do you settle disputes? Such questions are commonly ignored in general surveys.
         Two reasons spring to mind. The first is that the arguments that connect the interpretation
         to organization are often much more implicit than explicit. The second is that they
         are often very nasty. Terrible things have been done to preserve religious authority
         and silence alternative views. If the purpose of a text is to make religion attractive,
         including this side of it is awkward. Avoiding the topic, however, makes it impossible
         to see what many of the most important arguments are really about. The Protestant
         Reformation was not about whether the communion wafer actually was the flesh of Christ
         or not, it was about who had the power to say.
      

      
      Fourth, interpretations give rise to diagnostic declarations. By “diagnostic declaration”
         I mean an established mnemonic for the tradition as a whole. It is a simple image
         or slogan that to the knowledgeable is considered to sum up or represent all the more
         extended discussions of what the texts mean. Sometimes these are very specifically
         designated, sometimes only customarily accepted, but there is always something. For
         Judaism, it is “Hear O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is one.” For Islam it is
         “There is One God and Muhammad is his Prophet.” For Christianity, the idea of a creed
         is more formal and complex and there are many: the Nicene Creed, the Apostles’ Creed,
         and so on. There are also statements for the non-creedal sects, such as the answer
         “Yes” to the question, “Do you accept Jesus as your personal savior?” For Vedanta
         it is the statement “tat tvam asi”—that are thou. For Taoism it is the idea of the Tao (a path) itself and probably
         the statement of Lao Tzu that the person who claims to know the Tao does not know
         it. Again, however, such condensed formulae representing larger bodies of interpretation
         are in no way unique to religions. They are common in all the major translocal cultural
         complexes. For American democracy one example is the opening phrase of the Declaration
         of Independence: “We, the people . . .” For Western law, an example is the statement
         that “justice is blind” and the image that this calls to mind, and so on.
      

      
      Fifth, interpretations are embodied in organizational charters. Sixth, organizational
         charters are described in texts and enacted in ceremonies.
      

      
      Seventh, all of these traditions have constituencies. They have some sort of laity
         or public who support the specialists and who the specialists in turn serve—usually
         in many ways within each tradition. Again, however, the presence of such constituencies
         is not unique to the religious traditions. Rather, all the higher traditions do this
         and the services provided by the religious traditions often overlap with those of
         others. And eighth, all have distinct material infrastructure—buildings, uses of space,
         and iconographies.
      

      
      Each of these eight features calls for distinct observational methods. For texts,
         the basic method is first to identify the texts that are truly the most salient for
         the people who define the mainstream of the life of the community, then to read them
         thematically to look for the main recurrent ideas and the ways those ideas are connected
         to one another. For “authoritative” interpretations we first have to look at the organizations
         of each tradition and see what their basic idea of “authority” is, then how it is
         implemented, and then, finally, look for the types of statements these authorities
         produce and try to understand them by looking, again, for the main recurrent ideas
         and the ways they are mutually connected. The problem of finding texts, authoritative
         interpretations, and diagnostic declarations has now been made far easier by the fact
         that virtually every significant sect now has at least one agreed upon website. For
         ceremonies, I consider them as scripted and analyze the script thematically and the
         relationships it portrays contractually: what powers are being assigned to whom and
         for what purpose?
      

      
      For organizations and personnel we apply the specific theory of social organization
         alluded to previously (Leaf 1972, 2004, 2009). We describe how the organization is
         built up by those who operate them out of the systems of ideas that define social
         relationships in general and the material apparatus that these organizations construct,
         maintain, and use.
      

      
      Finally, for the constituency, we look to see who comes to these organizations and
         uses these organizations, what they use them for, and how this fits in with or reflects
         the other concerns of their lives.
      

      
      Common Themes

      
      Since these several traditions have identified each other as addressing the same or
         similar concerns, we can ask at the outset what these concerns seem to be, provided
         that we take the answer as subject to empirical adjustment. It seems to me that there
         are three. The most conspicuous is a concern with the significance of our mortality.
         The recognition of death and an attempt to say what it means for what we should do
         in life is an almost ubiquitous problem to which the texts propose a variety of answers.
         Again, however, this concern is not exclusive to religion. It also appears in philosophy,
         medicine, the military, and law, for example.
      

      
      Going along with this, religions also have a major concern with the course of our
         lives, the sequence of stages we should go through and the responsibilities we assume
         and discard as we go through them.
      

      
      And third, there is always some relation between the ideas and organizations of the
         religious traditions and the idea of the state. Exactly what that relation is, however,
         varies enormously.
      

      
      Other themes are specific to the subgroups. For example, in the covenantal tradition
         the idea of our obligations in life is connected to the idea of obedience to the laws
         of God, and laws of God have complex relations to the enforceable laws of the state.
         All of the covenantal traditions have served to provide what amounted to the constitutions
         of governments from time to time, and all take a position on the relation between
         organizations of the religious community and organizations of the state. In the Hindu
         tradition, by contrast, our obligations in life are not seen as revolving around obedience
         to law but as springing from our relations to others in our family and social position.
         Conceptions of the state of the relation between state organization and the organization
         of the religious community are not a constant theme. Vedanta and the Jain tradition
         effectively ignore the issue; Buddhism does not address it directly. On the other
         hand, Confucianism and legalism are primarily about how states should be administered
         while the core writings of Taoism are in a fairly strong sense opposed to being concerned
         with the problem.
      

      
      The Order of Description

      
      The descriptions here are by culture-region and in order of historical development.
         The reason is that within broad regions the historical order is also a logical order.
         What comes first in time comes first logically; what follows in time is shaped by
         the way the logical implications unfold in use.
      

      
      The covenantal tradition is recognized as beginning with Judaism, but Judaism was
         not self-contained and neither were what followed. We therefore have to begin with
         a review of the major systems of ideas that Judaism and then Christianity and Islam
         drew on or responded to. This is where Zoroastrianism fits in, but there is more.
         Then I describe Judaism, both from its own evolving internal point of view and from
         the perspective of modern scholarship. Then I describe Christianity in the context
         of Judaism and as alternative response to the same context as Judaism from the time
         of the beginning of the Roman Empire through its collapse in Western Europe; then
         Islam, responding to all the previous. And then we return to later Christianity responding
         to all the previous and Islam in turn.
      

      
      Further Reading 

      
      The following are good collections of primary readings that could accompany these
         chapters:
      

      
       

      
      Bonevac, Daniel, William Boon, and Stephen Philips. 1992. Beyond the Western Tradition. Mountain View, London, and Toronto: Mayfield Publishing.
      

      
      Eastman, Roger 1993. The Ways of Religion, Second edition. Oxford paperback.
      

      
      Van Voorst, Robert E. 2000. Anthology of World Scriptures, Third edition. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
      

      
      Websites

      
      The most comprehensive set of readings of major texts for the recognized religious
         traditions is The Internet Sacred Text Archive (http://www.sacred-texts.com). They have many important translations in English that
         I use here, although my quotations are from the originals and not their online versions
         because of copyright considerations. This should not inhibit individual use for further
         reading.
      

      
      
   
      Chapter 2

      Backgrounds to the West

      
         
         
      

      
      Mainstream Jewish, Christian, and Muslim ideas of religion in general are very different
         from the ideas in the Vedas, Vedanta, Hinduism, Buddhism, Taoism, Confucianism, or
         Shinto. Christian and Muslim religious authorities often observe, by way of disparagement,
         that the religions in the Vedantic tradition and Confucianism are “Godless.” The reverse
         observation is that the covenantal religions don’t ask what God really is. Writers
         in the covenantal tradition often argue for the importance of faith rather than understanding
         as the path to salvation. Most Eastern traditions argue that understanding is salvation. Salvation (or whatever is the aim of religious activity) in the covenantal
         traditions is often described as based on faith and not good deeds. The Asian traditions
         more often stress that the understanding they offer goes hand in hand with living
         peacefully with others. And finally the covenantal texts argue consistently for religious
         exclusivity, for separation. The Asian traditions more often argue that the various
         religious traditions are all paths to the same goal. The obvious first question, before
         we get into the details of how these differences work, is where they came from.
      

      
      There is one conspicuous cluster of ideas that the covenantal religious traditions
         all share but that the Asian traditions do not. It is implicit in the notion of a
         covenant itself, more specifically a covenant between God and a man (a prophet, not
         all men generally) that subsequent men (people) can join in. A common alternative
         description for these traditions is that they are “prophetic.” This evokes the same
         imagery. A second idea that is mainly important in the Christian and Islamic traditions
         is of personal existence after death in some form. In the cultural milieu out of which
         Judaism emerged, then Christianity and then Islam, these ideas had four main organized
         sources: city cults, the mystery religions, Greek and Roman philosophy, and Zoroastrianism.
      

      
      Geopolitics

      
      When we speak of the “West” in the period around 600 BCE, we do not mean Western Europe.
         We mainly mean the world centered roughly on what is now Istanbul, around the Eastern
         Mediterranean Sea from the Aegean Sea to the Black Sea.
      

      
      The Asian empires from Persia to China were based on land routes. The empires in this
         Western world were largely sea-borne. The reason was first of all that sailing boats
         of substantial tonnage could be made and used much more readily than vehicles for
         transport over land. Transport over land rested on animal power. This required water,
         fodder, and food all along the route. It was too difficult carry your provisions with
         you. Over water, the power mainly came from wind and currents, while food and water
         for the crew required only a small portion of the total capacity of the vessel. So
         food and provisions could be carried for long voyages.
      

      
      Warships, by contrast, depended on oars. The reason was that the main method of attack
         was by ramming. Oars let a ship choose direction independently of wind direction,
         and equally importantly they allow a ship to back away. If ramming led to a hand-to-hand
         engagement, then the rowers became swordsmen. In either ramming or fighting on deck,
         the more oarsmen there were the better. These requirements dictated the shape of the
         warship: long and narrow with a protruding prow at the waterline, and with as many
         oars as possible compressed in a band high enough above the water line to be safe
         in moderately rough water but low enough so that the upper oars could be of manageable
         length. The major advances in naval architecture in the ancient world consisted of
         ways to build ships that would pack more and more rowers in the smallest possible
         vertical space between the highest and lowest oars. The bireme, developed in the eighth
         century BCE, packed two rows of oars in staggered positions. This was followed by
         the Greek trireme in the sixth century BCE. The Romans built quadremes in the fourth
         century BCE. This was the practical limit of the form, although even larger vessels
         were built occasionally. The last major fleet to use oared vessels in combat was the
         Spanish Armada and the difficulty of managing such vessels in a storm contributed
         largely to its failure.
      

      
      The difference in design between cargo ships and warships shaped the strategy of over-water
         political expansion. Galleys had to avoid rough weather and they could not carry enough
         food and water for long voyages in any case. Therefore to control an area of sea it
         was necessary to control the ports around it and berth warships there to maintain
         patrols.
      

      
      This maritime strategy became obsolete once cannons were developed that could be mounted
         on the sides of a sailing vessel and were of sufficient power to penetrate an attacking
         galley. The development of such weapons, beginning around the thirteenth century,
         was particularly advanced in Europe in large part as an outgrowth of the technology
         that had been developed for casting and boring iron church-bells. The new types of
         armed sailing ships they permitted, beginning with the Portuguese caravel, allowed
         the relatively small European city-states and kingdoms to outflank the Muslim powers
         that dominated the Mediterranean and the Silk Road to China and begin the European
         “age of exploration.”
      

      
      City Gods and Law

      
      The most widespread view of the relationship between gods and law in the ancient Mediterranean
         world is represented by the phrase “law is the will of the gods.” But this has to
         be understood carefully.
      

      
      If we ask what generally distinguishes gods from humans in Western mythologies around
         600 BCE, it is definitely not moral superiority. Gods and humans have about the same
         list of vices and virtues. Nor are gods all-knowing or all-powerful. Gods, like people,
         lie and are lied to, are often outwitted, frustrated, and confounded. They have greater
         powers than people, and can, for example, appear and disappear, take different shapes,
         and travel very rapidly. But most writers make the point that this is still only a
         matter of degree. People can best the gods, and occasionally do. There is just one
         absolute defining difference, signified by the gods’ other name. They are the Immortals.
         They do not die. So the strongest and clearest implication of saying that law is the
         will of the gods is that law is immortal too.
      

      
      To say that the law is the will of the gods does not mean that law is the command of the gods, or of a god, in the sense that whatever a god says has to be obeyed.
         In a polytheistic world-view such an idea is virtually self-contradictory. The gods
         in the myths are always demanding one thing or another and people are always doing
         what they think they must instead. The gods may then try to get even. If they do,
         it often brings them into conflict with one another. Their “will” in the end is not
         what they wish but what they themselves must obey just as we do. The law, therefore,
         was not what the gods commanded but what we and the gods have in common. So the next
         question is: What was this law in substance?
      

      
      What were the eternal principles even the gods had to follow? This is the question
         that the covenantal traditions inherited, as did Western law and philosophy. The answers
         differ, as we will see in the subsequent chapters. But before we get that far we should
         recognize important constraints within which these different views were formed. The
         first and clearest of these is that law was not legislation as we now think of it.
         It was not something people simply invented or agreed upon. In modern terms, it was
         not law that was made but law that was found. This is precisely why priests so often
         served as judges and why kings or others who served as judges were often assigned
         divine or semi-divine status, often by attributing to them some part of divine ancestry.
      

      
      If law is found and not made, the next question is how does one find it? Different societies answered this question in different ways at
         different times. There seemed to be two main answers: personal insight and judgment
         or consensus. We see personal insight in the committee that wrote the Twelve Tables
         of the Roman republic and the great Greek lawgivers Solon and Pericles, none of whom
         claim to obtain their laws from God but rather say they have designed them to promote
         wealth and welfare and to protect the weak. We see consensus in the principle that
         served as the basis of election in the Roman Republic: Vox Populi Vox Dei. “The voice of the people is the voice of the gods”—when the people are the male
         population in solemn assembly on the Field of Mars outside the city to elect their
         magistrates once each year, by voice vote. The same was the principle of the Greek
         trials, such as Plato describes in the Apology. The charge against Socrates was “impiety” and the jury’s task was to decide whether
         the charge was true. They decided that it was. Moreover, it was quite clear specifically
         which gods the impiety involved: it was the city gods, not any other gods such as
         the one Socrates claimed as his personal guide. For many other communities the answer
         was history. You discover the principles that should be followed in the future by
         seeing what principles should have been followed in the past. And from a modern point
         of view we should also add myth and allegory, although in the time we are speaking
         of, at the start of the spread of the writing systems we now use, the line between
         history and myth could never be sharp.
      

      
      Gilgamesh Epic

      
      The oldest text we know of that illustrates the relation between city gods and city
         laws is the Gilgamesh (or Gilgamec) epic. Gilgamesh was an historic King of Uruk in
         about 2700 BCE. Known fragments of the epic written in cuneiform script go back to
         about 2000 BCE. The original language is presumed to have been Sumerian. Other Sumerian
         texts go back to about 3100 BCE. Although Sumerian died out as a spoken language about
         2000 BCE, being replaced by Akkadian, it continued to be studied as language of high
         culture and religion in Mesopotamian schools. Sumerian is a linguistic isolate. No
         related languages are known. Akkadian is a Semitic language, part of the Hamito-Semitic
         family whose representatives extend all across North Africa and around the Sahara
         desert.
      

      
      The epic is usually cited in Western textbooks on world religions because it contains
         a clear precursor to the story of Noah’s flood and several somewhat less clear precursors
         of other stories in the biblical Book of Genesis. In fact, however, it is not only a few surface details of the story that carry over
         into the Old Testament but the fundamental purpose of the work. It is to represent
         the most basic rules of human conduct, particularly those rules that are imposed by
         life in a human community. By this I do not mean a specific list of “thou shalts”
         and “thou shalt nots,” but rather the more fundamental underlying rules about what
         one’s attitude should be regarding the law in general. The answer is that this attitude
         has to spring from recognition of our common mortality.
      

      
      The problem of the Epic is stated in Book I immediately after the scene is set by
         the narrator inviting the reader to imagine he is entering the Temple of Ishtar, opening
         a locked box, and taking out the lapis-lazuli tablets on which the story is written.
         That is, the narrator places the events in the past and says they are recognized as
         having a deep significance. The text is incomplete. Bracketed remarks are the translators
         interpolations to fill breaks in the text, parenthesis are translator’s comments:
      

      
      
         Who can say like Gilgamesh: “I am King!”? Whose name, from the day of his birth, was
            called “Gilgamesh”? Two-thirds of him is god, one-third of him is human. The Great
            Goddess [Aruru] designed(?) the model for his body, she prepared his form . . . beautiful,
            handsomest of men . . . perfect. . . . He walks around in the enclosure of Uruk,Like
            a wild bull he makes himself mighty, head raised (over others). There is no rival
            who can raise his weapon against him. His fellows stand (at the alert), attentive
            to his (orders?), and the men of Uruk become anxious in . . . Gilgamesh does not leave
            a son to his father, day and night he arrogantly(?) . . .
         

         
         [The following lines are interpreted as rhetorical, perhaps spoken by the oppressed
            citizens of Uruk.]
         

         
         Is Gilgamesh the shepherd of Uruk-Haven, is he the shepherd. . . . bold, eminent,
            knowing, and wise! Gilgamesh does not leave a girl to her mother(?) The daughter of
            the warrior, the bride of the young man, the gods kept hearing their complaints, so
            the gods of the heavens implored the Lord of Uruk [Anu].
         

         
      

      Gilgamesh is a king “like a God.” He has all the qualities of mind and body a person
         could desire. He is a great warrior above all others and appears to believe that he
         is therefore also immortal. For that reason, it seems, and because he is young, he
         is also inconsiderate, inconsistent, and oppressive. As king, his task was to maintain
         the city walls and this responsibility gave him the power to order the populace to
         do the work. The way he exercised this power was to neglect the walls for long periods
         and then order massive reconstruction efforts that were disruptive to peoples’ other
         concerns, instead of paying more attention to maintenance and planning the work to
         minimize the imposition. He could claim the first sexual intercourse with new brides
         and regularly did so, although the poem makes it clear that both brides and grooms
         considered this outrageous. In short, the poem does not describe him as claiming powers
         he did not have but rather as using his powers callously and inconsiderately. The
         people then complained to Anu, god of heaven (as opposed to Enlil, god of earth).
         The adventures of the poem are what followed, as Gilgamesh learned to behave decently.
      

      
      The most consistent underlying explanatory theme in the poem is the civilizing power
         of love, of seeing oneself in others. The second theme is recognition of mortality
         and the way love is related to it. Anu creates Enkidu, a wild man born in the wild
         areas beyond the city, a natural king among animals as Gilgamesh is a natural king
         among men. But Enkidu is a kind and helpful king. He is discovered by a trapper who
         sees him releasing animals from his traps. The trapper sees that Enkidu is human but
         also sees that he can talk to animals. The trapper complains to his father, who advises
         him to send a prostitute to seduce Enkidu. She does so in several scenes of remarkably
         fresh erotic power, even after four thousand years. After the seduction the animals
         flee and avoid him. So he goes to the city.
      

      
      Immediately upon Enkidu’s arrival in the city he and Gilgamesh meet. In the recent
         translation by Stephen Mitchell, Enkidu has encountered a person going to a wedding.
         He has learned of Gilgamesh’s practice of having first intercourse with the virgin
         bride. Outraged, he has gone to stand in the doorway of the house so Gilgamesh cannot
         enter (Mitchell 2004: 89-90). They have a terrible fight to a standstill, recognize
         their similarities to one another, and become friends. They then go off on a series
         of adventures together. This leads to a fight with the ferocious Humbaba, the Bull
         of Heaven, who guards the sacred cedars for the gods. Enkidu kills Humbaba. The gods
         then are unsettled. Ishtar makes an offer to Gilgamesh; she will intercede with her
         father Anu if Gilgamesh will marry her. Gilgamesh refuses. She then stands on the
         city walls, loudly laments the loss of the Bull of Heaven and says Enkidu has insulted
         the gods. Enkidu tears off the leg of the bull and throws it at her, saying he would
         do the same to her if he could catch her. She goes to hide among the prostitutes of
         the city. That night Enkidu falls into a fever from the effects of a wound he had
         received in the battle. He reports his dreams to Gilgamesh and they both reflect on
         their friendship. Enkidu, being human, knows what is coming. Gilgamesh does not. Enkidu
         dies.
      

      
      At first, Gilgamesh refuses to believe that Enkidu is dead and sits by the corpse
         waiting. He waits for seven days and seven nights. At last it becomes clear that Enkidu
         will not arise—in one version this happens when he sees a maggot fall out of Enkidu’s
         nose. He then goes on the quest for the secret of immortality. This was held by Utnapishtim,
         the only human to have survived the universal flood. Utnapishtim tests Enkidu to see
         if he is worthy of the secret of immortality. Enkidu fails the test. Utnapishtim tells
         him to return home, but Utnapishtim’s wife gives him a bush whose leaves, if he eats
         them, will make him young again. On the way home, however, he stops to bathe in a
         pond. He sets the bush aside, a serpent comes by and eats it, shedding his skin and
         thus becoming young again (the serpent is another link to the Genesis stories). Gilgamesh
         thus has to return to Uruk knowing that he will die, he cannot become young again
         and the loss of Enkidu will never be made up. In the translation cited above, the
         last book is Book XI, which ends with Gilgamesh returning to the city and observing
         how well the walls are made, largely repeating opening passages in which the narrator
         directed the reader’s attention in the same way. The implication is that, thereafter,
         Gilgamesh ruled well.
      

      
      Gods and Oaths

      
      There was also an association throughout the region between the idea of the will of
         the gods and the validity of oaths and contracts. Contracts and legal proceedings
         generally involved swearing oaths, of the general form “may god do something very
         bad to me if I lie.” The obvious gods to swear such an oath on were those of one’s
         own community, and the obvious place to swear was in their temple. For foreign trade,
         the system worked the same way. It was for this reason that in establishing trade
         between cities merchants from one city normally established a temple to their own
         gods in the other. Herodotus records an incident that reflects these practices. In
         about 670 BCE, Pharaoh Psammetichus I initiated the study of Greek, employed Greek
         mercenaries against the Assyrians, and allowed the citizens of the very prosperous
         Greek city of Miletus (on the west coast of modern Turkey) to found Naucratis in the
         Canobic mouth of the Nile, about half way between what is now Alexandria and Cairo.
         They built there a temple to their city gods and placed in the temple many precious
         offerings. A few years later, there was a dispute with local people and the temple
         and its valuables were “destroyed” (Rawlinson 1956: 144). Years later, however, the
         dispute was resolved. The local people then returned the valuables. The obvious question
         is: How can valuables that were destroyed be returned? The explanation has to be that
         they were not destroyed but rather taken for exactly the purpose the story illustrates.
         They were meant to serve as a security deposit against just such disagreements. The
         merchants provided the gold as offerings to their own gods in their own temple and
         swore on it. If they broke their word the gold was subject to confiscation. Building
         the temple was thus an act of trust on the part of the foreign merchants; accepting
         their word on the basis of the gold was a reciprocal act of trust on the part of the
         local people.
      

      
      There is a very similar story in the Book of Jeremiah, in which the Persians, after conquering the Babylonians, order them to return the
         items of precious metal that they had looted from the Temple in Jerusalem. Almost
         six hundred years after this, in explaining why Jesus chased the moneylenders out
         of that same temple, the Gospel of Matthew says he objected to the principle that while an oath sworn on the gold in the temple
         is good, an oath sworn on the temple itself is held to be void. The legal idea behind
         the oath that Jesus objects to is obviously the same as what the people of Naucratis
         enforced.
      

      
      In the same vein, in ancient Rome the courthouses (Latin basilica) were built around the Forum Romanum, the ceremonial and political center of the city that was considered to be sacred
         ground. Also around the forum were the temple of Zeus (the God most closely associated
         with law) and the Senate. Major merchants had their offices immediately outside the
         courthouse. The law library of the city was the college of the Pontiffs, close by. The early practice was that those who were going to bring a case in court
         would come to the college and state their cause. The Pontiffs would then write the
         relevant legal formula for them to take to the magistrate. The head of the college
         was the Pontifex Maximus, the title subsequently assumed by the Roman emperor as the justification for the
         emperor’s claim to be “the voice of the law.” When the western empire collapsed the
         title was assumed in turn by the Catholic pope, who still has it.
      

      
      Family and Clan Gods

      
      Families, lineages and clans also commonly had their own deities and ceremonies. Aristocratic
         lineages claimed partial descent from one or another god and were (as the mythology
         makes clear) also expected to support that god. In early Rome, all the leading families
         belonged to certain specific gens (clans), so that the first sense of the term “gentile” as equivalent to a Roman citizen
         was that it was a person who belonged to one of these families. The ordinary people,
         the plebes, did not belong to gens and until the Republic were therefore not citizens and could
         not claim the right to take a case to court. In Roman law, the ceremony of marriage
         had to be performed by the heads of the concerned households and witnessed by elders
         of the concerned gens. The Roman term “cultus” explicitly applied to families and
         gens as religious units, and Roman houses had altars that were used for sacrifice
         to their household and clan gods. Figure 2.1 is such an altar, which includes a representation
         of an offering.
      

      
      
         Roman household altar with offering

         

      

      The Old Testament accounts of the successive covenants of Adam, Noah, and Abraham
         use similar ideas.
      

      
      Mystery Cults

      
      We see a different set of ideas defining the relationships between gods and human
         interests in the mystery cults. These had their beginnings in various places around
         the Mediterranean world in pre-literate times, and by the time of Christ every major
         mystery cult was virtually universal throughout the region.
      

      
      The mystery cults were not city cults and not associated with cities or courts. They
         were primarily voluntary associations but also tended often to be associated with
         certain trade or professional groups. It was commonly understood that the members
         of such groups would help each other just in the way modern Masons or Elks help each
         other.
      

      
      Sometimes the association of cults with professions was very firm, as with the cult
         of Mithra, which began in Persia and became very popular among Roman soldiers. Mithra
         is associated with ideas of contract and friendship. He has many similarities to the
         Sanskrit Varuna as a general representation of that particular type of repetition
         that creates a forward motion, as when the repeated beats of a bird’s wing makes it
         move forward, repeated raising and lowering of a water-bag in a well creates a forward
         flow of water, and repeated rising of the sun marks out the seasons and years. Similarly,
         the Pythagoreans were a mystery cult with great interest in mathematical patterns
         embodied in nature, and many engineers seem to have belonged.
      

      
      The house of the wife of the Emperor Augustus has been excavated and has yielded elaborate
         wall reliefs with scenes from the Dionysian mysteries. The writer Apuleius associated
         himself with the mysteries of Isis, a general female principle treated as the basis
         of life and fertility in all forms. His ribald novel The Golden Ass is recognized as an allegory for the transformation that membership in the cult had
         produced in him. Isis is also recognized as Demeter in Greek and Ceres in Latin. The
         cult of Orpheus and Eurydice is associated with artists and musicians.
      

      
      In contrast to the grand temples of the city cults and major gods, the buildings associated
         with mystery cults are often small and unimposing. The marble foundation of a temple
         to Mithra has been identified near the ruin of the Roman camp at Hadrian’s Wall near
         Hexham, England. It is a simple rectangular room about six meters by fifteen meters,
         with a central aisle. In ancient Ostia, the port city of ancient Rome, there is another
         Mithra temple about the same size built in a cave. It has two benches built of mortar
         facing each other across a dirt floor-space about two meters wide, with an entry at
         one end and an altar at the other. Another Mithra temple in the same city is immediately
         adjacent to the house of Lucius Apuleius. Although this is a freestanding building,
         the interior arrangement is the same. The remains at Hexham are consistent with the
         same scheme.
      

      
      
         Interior of Mithra temple, Ostia Antiqua

         

      

      There are several other mystery temples in Ostia and all are equally simple and spare.
         Written accounts describe many ceremonies in even simpler quarters—caves and groves.
         The first recognizable churches and synagogues of the time resemble the mystery temples,
         not the city temples or courthouses. 
      

      
      Mystery cults dominate Roman funerary symbolism. Limestone sarcophagi were owned by
         wealthy families who used them to deposit bodies of their deceased members. The bodies
         would then decay in a kind of flameless cremation. After the flesh was gone the bones
         would be removed to a funerary urn and the sarcophagus would be reused. Such sarcophagi
         have been found in great numbers. The most common scenes are associated with Isis
         and Osiris, Dionysus, Bacchus, or the Eleusinian mysteries associated with the goddess
         Demeter. 
      

      
      
         Dionysian scene on Roman sarcophagus

         

      

      Although the details of the various cults’ mythologies differed and they had different
         ethnic associations, underlying concerns were often very similar. One important theme
         in the cults represented on sarcophagi was eternal death and rebirth. One form of
         this was the idea of the dying and rising god, as in the story of Dionysus represented
         on the sarcophagus of Figure 2.3. This sarcophagus is in the National Museum in Rome.
         The god is the figure in the donkey-cart. Another form was the idea of a rescue from
         the underworld, as in the stories of Orpheus and Eurydice and Isis and Osiris. Related
         themes were the ideas of the egg; the parallelism between death and resurrection and
         the cycles of day and night, heat and cold; and the cycles of plant growth maturity,
         production of seed, and death. The cycle of drunkenness and sobriety of the Bacchic
         and Dionysian cults were extensions of the same themes. Slipping into drunkenness
         and returning to sobriety was likened to slipping into the underworld and returning
         to life, as was the comparison between the ecstatic loss of self in sexual intercourse
         and the self-aware self-control of sexual abstinence. The English word “orgy” comes
         from the Greek for “secret rites” associated with Bacchus. 
      

      
      Of course this widespread imagery of death and rebirth does not mean that most members
         of mystery cults literally “believed” they would be reborn or return from the underworld,
         or even that there was an underworld. Then as now, knowing a myth is one thing and
         taking it as fact is another. Quite a few funerary inscriptions have been recovered
         that speak directly in the voice of the deceased person. The following is typical
         in content, although a little more pointed than usual in its expression.
      

      
      
         Do not pass by the epitaph, wayfarer,

         
         But stop, list, and learn, then go.

         
         There is no boat in Hades, no ferryman Charon,

         
         Nor caretaker Aecus, the Cerberus dog.

         
         All we dead below

         
         Have become bones and ashes, nothing more.

         
         I spoke you true; go now, wayfarer,

         
         Lest even though dead I seem to you garrulous. . .

         
         (Lewis and Reinhold 1966: 285)

         
      

      In addition to the themes of death and rebirth, another very important idea that subsequent
         developments owe to the mystery cults is the idea of a mystery itself. This is the
         idea of an association formed on the basis of access to a body of secret lore that
         promised its members something that non-members were denied. This has complex organizational
         implications. It means, for example, that the lore cannot be kept completely secret
         from outsiders or the cult would have no recruits. So it must actually have two versions
         of the lore, one for the outsiders, to present a face that will at least indicate
         the general character of membership and what the benefits are, and then a second inside
         version that elaborates this. Maintaining these two versions of the lore and the boundary
         between insider and outsider requires a relatively strong internal organization. This
         almost always takes the shape of degrees of initiation associated with hierarchies
         of office. There must also be some definite way to characterize the difference between
         knowledge for those within the cult and knowledge for outsiders. And finally, since
         it is very easy for those you are keeping the secret from to feel threatened by your
         action, it implies the need to be ready to accept some level of suspicion or hostility.
         When scholars speak of Christianity as a new mystery religion, they are recognizing
         all of this.
      

      
      Zoroastrianism

      
      Zoroastrianism is the third major source of ideas that shaped the covenantal religions.
         It incorporated and developed ideas that came to be very prominent in Judaism in the
         last two hundred years BCE and it was integral to the political context in which all
         three traditions developed. Since the political context took shape first it is best
         to describe it first.
      

      
      The best source for the history and content of Zoroastrian religion is now Jenny Rose’s
         Zoroastrianism an Introduction (Rose, 2011). Professor Rose is a member of the community, but is also firmly dedicated
         to providing a solidly empirical description of its ideas, usages, and “praxis” from
         the earliest beginnings to the present, that is true to the meanings and values of
         those she is describing.
      

      
      Zoroastrianism is a prophetic religion and Zoroaster (or Zartushta, or Zarathustra)
         was its major prophet. Its practitioners describe it as monotheistic. Its deity is
         Ahura Mazda, or Ormazd.
      

      
      At some times in history proponents have emphasized the prophet and at other times
         the god. Ahura Mazda is associated in ceremony and prayer with other yazatas, “beings worthy of worship.” The three most prominent are Mithra, whose name has
         the root meaning “contract” and is associated with doing what is binding and also
         associated with the sun and with fire-temples; Videvdad (or Vendidad), which Rose
         says “means something like ‘the law dispelling the daevas’”; and Airyaman, “the yazat
         of friendship” representing community unity (Rose 2011: 24-25). A fire-temple is called
         Dar-i-Mihr, “gate of Mithra“ (Rose 2011: 252). As angels, Satan, and the like are
         not considered gods in the context of Jewish, Christian, and Muslim monotheism, yazatas
         are not considered gods in Zoroastrian monotheism.
      

      
      Zoroastrianism is closely linked to the succession of Persian empires beginning with
         the Achaeminid Empire founded by Cyrus the Great and continuing through the Seleucid,
         Parthian, and Sassanian. The first absolutely direct documentation of Zoroastrian
         concepts and symbolism appears on several monuments of Darius the Great (522–486 BCE).
         One of these is the very important tri-lingual Behistun inscription, sculpted and
         incised on a rock face on Behistan Mountain near Kermenshah in western Iran. The languages
         are Old Persian, Elamite, and the Babylonian form of Akkadian. The sculpture includes
         a life-size figure of Darius holding a bow symbolizing his kingship. His foot is on
         the chest of the prone figure of Gaumata, the pretender who he displaced with help
         of nine generals. Before him are smaller figures with bound hands representing the
         peoples he has conquered and above them is the farvahar, a well-established symbol of Zoroastrianism described as a “winged disc” or “winged
         sun” with outspread wings and talons. The figure has a circle or disc where its body
         would be and the bust of a human in profile where its head would be. The farvahar is believed to represent fravashi. The fravashi is described in the Avesta as the “guardian spirit” of a person who sends out the
         soul to choose between good and evil actions. It is also sometimes described as the
         soul itself, as in S. A. Padadia’s Teachings of Zoroaster and the Philosophy of the Parsi Religion (1905: 40).[1]  In the Behistun text, Darius attributes his success to grace of Ahura Mazda.
      

      
      Once we see the connections between Zoroastrian ideas and the ideas associated with
         Darius’s conception of his rule, it becomes evident that the same ideas were important
         to Darius’s predecessor, Cyrus the Great. Darius pursued a policy of expansion by
         alliance that Cyrus had initiated, in which he explicitly guaranteed the safety of
         allies and freed those who had been oppressed by those he conquered. The languages
         of the Behistun inscription exemplify the policy. Old Persian, an Indo-Aryan language,
         is the language of Darius’s Persia and Zoroastrianism, but Akkadian, a Semitic language,
         was the official language of the empire. Akkadian is also the language of the famous
         “Cyrus Cylinder,” that announces the same political policy. The cylinder is baked
         clay, incised with forty-three lines of cuneiform text. It was placed as a foundation
         deposit in Babylon’s city walls after Cyrus II conquered it in 539 BCE (Rose 2011:
         40). The text denounces the Babylonian king, Nabonidus, as an impious oppressor and
         describes Cyrus as a liberator of the Babylonians themselves and all of those they
         in turn had subjugated, restoring their liberties and religious establishments, a
         protector and “father” to all his people. The Zoroastrian world-view was entirely
         consistent with this policy and provided a rationale for it.
      

      
      Cyrus and Darius were from the province of Parśa. Parśa remained the center of the
         Achaemenid Empire they founded and it is from the name Parśa that we get the name
         Persia itself. The province was evidently already a center of Zoroastrian belief in
         the time of the Achaemenids (Sykes 1906: 754), and has remained so.
      

      
      According to Herodotus, when the Persian army defeated an enemy city, they did not
         follow the usual practice of plundering and destroying whatever they could. They did
         not murder or enslave the inhabitants or deliberately humiliate the leaders. They
         demanded only a small amount of earth and water. The meaning, however, was that what
         they were demanding was subordination. In the future, if called upon, those who submitted
         would provide taxes and armed contingents to the Persian forces. In exchange, they
         could keep their laws and systems of administering them. Cyrus and Darius made a practice
         of not only tolerating the temples and ceremonies of their subordinate peoples but
         actually supporting them. Later Persian rulers did not consistently adhere to these
         policies and in consequence are not so well remembered. Cyrus, in particular, has
         stood as a model of an enlightened ruler throughout subsequent history. As Jenny Rose
         at one point quoted a colleague, “No one ever has a bad word to say about Cyrus the
         Great”(2011: 39).
      

      
      When Alexander defeated Darius III in his campaigns between 334 and 330 BCE, he systematically
         destroyed the capital of Persepolis as well as records, texts, and temples throughout
         the empire. For this reason, he is remembered in the later Zoroastrian histories not
         as “the Great” but as “the accursed.” Yet he continued the Persian policies toward
         those the Persians had conquered. He adopted similar imperial symbolism, identifying
         himself with the sun and light, and sought to establish himself and his Greek generals
         as a replacement for the previous Persian elite. This is in good part what led the
         generals to kill him. They did not wish to be his subordinates in the Persian manner.
      

      
      When the Romans conquered the Alexandrians they adopted the same symbolism in turn,
         and from the Roman Empire it ultimately carried over to its eastern and western successors
         including Stoic Neo-Platonism and Christianity.
      

      
      Zoroastrians rebuilt their institutions in the subsequent Seleucid (305–280 BCE),
         Parthian (247 BCE–224 CE), and Sassanian Empires (224–651 CE) (with their varying
         geographical boundaries). Modern translations of the earliest texts are based mainly
         on their scholarship.
      

      
      Origins

      
      It seems clear that Zoroaster was a real person who lived in western Persia. Zoroastrians
         say that he was born between 1500 and 1700 BCE. They also say that the religion was
         ancient in his time—some claiming as much as six thousand years. The language of the
         earliest texts is difficult to date because it is not known from any other source.
         It might go back as far as 1300 BCE, but 600 BCE is equally probable.
      

      
      The languages of the texts represent a second wave of Indo-European languages into
         Central and South Asia that followed the wave represented by the Sanskrit of the Vedas.
         This group is called “Iranic.” They penetrated through what is now Persia and Afghanistan
         down as far as the mountains bordering the Indus Valley. Perhaps there were older
         ideas in the Iranic traditions that Zoroaster adopted, but the greatest part of the
         content of the key texts clearly comes from the religion the Iranic speakers must
         have found when they arrived, the same ideas we see in the Vedas. The difference is
         that what the Vedas argue for, Zoroaster argues against. What the Vedas approve of,
         Zoroaster condemns. I will illustrate this shortly. It is, therefore, quite possible
         that this religious conflict reflects an ethnic conflict between the older, assimilated,
         wave of Indo-European speakers and the newer and more alien wave.
      

      
      There are also connections to the ideas on the western flanks of this Indo-Iranian
         language-area, in Mesopotamia and the Mediterranean civilizations. Like them, in some
         respects it represents god and gods as autonomous beings one can interact with. Like
         some of them it focuses on one god as a high god or the main god and uses the idea
         of a prophet to provide knowledge of that god. And it takes those who accept that
         prophet and/or that god as defining a legal community. It differs very sharply, however,
         in what that god is and how it is conceived.
      

      
      These similarities and differences on both cultural frontiers of the Zoroastrian area
         makes the Zoroastrian system of ideas both a conceptual bridge and a conceptual boundary
         between the “West” and the “East,” between the covenantal systems represented by Judaism,
         Christianity, and Islam and monistic systems including Vedanta, Hinduism, Buddhism,
         Taoism, and Confucianism.
      

      
      Texts, Ceremonies, and Idea Systems

      
      The earliest Zoroastrian texts are the Gathas. These are seventeen hymns by Zoroaster subsequently incorporated into the Yasna, which in turn became part of the Zend Avesta. The Zend Avesta is the liturgy that should be performed every morning in every Zoroastrian household.
         It has three central themes.
      

      
      The first is that in the world as we see it, the forces of good and the forces of
         evil are engaged in a struggle that will one day end in an absolute victory for one
         side or the other. Whichever wins will remain until the end of time. The second is
         that the forces are evenly matched. There is a god of good and a god of evil, and
         each is associated with a set of lesser entities that represent additional things
         or forces and their opposites. The good god, Ormazd or Ahura Mazda, is or represents
         truth, light, the sun, fire, goodness, health, cleanliness, purity, and life. Making
         decisions for any of these things is choosing Ahura Mazda, which is the same as worshipping
         Ahura Mazda.
      

      
      Ahura Mazda is opposed by Angra Mainyu (also called Ahriman or any of several others,
         depending on the language of the specific text). Angra Mainyu is and represents “the
         lie,” darkness, sickness and decay, filth, impurity, and death. Making decisions that
         promote any of these is choosing Angra Mainyu, which is the same as worshipping or
         choosing beings called daevas. The clear meaning of the Indo-Iranian term daeva is the Sanskrit devas and devis, the male and female gods of the Sanskrit literature. That is, the gods and goddesses
         of Sanskrit mythology become demons and devils (literally) in the Zoroastrian theology.
         They are identified with “the lie.” The necessary implication is that the ideas associated
         with them are false.[2]  
      

      
      The third theme, however, is that the conflict between Ahura Mazda and Angra Mainyu
         is in appearance only; in reality, Ahura Mazda’s power is absolute. The conflict is
         an illusion created in the process of creating the world and bound to end with the
         ultimate resolution.
      

      
      The most conspicuous fundamental ideas associated with daevas and Vedic religion that
         Zoroaster rejects are henotheism and the focus on god as the same thing as the basis
         of human thought or mind.
      

      
      Ahura Mazda and the yazatas are not, apparently, categorized by any one term that
         translates as “god,” and Rose’s description implies that such characterization would
         be distorting. Like the Vedic fire, heaven and earth, and purush, they are not simply
         supernatural beings and it is not really clear that they are anthropomorphized. When
         Mazda is spoken of as truth it is not as a god who represents truth. It is as truth
         itself, and the same for the rest.
      

      
      By the same token, the main focus of the ceremonial activities of the Zend Avesta
         is fire. Zoroastrianism is often described as “fire worship.” This does not mean a
         deity that represents fire or fire as representing a separate deity that is other
         than fire. It is actual fire, as a force or phenomenon of nature as well as a focus
         of thought and human activity. The other main focus of ceremonial activity is water,
         in the same sense. A central concern in both cases is to show respect by preserving
         their purity. When performing the principle ceremony for fire, the priest wears a
         characteristic mask covering his nose and mouth, to avoid polluting the fire with
         his own breath. The Zoroastrian method for disposing of the dead is to expose the
         bodies for consumption by the hot rays of the sun on the mountain tops or vultures
         and other carrion eaters. The reason they do not cremate them is to avoid contaminating
         fire with death. Similarly, the reason they avoid burial is to avoid contaminating
         the earth. So in the ceremonies, the ceremonial fire represents all fire, water represents
         all water, earth represents the entire earth. In this sense, the ceremonies make the
         same identification as Vedic henotheism; but the focus is not on the conceptual process
         or power of this identification but directly on the things identified—fire, water,
         earth, and so on. Rose describes the duality between Ahura Mazda and Angra Manyu as
         a “vertical division of the cosmos” (2011: 24, 75). This picture of the cosmos as
         both natural and moral is the central Zoroastrian idea system.
      

      
      With this understanding, each ceremony, whatever its immediate purpose, enacts the
         larger idea that everything everyone does involves a fundamental moral choice. Zoroaster
         gave us Amesha Spentas (Bountiful Immortals or Divine Attributes of Ahura Mazda) as
         a filter to help us discern the good that qualifies our thoughts, words, and deeds.
         Everything matters: which will you choose? Truth or lie? Life or death? Sickness or
         health? Light or dark? Happiness or pain? If you are at all sane, it is not a hard
         question. Obviously you should choose truth, life, health, light, and happiness, the
         side of Ahura Mazda, and not the side of Ahriman. In this sense the ultimate victory
         of Ahura Mazda is certain, but it still depends on each person making choices.
      

      
      Although the Zoroastrian idea system is not the political idea system of the Persian
         Empire, its logic easily expands to political affiliations. When Darius declared that
         he ruled with the support of Ahura Mazda, the implication was that he was in the struggle
         on the side of Ahura Mazda. The logical effect was to make the question of submission
         to his authority into a moral issue. If you wanted the good to prevail, you should
         support him. If you did not support him, you were supporting the triumph of absolute
         evil. Conversely, it would also have provided an explicit reassurance that the intention
         of the emperor toward those who submitted would be only describable in terms of what
         was good and not what was evil. Good cannot repay good with evil, only with good.
      

      
      The Zend Avesta is arranged as a series of hymns to be said in a ceremony whose central object is
         fire. Every household has a special altar for igniting a fire in the fire ceremony,
         every community has a community fire temple, and there are larger freestanding fire
         temples.
      

      
      The following, the “Mazdaian creed,” is the first part of the text and states the
         ethical position.
      

      
      
         
            	
               
               I curse the Daevas. I declare myself a Mazda-worshipper, a supporter of Zarathushtra,
                  hostile to the Daevas, fond of Ahura’s teaching, a praiser of the Amesha Spentas,
                  a worshipper of the Amesha Spentas. I ascribe all good to Ahura Mazda, ‘and all the
                  best,’ Asha-endowed, splendid, xwarena-endowed, whose is the cow, whose is Asha, whose
                  is the light, ‘may whose blissful areas be filled with light.’
               

               
            

            
            	
               I choose the good Spenta Armaiti for myself; let her be mine. I renounce the theft
                  and robbery of the cow, and the damaging and plundering of the Mazdayasnian settlements.
                  
               

               
            

            
            	
               I want freedom of movement and freedom of dwelling for those with homesteads, to those
                  who dwell upon this earth with their cattle. With reverence for Asha, and (offerings)
                  offered up, I vow this: I shall nevermore damage or plunder the Mazdayasnian settlements,
                  even if I have to risk life and limb. 
               

               
            

            
            	
               I reject the authority of the Daevas, the wicked, no-good, lawless, evil-knowing,
                  the most druj-like of beings, the foulest of beings, the most damaging of beings.
                  I reject the Daevas and their comrades, I reject the demons (yatu) and their comrades;
                  I reject any who harm beings. I reject them with my thoughts, words, and deeds. I
                  reject them publicly.
               

               
               Even as I reject the head (authorities), so too do I reject the hostile followers
                  of the druj. 
               

               
            

            
            	
               As Ahura Mazda taught Zarathushtra at all discussions, at all meetings, at which Mazda
                  and Zarathushtra conversed; 
               

               
            

            
            	
               As Ahura Mazda taught Zarathushtra at all discussions, at all meetings, at which Mazda
                  and Zarathushtra conversed — even as Zarathushtra rejected the authority of the Daevas,
                  so I also reject, as Mazda-worshipper and supporter of Zarathushtra, the authority
                  of the Daevas, even as he, the Asha-endowed Zarathushtra, has rejected them. 
               

               
            

            
            	
               As the belief of the waters, the belief of the plants, the belief of the well-made
                  (Original) Cow; as the belief of Ahura Mazda who created the cow and the Asha-endowed
                  Man; as the belief of Zarathushtra, the belief of Kavi Vishtaspa, the belief of both
                  Frashaostra and Jamaspa; as the belief of each of the Saoshyants (saviors)—fulfilling
                  destiny and Asha-endowed—so I am a Mazda-worshipper of this belief and teaching. 
               

               
            

            
            	
               I profess myself a Mazda-worshipper, a Zoroastrian, having vowed it and professed
                  it. I pledge myself to the well-thought thought, I pledge myself to the well-spoken
                  word, I pledge myself to the well-done action. 
               

               
            

            
            	
               I pledge myself to the Mazdayasnian religion, which causes the attack to be put off
                  and weapons put down; [which upholds khvaetvadatha], Asha-endowed; which of all religions
                  that exist or shall be, is the greatest, the best, and the most beautiful: Ahuric,
                  Zoroastrian. I ascribe all good to Ahura Mazda. This is the creed of the Mazdayasnian
                  religion.[3]  
               

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Note the full picture: it is not just the vertical division of the cosmos between
         beneficial and harmful; it is also “I” declaring and choosing the beneficial side
         within it. The associated cosmology and eschatology, the description of the origin
         and nature of the struggle between Ahriman and Ormazd from the beginning of time to
         the end of time, is described in later texts. One of these is the Bundahishn (“creation”) or Knowledge from the Zand, which is developed in Middle Persian texts in the time of the Sassanian Empire (Rose
         2011: 39, 109). During this period, Zoroastrianism became a state religion with a
         governmentally supported priesthood, including a named high priest, and the focus
         of attention in the texts shifts from Zoroaster and his vision to Ahura Mazda directly.
         The Sassanian Empire lasted until the incursions of Muslim forces, mainly Arab.
      

      
      The Avesta.org website includes a translation of the Bundahishn from E. W. West, Sacred Books of the East, Volume 5, published by Oxford University Press in 1897. The opening paragraphs say
         how the conflict arose:
      

      
      
         
         In the name of the creator Ohrmazd.

         
         
            
            	
               The Zand-akas (‘Zand-knowing or tradition-informed’), which is first about Ohrmazd’s
                  original creation and the antagonism of the evil spirit, and afterwards about the
                  nature of the creatures from the original creation till the end, which is the future
                  existence (tanu-i pasino). 
               

               
            

            
            	
               As revealed by the religion of the Mazdayasnians, so it is declared that Ohrmazd is
                  supreme in omniscience and goodness, and unrivaled in splendor; the region of light
                  is the place of Ohrmazd, which they call ‘endless light,’ and the omniscience and
                  goodness of the unrivaled Ohrmazd is what they call ‘revelation.’ 
               

               
            

            
            	
               Revelation is the explanation of both spirits together; one is he who is independent
                  of unlimited time, because Ohrmazd and the region, religion, and time of Ohrmazd were
                  and are and ever will be; while Ahriman in darkness, with backward understanding and
                  desire for destruction, was in the abyss, and it is he who will not be; and the place
                  of that destruction, and also of that darkness, is what they call the ‘endlessly dark.’
                  
               

               
            

            
            	
               And between them was empty space, that is, what they call ‘air,’ in which is now their
                  meeting. (http://www.avesta.org/pahlavi/bund1.html) 
               

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      The rest of what has been described follows logically.

      
      Organizations

      
      The organizations recognized in descriptions of the religion are the household, the
         community, a three-tier hereditary priesthood, and two main organizations that the
         community maintains: fire temples and dakhmas for disposal of the dead by exposure. Dakhmas are now often called “towers of silence.”
      

      
      There are complex ceremonial relationships that link the fire-altars in the fire temples
         to the fire-altars in households through transfers of fire back and forth. In some
         fire temples, the fire is kept constantly burning; in others, fire altars are ignited
         with flames from household fires. Conversely, household fires are lit from temple
         fires.
      

      
      Zoroastrianism still lives, although it probably has fewer than two hundred thousand
         adherents worldwide. Membership in the community is accepted as being hereditary,
         based on patrilineal descent. Membership provides access to the fire temples and dakhmas as well as charities and other support institutions. Communities remain in Iran.
         Communities were established in India in about the tenth century, to escape increasing
         disabilities imposed by the Muslim rulers in Persia. Zoroastrians in India are called
         Parsis. Smaller communities have been established more recently in Europe and the
         Americas.
      

      
      Greek and Roman Philosophy

      
      In Judaism, a central unifying theme in the key texts is a particular idea of social
         history, which will be described. In the transformation of the Jewish people to the
         idea of the Christian community, this idea of social history was replaced by a complex
         of ideas drawn from Hellenistic philosophy. These ideas then also influence the further
         development of Judaism and other traditions, and later carried on into Islam. There
         is no need to review all of these ideas, but three of them are absolutely crucial.
         These are the ideas of doctrine and the conflict between empiricism and dogmatism,
         the idea of logos, and the emanation theory.
      

      
      Dogma, Empiricism, and Doctrine

      
      For most Western scholars and religious professionals the idea of religion without
         doctrine is a contradiction in terms. This is a major reason for the difficulty they
         have had in understanding non-doctrinal traditions like Vedanta and Buddhism. This
         idea of doctrine has two major origins. One is in the idea of esoteric or secret lore
         associated with the mystery cults. The other is the idea of dogma and dogmatic analysis as it was developed in Greek and Roman philosophy.
      

      
      The idea of dogma is defined in opposition to the idea of empiricism. The opposition
         between dogma and empiricism as two alternative modes of analysis and methods of proof
         had been developing since the beginning of Greek philosophy as we know it. It came
         to a head with the opposition between the Socratics and Sophists.
      

      
      The name Sophist is from σοφίά, wisdom, but it most especially meant understanding
         of public affairs. Sophists explained human behavior, public policy, and law by the
         methods for understanding the natural world. They did not claim to speak or know about
         the gods; Protagoras (among others) was known for being unwilling to say that the
         gods existed. Most of the Socratic dialogues portray Socrates in arguments with noted
         Sophists of the time. In many of the dialogues, the named Sophist seems to be no more
         than a straw man for Socrates, but in a few cases we have independent evidence or
         other reasons to see Plato as providing a factually accurate picture. One of these
         is the Protagoras, or rather parts of it. Relevant independent evidence comes from Contra Dogmaticus (Against the Dogmatists) by the skeptic Sextus Empiricus (160–210 CE) (Bury, 1976).
      

      
      Since Protagoras was one of the best-known Sophists of the time, it is unlikely that
         Plato could expect to get away with any great distortion. In addition, the position
         Protagoras takes is very different from a simple opposite to that of Socrates, and
         a good deal more coherent. Finally, where the usual Socratic dialog ends by Socrates
         showing his interlocutor that his position could not be defended, the Protagoras ends with Socrates rather lamely arguing that his position and that of Protagoras
         are not very far apart.
      

      
      The central epistemological idea of Sophism goes back to two statements attributed
         to Protagoras: “Man is the measure of all things,” (Kerferd 1993: 85) and the related
         view that “Whatever is just and laudable to a city” is so as long as the city holds
         to them (1993: 130). In our terms, this is individual and cultural relativism. Both
         ideas were intimately involved in Protagoras’ view of sophia (wisdom) as including the art of government, in which all people could participate.
      

      
      The Sophists are known as the first professional teachers, the first to teach for
         money. What they taught was politics and the art of public persuasion. Moreover, they
         taught it to anyone. In the Protagoras, Protagoras says that he can teach people to lead. Socrates disagrees, and to prove
         it he tries to turn this into a debate about virtue and whether it can be taught.
         He argues that it cannot be taught and that Protagoras does not know what it is. Protagoras’
         argument to show that it can be taught is based on observation. We see that it can
         be taught and we also see that recognition that it can be taught is deeply imbedded
         in our normal patterns of behavior. We expect even small children to be able to learn
         it and we act on that expectation. We act differently toward people who exhibit defects
         in ethical judgment than we do toward people who have defects in technical knowledge.
         And of course we see this in the practice of democratic consultation. On matters of
         music, art, and the like we would consult only recognized experts, but for matters
         of public policy we think everyone has something to contribute. Socrates’ position,
         by contrast, is that consulting ordinary people on ethical or policy questions is
         simply a mistake. Very few know what virtue is and only they should lead.
      

      
      Socrates’ arguments always depend on his assertion of the reality of the form (logos) of a thing as its essence, its defining characteristic, which is also its cause.
         He also equates forms with qualities rather than substances. They are such things
         as we predicate of objects: colors, beauty, virtue, strength, justice, and so on.
         Since the aim of the state is to attain justice, knowledge of the forms of the good,
         justice, and the like is essential in its leader. Things take on their specific character
         as specific forms are imposed on unformed substance.
      

      
      Each form was one unique distinguishing characteristic, and each form had one and
         only one equally distinct opposite. Beauty is what all beautiful things have in common
         and what separates them from all ugly things. Virtue is what all virtuous things have
         in common and what separates them from all non-virtuous things. For Socrates, to know
         a thing was to know its form (essence). If you cannot describe its form (essence)
         and show that all things of that sort had that characteristic but did not have its
         opposite characteristic, you did not know it.
      

      
      Since such forms or essences do not exist in experience, Socrates and Plato had to
         explain where they did exist. Their answer was radical dualism. They exist in a world
         entirely beyond our experience. But if the forms are entirely separate from the world
         of experience, how do we explain how they enter our experience? How do we come to
         know them? The main dialogues that develop these ideas positively, rather than applying
         them implicitly in criticizing the positions of others, are the Republic and the Phaedo.
      

      
      The Greek title of the Republic is Πολιτεία (Politeia). This is better rendered in English as the Polity, or the State. It is most definitely not about or in favor of a republic. In it, Socrates explains
         his position to Plato’s two elder brothers and a group of others including an apparently
         young Thrasymachus (459-400 BCE), known to us as an important teacher of rhetoric.
         Plato represents him as a Sophist but the position he takes in opposition to Socrates
         is not what most Sophists would argue for. Thrasymachus says that “‘just’ or ‘right’
         means nothing but the interest of the stronger party” (338b-c). The Sophists’ more
         characteristic position, as Protagoras argues in Plato’s Protagoras, is that the purpose of law is to enable people to live together in communities.
      

      
      Early on in the discussion, Socrates presents the allegory of the cave to Glaucon,
         Plato’s older brother. Imagine, he says, people chained in a cave from birth, so they
         cannot move their heads. They can only see a wall in front of them, on which all sorts
         of figures move. But behind them, which they cannot see, there is fire “at some distance
         higher up” and in front of the fire there is a track “like a screen at a puppet show”
         (Cornford 1945: 27-228). Along the track, men are carrying a variety of objects that
         cast their shadows on the wall in front of the prisoners. Some of these men speak
         and some do not.
      

      
      Socrates asks: If the prisoners could talk, would they not name and describe the shadows
         as actual objects? Glaucon says they would. If the prisoners could suddenly be free
         and turn their heads to the fire, would it not be painful and would they not turn
         away? Glaucon said they would. And if they were dragged up to see the fire and then
         outside to see sun, would they not resist and find it difficult to understand? And
         so on. Glaucon agrees that this “beatific vision” would be painful and difficult to
         acquire, that few would share it, and that a person with such knowledge is unlikely
         to become involved in ordinary affairs of government—to return to the world of shadows
         and delusion.
      

      
      The main body of the dialogue describes the organization and functions of government
         and the role of education in such a state. Socrates’ argument is for a single hierarchy
         of officials and classes under the authority of a single “philosopher king.” The book
         ends with Socrates’ final justification, which is his theory of reincarnation. He
         explains to Glaucon that souls are immortal, fixed in number, and constantly reborn.
         When each person dies, they are judged. Each is sent upward to the heavens or down
         into the earth and rewarded for their just lives or punished for their unjust deeds,
         one year for every day of their life. At the end of this time, souls from both regions
         are assembled and allowed to draw lots. The lots are numbered; the numbers are the
         order in which they can choose a new life to live. It may be anything. The first number
         has the largest number of choices, but there are always more possible lives than the
         numbers of lots. A person may choose the life of an all-powerful tyrant, a self-sacrificing
         leader, an obscure citizen who lives peacefully, a craftsman, or even an animal. Some
         choose wisely based on their previous experience and careful consideration of the
         consequences, but most choose rashly according to their previous habits. Then all
         are taken to a stream whose water produces forgetfulness. They must drink a certain
         amount of the water, but some drink more and therefore forget more. Then almost all
         are returned to earth to be reborn (a very few souls who committed especially depraved
         injustices are dragged away to far more punishment). This is how and why the purpose
         of education is not to impart knowledge but rather to reawaken it in the souls that
         have it. The Phaedo repeats Socrates’ claims for an afterlife and adds additional assurances based,
         again, on the assertion that everything has one and only one opposite. This is dogma;
         it is a pure assertion of something beyond experience that cannot possibly be verified
         in experience.
      

      
      The differences between systems of knowledge depending on confirmation in experience
         and system of knowledge based on postulating things beyond experience were systematically
         described in the tradition of skepticism. This began with Pyrrho of Elis (365–275
         BCE), who is described as having studied with “gymnosophists” in India when he accompanied
         Alexander’s army there. “Gymnosophist” is an elegant Greek word-picture of a yogi. According to what Pyrrho advocated, this gymnosophist must have conveyed some version
         of Vedanta. The two central ideas most often attributed to him are not to explain
         by imputing anything beyond experience, and if you cannot explain to “suspend judgment.”
         A second line of thought also characterized as skeptical began in Plato’s own Academy
         under the leadership of Arceselaus, around 266 BCE, but these “Academic skeptics”
         were never empiricists.
      

      
      After Pyrrho, the single most important text for skepticism until the eighteenth century
         was the encyclopedic Contra Dogmaticus, by Sextus Empiricus, a “medical skeptic” of the of second century CE. Sextus’ first
         three books were “Outlines of Pyrrhonism.” These opened by describing and distinguishing
         the three kinds of effort he would be concerned with: “the Dogmatic, the Academic,
         and the Sceptics.” Dogmatists included Aristotle and the Stoics. Academics referred
         to Plato’s Academy, including Arceselaus. Sceptics, beginning with Pyrrho, included
         Sextus himself (Bury 1976: 3).
      

      
      Contra Dogmaticus reviews substantially all contemporary and previous philosophy. It is largely made
         up of discussions of quoted aphorisms and statements, often considering alternative
         possible meanings and responses to each. This makes it difficult to find simple statements
         of Sextus’ own position. But here is a statement that shows fairly directly what he
         means by dogmatism:
      

      
      
         When we say that the Sceptic refrains from dogmatizing we do not use the term “dogma,”
            as some do, in the broader sense of “approval of a thing” (for the Sceptic gives assent
            to the feelings which are the necessary results of sense impressions, and he would
            not, for example, say when feeling hot or cold, “I believe that I am not hot or cold”);
            but we say that “he does not dogmatize” using “dogma” in the sense, which some give
            it, of “assent to one of the non-evident objects of scientific inquiry”; for the Pyrrhonian
            philosopher assents to nothing that is non-evident. (Bury: I: 10-11) 
         

         
      

      The alternative to dogmatizing is “adhering to appearances.” Sextus explains:

      
      
         That we adhere to appearances is plain from what we say about the Criterion of the
            Sceptic School. The word “Criterion” is used in two senses: in the one it means “the
            standard regulating belief of reality or unreality” . . .  in the other it denotes
            the standard of action by conforming to which in the conduct of life we perform some
            actions and abstain from others; and it is of the latter that we are now speaking.
            The criterion . . . is, we say, an appearance, giving this name to what is virtually
            the sense-presentation. For since this lies in feeling and involuntary affection,
            it is not open to question. Consequently no one, I suppose, disputes that the underling
            object has this or that appearance; the point in dispute is whether the object is
            in reality such as it appears to be.
         

         
         Adhering, then, to appearances we live in accordance with normal rules of life, undogmatically,
            seeing that we cannot remain wholly inactive.” (Bury: I: 17)
         

         
      

      
      Recognition of “appearances” has direct relevance to morality and by implication the
         legitimacy of democratic government. The skeptical view clearly recalls Protagoras’
         respect for normal practice, custom, and law:
      

      
      
         Adhering, then, to appearances we live in accordance with the normal rules of life,
            undogmatically, seeing that we cannot remain wholly inactive. And it would seem that
            this regulation of life is fourfold, and that one part of it lies in the guidance
            of Nature, another in the constraint of the passions, another in the tradition of
            laws and customs, and another in the instruction of the arts. (Bury 1976:17)
         

         
      

      I have noted that a conception of God is central to all three main covenantal traditions.
         This is uniformly defined in a theory of god, a theology. In terms of this skeptical
         distinction between dogmatism and skepticism, these theologies have been and continue
         to be consistently dogmatic. By the same token “dogmatics” is a recognized type of
         reasoning and dogma is a recognized type of statement in all three traditions. It
         follows that the traditions can be distinguished by the extent to which dogma is important
         to them and by the extent to which they insist on adherence to it.
      

      
      Skepticism has persisted as the empirical philosophy of empiricism to the present.
         When Robert Boyle and Robert Hooke described themselves as skeptics in the seventeenth
         century, their use of the term was entirely in accord with Sextus.[4]  The same applies to Montaigne and to the Scottish Moralists: Adam Ferguson, Adam
         Smith, and David Hume. Immanuel Kant describes himself as building his “formal science”
         on Hume’s analysis of the idea of cause and effect. Hume had concluded that it rested
         on “custom and habit.”
      

      
      Logos

      
      The Greek term translated into English as “form” in discussions of the Platonic theory
         of forms is logos. Aristotle gave it the further meaning of fundamental ordering principle when he
         recast the Platonic method of exposition by dialogue as his own “method of division”
         or syllogism, finding things with the same form and separating them off from things with different
         forms. The same term was used by the Stoics with roughly the same range of meanings
         and the same sense of that which is ultimately important to understand, and in addition
         in a way that came very close to a some Judaic and Zoroastrian conceptions of God.
         All of these associations were ultimately inherited by Christian and Muslim thinkers.
         All three have at least some streams of thought that use a doctrine of forms and an
         equation of the Old Testament idea of God as a creator of the world with the Stoic
         and Socratic ideas of God as the logos.
      

      
      Stoicism and Emanation Theory

      
      The Stoic idea of logos was particularly important in the subsequent development of
         covenantal theology because of the way it offered a way to resolve the “problem of
         evil.” This is the problem that arose when God was identified with the creator of
         the universe and also with form (logos) in a Platonic scheme that opposed form and
         substance, or form and matter, and where God was also identified with good and matter
         with evil. The problem had two horns. If we say that God created matter, then we are
         saying that God created evil. To say that God is good and the creator of evil is a
         self-contradiction. Alternatively, if we say that God did not create matter, then
         we are saying God is not the ultimate Creator, so we have another self-contradiction.
         The Stoic solution was the emanation theory.
      

      
      The first step in the reasoning was that the Stoics, more clearly than Socrates and
         Plato, made logos active. Stoic cosmology focused on the logos spermatikos, rendered in English as “life-giving word,” “generative reason,” or “creative reason.”
         Logos was treated as or equated with a term for order, “creative fire,” reason in
         nature, reason in humans, soul, destiny, mind, word, pneuma (basically meaning breath but in the Stoic scheme fiery breath or creative fire),
         Zeus and God, among others. It was the single, all-pervading, creative force in nature.
      

      
      Given this, the theory of emanation rests on an analogy between the logos and the
         sun. Just as the sun is the source of light by which things live and are seen, the
         logos is the source of pneuma  by which they come into existence and into consciousness. Light constantly leaves
         the sun. As the sun is the center of brightness, light, heat, and all the good things
         associated with it, so is the logos. Naturally, then, as its emanations flow away,
         they become aware of their increasing separation. At some point, they cannot continue;
         they “yearn” or “long” for their source and they turn back. But as they turn, they
         are no longer doing what the sun or the logos sent them to do. Therefore, although
         it is out of love, they are resisting. They then become matter and they become perceivable,
         as light leaving a candle is not visible but becomes so when an object blocks its
         path. So while the source, logos, is itself all good, all light, and so on, darkness,
         evil, and resistance nevertheless arise from it. The emanation theory is at once epistemology
         and ethics, a theory of the nature of perception and a solution for the problem of
         evil in a world with a purely just and good creator.
      

      
      Aristotle reduced the disagreements between the Socratic and Stoic cosmologies in
         two ways that were later important in covenantal theology. First, he defined away
         the gap between form and matter. Where Plato had radically separated essence and substance,
         or form and matter, Aristotle argued that the essences of things (their forms) were
         their substance (matter). Second, in his prior analytics he proposed his method of syllogism as the basis for a deductive system of absolutely
         comprehensive knowledge grounded in and following from his first principles, once
         those first principles were found. This would be his posterior analytics. Since the posterior analytics were never written and the argument to equate form with
         substance was far from clear, Aristotle’s scheme did not actually absorb or merge
         with Stoicism. Later, Neo-Platonists including Origen (180–253 CE) and Plotinus (205–270
         CE) resurrected their emanation theory in different ways, which will be described
         briefly below.
      

      
      The emanation theory allowed Jewish and then Christian thinkers from about 300 BCE
         to 200 CE to combine the Zoroastrian idea of the apocalyptic struggle between good
         and evil leading to a final battle in the end of time with their respective versions
         of God as the one all-powerful Creator.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Three thousand years elapsed from the time of the first city-states to the establishment
         of the Roman Empire. At the beginning of this period, we have around the shores of
         the Mediterranean about fifteen largely separate culture regions. In the middle of
         the period we see the expansion of two great maritime cultures: the Phoenician and
         the Greek. In large part because of the system of commerce they forged we see the
         spread of writing and commercial traffic that led to the widespread emergence of alphabetic
         systems of writings rather than pictographic. In the beginning of the period of alphabetic
         writing, about 600 BCE, we see the first consolidation of Greek philosophy, more precisely
         called Hellenic philosophy (as the Greeks called themselves Hellenes). It is one among
         many. By the time of the Roman Empire, we see “Hellenistic” culture as the one that
         includes the many. It includes mystery cults from the far ends of north Africa to
         Persia, philosophy from Asia, political ideas from throughout the region, Greek and
         Aramaic as international languages of trade and scholarship, and of course a huge
         blend of technologies and material goods that the system of commerce had drawn together.
      

      
      This is when we see the emergence of the fundamental ideas of Western law: ideas of
         contract, of various transactions such as sale and mortgage, and of the various forms
         for the state. We see the beginnings of physics and astronomy, psychology, biology,
         political science, mathematics, engineering, medicine and history as scholarly or
         professional disciplines, and we see the emergence of the covenantal religions. To
         understand the latter it is important to bear in mind these other developments.
      

      
      The general distinction between dogmatic and empirical systems of philosophy was a
         major conceptual framework for the entire Hellenistic mix. It was unhesitatingly used
         by dogmatists as well as empiricists until the early twentieth century, when “dogmatic”
         acquired unfavorable associations as implying stubborn or stupid. Nevertheless, it
         remains in the texts and it remains in the traditions. So I will continue to use it
         in the technical sense.
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      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Kapadia was an Indian Zoroastrian (Parsi), so he was both a translator and a spokesman.

            

         

         
            2. Percy Molesworth Sykes was a very interesting British military officer, diplomat,
                  and scholar. He was based for a time in India and traveled and had diplomatic responsibilities
                  in Persia. In the article cited, he reads the Avesta alongside the Persian Shah Nama (“Book of Kings”), which dates from about 1000 CE. Like the Avesta, the Shah Nama
                  portrays righteous leaders at war with the evil “deevs.” He then arrives at what to
                  me is a very plausible basis for conflict between Zoroastrian and Vedic deities. He
                  notes, as everyone does, that the Vedic terms devi and deva (god and goddess) take on the meaning of demons in Zorostrian texts. He also notes,
                  however, that “en revanche” Ahura Mazda appears as Asurah, a “fiend,” in later Vedic writings (Sykes 1906: 755).
                  So the condemnations are mutual. This first of all means that they must overlap in
                  time. In addition, we can then ask why, at this time, they differ. What are they arguing
                  about? The apparent answer is forms of government. The Zoroastrian ideas are logically
                  suited to a monarchy and were always associated with monarchies, going back centuries
                  before Cyrus. Sykes describes “Gushtásp” as the “the first royal convert to Zoroaster”
                  (Ibid.). This is the same as Vistaspa, an apparently actual ruler. Sykes dates him
                  to the seventh century BCE; he is now more often dated to the tenth century BCE, hence
                  about a century after the completion of the Rgveda. Conversely, as I have noted, there
                  is no evidence of a monarchy associated with the Indus Valley Civilization that seems
                  to have been the source of the distinctive values that appear in the Vedas and Upanishads.
                  Rather, the archaeological remains support a peasant confederation or commonwealth.
                  The dispute, therefore, evidently turned on the opposition between the values of monarchy
                  (subordination) and democracy (equality and individualism) as opposed ways to realize
                  the same ultimate societal goal: light, health, truth, peace, and freedom from corruption.
               

            

         

         
            3. http://www.avesta.org/yasna/y12j.htm

            

         

         
            4. For a thorough explanation of the relationship between skeptical philosophy and the
                  evolution of experimental science, see Burnyeat 1983. For my view for social science
                  see Leaf 2009.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

      Judaism

      
         
         
      

      
      With Judaism we enter the covenantal family of traditions. A covenant is a contract.
         In the ancient Mediterranean world, as now, a contract is an agreement between two
         or more parties that will be enforced as law by an appropriate judge. The usual role
         of gods in such matters is as a guarantor. One makes a contract swearing on one's
         god. One does not make a contract with one's god. In the covenantal religions, this changes. The contract is between the
         community and God. In this case, the enforcing authority can only be the parties to
         the contract themselves. There is no one else. Their power over each other rests in
         the benefits they receive if the contract is adhered to compared to what happens if
         it is not. If the people of the community do not do what they promised, God will not
         do what he promised.
      

      
      In this chapter, for biblical translations I cite the 1917 English edition of the
         Masoretic text published by the Jewish Publication Society of America.
      

      
      Central Ideas

      
      In Judaism, two central ideas provide the foundation of the initial version of the
         enduring conceptual structure: monotheism and history. There is no creed in the Christian
         sense, but there is a very clear statement of the central tenet. It is the Shema: shema yisroel Adonai elohenu Adonai echad; “Hear O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is One.”[1] There is one God, and acceptance of Him defines the community.
      

      
      God is always in some sense the source of the law—but the general character of the
         argument is not simply “Here are the commands of God that we also see are law, no
         questions asked.” Unlike a human ruler, God is never available to be directly seen
         and heard. So the important question from the point of view of collective conduct
         has to be how one knows what God’s commands are. The Jewish answer is two-sided: prophets
         and history. The two sides are intertwined, in that the history includes accounts
         of prophets, what they said, whether they were believed, what actions were taken,
         and the consequences. Jewish scholars generally seem to agree that of the two, history
         has a greater weight. No recognized prophet has ever declared an end to history or
         a new beginning that showed earlier history was no longer significant. They work within
         history, usually claiming not to bring a new vision of God’s law but to restore the
         old. Moreover, notwithstanding its different theology and ethnic focus, the main conflict
         in views of the appropriate system of law and enforcement that emerges from the Jewish
         history is much the same as the Greek and Roman histories: essentially consensus versus
         command, democratic versus authoritarian, egalitarian versus hierarchical.
      

      
      The central text of Judaism is the Tanakh, corresponding to the Christian Old Testament. Jewish writers avoid the term “Old Testament” because they do not see the New Testament as part of their authoritative corpus. Jewish tradition divides the Tanakh into three parts: Law (Torah), Prophets (nevim, nebim, or novim[2] ), and Writings (ketuvim, hagiographia). Prophets, beginning with Elijah, includes Kings. The Torah is otherwise known as the Pentateuch and the Five Books of Moses. The five books are Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy.
      

      
      The physical form of the Torah is a single parchment scroll between two rollers. There are firm traditions for assuring
         that the scrolls are accurately copied and carefully preserved. The language is an
         ancient form of Hebrew. It is written without vowel markers but with a set of special
         symbols to show what musical tone patterns are to be used as the words are sung out.
         There are also requirements to express a very high level of respect. The Torah is rolled, covered with a sleeve of rich cloth and kept in an ark when not being
         read. Prayers are said when it is taken out and put away. When reading it, care is
         taken not to touch the parchment with the hands. It is rolled only by the wooden rods
         to which the parchment is affixed. A pointer, usually silver, in the shape of a hand
         is used to let the reader keep his place.
      

      
      When Torah scrolls are worn out, the tradition is that they are buried in the manner of a respected
         human being who has died. Yet there is no sense that it is anything but the product
         of human effort. As such, it is fully recognized that this history itself has a history.
      

      
      One aspect of the history recounted in the Torah is the evolution of the places of
         worship with their respective organizations. The principal religious institution described in the Torah is the Temple. This begins with the mobile structure to house the Ark of the Covenant
         described in Leviticus, becomes the fixed structure in Jerusalem under the kings,
         and continues through the Second Temple built after the return from the Babylonian
         exile with the help of Cyrus the Great.
      

      
      The principal religious organization associated with the Torah, however, is the synagogue. There is no doubt that the synagogue is the
         central institution of the diaspora, although scholars disagree over exactly when
         and where it originated. The predominant opinion in traditional Jewish exegesis, as
         well as modern scholarship, is that it dates from the Babylonian exile, 597 BCE to
         538 BCE (see Zeitlin 1931). This makes logical sense because the Torah dates from
         this period. Yet Lee Levine’s comprehensive history of the synagogue notes that the
         first actual mention of a synagogue only appears in an inscription from Hellenistic
         Egypt of the third century BCE, and that there is no mention of a synagogue in Judea
         even in the second century BCE. He reviews a wide range of explanations for this evident
         hiatus. The solution, he argues, is that while the synagogue only emerged as a distinct
         center of community life in its own right around the second century BCE, it had a
         predecessor that it evolved out of. This was the village gate, which went back long
         before—as early as 1000 BCE.
      

      
      The “village gate” in this sense was much more than a closure across a roadway. Cities
         were walled and this was a substantial defensible structure at the main entry, often
         with an attached square. It was where important public functions of many kinds were
         carried out, including judicial functions (Levine 2005: 29-37). Trial procedures at
         the village gate are described at several points in the Torah as the ways the laws
         given at those same points were to be enforced. So it is logical to consider that
         the Torah as a record of those laws and procedures would be kept with the other records
         in those same places once the exile ended—and in some functionally similar place for
         those who remained displaced. The evolution of the village gate from an administrative
         and governmental organization into the synagogue as the central organization of a
         “religious” community in the present sense was not completed until about the fourth
         century CE, and depended on two main changes. The first was the increasing irrelevance
         and final destruction of the Second Temple in 70 CE. The second was that the Jews
         of the diaspora necessarily had to accept local law, and take part in local administration,
         in all those matters where cooperation must be community wide and cannot be segmented
         by ethnic or religious identifications. These include such important matters as farm
         management, irrigation management, business conventions, taxation, common defense,
         and the maintenance of common infrastructures.
      

      
      In the period between the end of the Babylonian exile and the destruction of the Second
         Temple, the texts reflect a clear tension between the two types of organizations and
         two associated views of law and the organization of the community. Although the Temple
         was rebuilt twice during this period, it never regained its position as the central
         institution of Judaism. Since 70 CE, there have been only synagogues.
      

      
      Architecturally, the synagogue differs from the temple in every feature; but it has
         many important resemblances to the chapels of the mystery cults. The temple was elaborate
         and singular. Synagogues are often simple, can be built anywhere, and there were evidently
         many of them. The first that are now recognized were consistently built in or by the
         conversion of private residences. The first synagogue purposefully constructed as
         such on the more monumental scale of a public building was completed at Ostia Antica
         in the latter half of the second century CE, according to Anders Runesson (1999).
         Runesson establishes the date on the basis of architectural and other evidence, and
         in the process conveys a very concrete sense of how the design and use of synagogues
         in general was changing to more clearly mark Jews as a distinctive religious community
         in relation to the increasing spread of Christianity (1999: 432).
      

      
      The Jerusalem Temple had different configurations at different points in time but
         these generally had the same elements. There was an outer courtyard called the “Courtyard
         of the Gentiles,” into which anyone could enter. Then there was an inner courtyard
         into which only Hebrews could go after appropriate purification. Finally, there was
         the innermost Holy of Holies, containing the ark, where only the priests could go.
         According to Josephus[3]  this had no door but it was divided into a portion that was in front of a curtain
         and a portion that was behind. What was in front of the curtain was intentionally
         visible to those looking in through the gate, and what was behind was not. (Christian
         Orthodox churches re-create this arrangement, although synagogues do not.) The priesthood
         continued to be hereditary throughout the history of the temple. It was only for the
         descendants of Aaron.
      

      
      The synagogue, by contrast, was a place for the people. Its central object was the
         Torah, which was also the history of the people and was accessible to the people. As a
         written document the Torah is inherently not singular and not tied to a fixed place. By custom, as though to
         emphasize this, each individual synagogue usually has several physical scrolls. These
         are kept together in an ark. Worship is conducted facing the ark. However, the synagogue
         is traditionally arranged so that in facing the ark the congregants are also facing
         Jerusalem.
      

      
      The name synagogue is Greek and means “one teaching.” The Hebrew name is beit k'nesset, meaning “place of assembly.” The two meanings are not the same, but they converge.
         It is preeminently understood as a place of study. The object of this study is the
         Torah and since it is equally accessible to all it must logically also be subject to interpretation
         by all. The person who leads the study was and is the rabbi (meaning teacher or sage, also rendered as rebbe, rab, and rav). In contrast to the temple priests, the office of rabbi is not hereditary. It was
         based only on learning and therefore in principle open to anyone who would study.
      

      
      The implications of these differences between temple and synagogue extend to opposed
         legal, social, and ethical philosophies. The idea symbolized by the temple design
         and usages is that the law comes from God to the people and the priests are the voice
         of God. The people have only to obey. This has obvious parallels to the principle
         of the Roman monarchy that the king was the voice of the law, which returned in the
         empire as the declaration that the emperor was the voice of the law. The idea of the
         synagogue, by contrast, is that the law comes from the people (their history) and
         is to be interpreted by the people (the congregation); the officials, whom they select,
         are to carry it out. The organizational implications in this case parallel the Roman
         republic’s Vox Populi Vox Dei. The parallel Greek contrasts are democracy versus authoritarianism—the Sophists
         versus Plato.
      

      
      The ancient compilers used a method that evidently respected their sources, fitting
         them together but not rewording them. This has allowed modern scholars to recognize
         four sources of the Torah text. One is the J source, so called because the name used for God is Yahweh or Jehovah.
         Another is the E source, in which the name of God is El or Elohim[4]  (the plural of El, evidently as a term of respect but not meaning many gods). The
         third is the D source (the Deuteronomy source, which is not Deuteronomy itself but
         a text it is supposed to have been taken from). The fourth is the P source, consisting
         of Priestly Codes. Deuteronomy is considered the oldest. It is described in Kings
         22:8 as having been discovered in the Temple during a renovation ordered by King Josiah
         (640-609 BCE).
      

      
      Deuteronomy is now dated to about 620 BCE. Based on its language and what it describes,
         scholars generally agree that it must have been written shortly before it was discovered.
         This was a period of intense reform led by Josiah and the prophets Zephania and then
         Nahum. It included a vigorous campaign to destroy the “alters on the high places”
         and to increase the authority of the temple in Jerusalem. The construction and publication
         of the Tanakh was part of this effort. The evident intent was to mobilize and strengthen
         the community by strengthening agreement on its law. The effort was not successful.
         The first exile began in 587 BCE.
      

      
      The four sources are not considered to be simple. Different parts of each are recognized
         as having other sources in turn. Some were written but now lost and some very likely
         were oral traditions.
      

      
      The Prophets and the Writings are dated to after the exile. The historical books are
         considered to have reached final form around 459 BCE, when the Zorobabel, appointed
         governor by Cyrus, was resettling the returning exiles and rebuilding the Jerusalem
         temple, apparently with the help of the prophet Ezra. Ruth is dated at 450 BCE. The
         Song of Solomon and Book of Zechariah are dated to about 300 BCE, Ecclesiastes to
         about 180 BCE, Daniel to 165 BCE, and the Book of Jubilees, the Prayer of Manassas,
         the Testament of Twelve Patriarchs, the First Book of Maccabees, and the Book of Enoch
         to about 100 BCE.
      

      
      Biblical History

      
      The Hebrew calendar describes itself as dating from the creation of the world as described
         in Genesis. It puts the year beginning September 4, 2013 on the Gregorian calendar
         at 5,774. In this case, however, the sense of the claim is not that age conveys authority
         to a body of texts but that it attests to the enduring reality of a body of people,
         a specific and distinct nation. The stated purpose of the texts is to attest to the
         persistence of this people and their changing laws and organizations over time. In the Hindu or Buddhist framework it makes no sense to speak of a person being
         a Hindu or Buddhist but not accepting the ideas of Hinduism or Buddhism. In the stories
         of the Tanakh, by contrast, a person can be Jewish without accepting the ideas of
         Judaism and can accept the ideas without being Jewish. The failure of people who are
         Jews by descent to accept the ideas of Judaism is the central recurrent concern.
      

      
      Because of this, it will be best to start with a short sketch of the nature of the
         biblical history, then the actual history of the people it is intended to preserve,
         and then the further developments that have become historic and modern Judaism. For
         more detail, I recommend two major sources. The most comprehensive widely available
         effort to synthesize current scholarship on the historical content of the Bible from
         the perspective of archaeology and conventional history is still Isaac Asimov’s thirty-year
         old Guide to the Bible. Asimov is neither a biblical scholar nor an archaeologist but a scientific writer
         with an astounding ability to digest and explain the enormous mass of studies that
         such specialists have produced. The most comprehensive overview of the cultural relations
         between the Bible and the larger culture of the region in the formative period is
         Cyrus Gordon’s The Common Background of Greek and Hebrew Civilizations. Between them, there are no important differences in the broad conclusions about
         the value and nature of the Old Testament (or the Tanakh) as history.
      

      
      The Tanakh is legal history. The narrative is not concerned with assembling historical events
         to find a historical pattern but rather with assembling events according to a historical
         presumption to argue for a legal or moral pattern. The recurrent lesson is that while
         virtuous and decent behavior may not guarantee success, immorality is a sure path
         to disaster.
      

      
      Like contemporary Roman and Greek histories, the Tanakh recognizes social evolution. It traces a series of covenants between God and his
         worshippers through stages of increasing social complexity and scale. The relation
         between God and the worshippers is evidently modeled on the relation between king
         and subjects, although as many scholars point out God is also often represented as
         forces or manifestations of nature. The first covenant is with Adam, a single man
         at the beginning of creation. The agreement is to oversee God’s garden and in exchange
         to live off of it. There is no toil. Adam asks for companionship and God agrees. The
         social organization is now a minimal marriage, but the result is to void the original
         covenant. Eve leads Adam to seek moral knowledge. Literally, Adam and Eve eat the
         fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil and become godlike in having that
         knowledge. God then has to expel them from the Garden, the text says, lest they also
         eat from the tree of immortality and become wholly godlike.
      

      
      The second covenant is that Adam will have to work the earth and Eve will have pain
         in bearing children. The words say almost literally that it is to remind her of her
         proper place in the marital relationship. They leave the garden. Thus the new covenant
         with God involves a second covenant that Adam, Eve, and all their descendants will
         have with each other: a marriage bond in which the primary task of the man is to work
         and the woman is to support that work and bear children. From this point to the flood
         the picture is one of independent households grouped by tribal and linguistic affiliation,
         reflecting descent and migration, spreading over the landscape. This is the sense
         of the lists of who begat whom and where they went. Eventually, however, this leads
         to a moral falling away into destructive selfishness and God is compelled again to
         intervene. This ends with the covenant with Noah, who is saved with his whole family
         (not just himself and his wife), and they again start over with a promise that there
         will be no recurrence. This also eventually fails.
      

      
      The next covenant is with Abraham. This assumes a society with cities and long-distance
         trade. As Gordon emphasizes, Abraham is not portrayed as a simple pastoralist living
         in isolation but a “king” and military leader engaging in commerce between settled
         areas in a large regional system. On internal evidence in the story, Gordon argues
         that his route was between the Hittite Kingdom and Egypt. The argument turns in part
         on interpreting the term “Apiru” or “Habiru” (that is, Hebrew), and Gordon weighs
         several alternative views that I cannot attempt to reconcile. Whatever the exact route,
         however, there is no dispute that he has a strong military force and the right to
         use it. One of these uses is in maintaining his right of way. This is what we see
         in the many wells Abraham had his “servants” dig and maintain.
      

      
      In exchange for obedience, God promises to make Abraham the ancestor of a numerous
         people. Abraham agrees, but his wife Sarah still does not conceive. Finally, after
         she is far too old to have a child by normal reckoning, three mysterious strangers
         spend the night with her in her tent. Then Isaac is born. Gordon connects this with
         widespread practice of rulers to claim divine as well as human ancestry. With Isaac
         the king aspect becomes still more prominent in the theme of conflict with Philistines.
         Like Abraham, Isaac digs and restores many wells. They, fearing his wealth, fill them
         up. The Philistine cities were along the coast and engaged in overseas trade. The
         story implies that he is now powerful enough to be a commercial as well as a military
         threat.
      

      
      Still in accord with covenant with Abraham, the story of Isaac leads to his son Jacob,
         later called Israel. This leads to the story of Jacob’s twelve sons, who father the
         twelve tribes of Israel. The story of the sons leads to the story of Joseph and his
         brothers and the “sojourn” in Egypt. This covers a period of 430 years and describes
         the growth of the descendants of Israel into a large but subjugated internal minority.
         Then it becomes a story of suppression and rebellion. The Pharaoh feels threatened
         by their numbers and seeks to weaken and humiliate them by force. This leads to the
         covenant with Moses as their liberator and new representative. Moses is a new kind
         of father of his people, political/religious rather than tribal/biological. Moses
         has no wife or children. He is described as being of Hebrew descent but as having
         been raised in the family of the Pharaoh and then, after fleeing Egypt as an adult,
         living for forty years and becoming the son-in-law of Jethro, “a priest of Midian.”
         Midian was the fourth son of Abraham through Ketuvah, his wife after Sarah died (hence
         by implication not a descendant of Isaac). The story implies that his descendants
         made up a tribal or lineal group and “the land of Midian” was their territory as nomadic
         pastoralists. According to Genesis, this was in the Sinai. Actually it seems to have
         been in the northwest of the Arabian Peninsula. The theological ideas of Jethro are
         not indicated, but there is little or nothing in Moses’ ideas of God that suggest
         the mythology and preoccupation with the afterlife that we see in Egyptian royal tombs.
      

      
      The Egyptian events lead eventually to what was for the compilers the final covenant,
         which in turn led to the organization of the community as a nation state with king
         and temple. This covenant is represented in the Passover Seder, but the Seder requires some interpretation to say exactly what the agreement was.
      

      
      First of all, the Seder describes it as the covenant in Egypt—not the covenant after Egypt or in the desert or any other such thing. So where and when is the covenant
         made in Egypt? Evidently it is in the actions around the final plague, the death of the first-born.
         The description says that only families who put the blood of the lamb on their doorpost
         would be spared and all those who did not would suffer the loss, whether Egyptian
         or Israelite. This is also made clear in the passages in Exodus and Deuteronomy that
         the Seder reflects. Those who put the blood on the door are those who accept the new
         agreement. Those who do not put the blood on the doorposts do not. Ancestry does not
         matter (although the twelve tribes reappear later).
      

      
      The organization that follows develops in the wanderings in the desert and includes
         the evolution of the idea of the temple described above. The process is a kind of
         dialog, in which problems arise from the people’s needs and God provides solutions
         by successive commands, conveyed through Moses. Obeying those commands solves the
         problems but not following them does not solve them. First, they are simply a mob
         with a leader. Then, after the delivery of the Ten Commandments, the social constitution
         becomes that of a theocracy, with Moses as the prophet-king and Aaron and his sons
         as the priestly administration. By the end of the forty years Joshua has been added
         as the general in charge of a separate military organization. Finally, at the point
         of entering the promised land, Moses leaves the scene and the leadership passes to
         Joshua (not Aaron) establishing the state structure of monarchy and temple that, by
         implication, persists until the Babylonian conquest. Exodus 17 has part of the story
         of this final transition; Numbers and Deuteronomy have the rest. Exodus makes it clear
         that Moses had full confidence in young Joshua and Joshua was his principal aid, but
         also that while Moses would go up on the mountain of God and speak directly to him,
         Joshua would not. That is, Moses was a prophet but Joshua was not:
      

      
      
         And the LORD spoke unto Moses face to face, as a man speaketh unto his friend. And
            he would return into the camp; but his minister Joshua, the son of Nun, a young man,
            departed not out of the Tent. (Exodus 33:11)
         

         
      

      Nevertheless, Joshua had a closer relationship to God than others:

      
      
         And the LORD said unto Moses: ‘Take thee Joshua the son of Nun, a man in whom is spirit,
            and lay thy hand upon him; and set him before Eleazar the priest, and before all the
            congregation; and give him a charge in their sight. (Numbers 27:18, 19)
         

         
      

      
         Get thee up into the top of Pisgah, and lift up thine eyes westward, and northward,
            and southward, and eastward, and behold with thine eyes; for thou shalt not go over
            this Jordan. But charge Joshua, and encourage him, and strengthen him; for he shall
            go over before this people, and he shall cause them to inherit the land which thou
            shalt see.” (Deuteronomy 3: 27, 28)
         

         
      

      
         And Moses called unto Joshua, and said unto him in the sight of all Israel: ‘Be strong
            and of good courage; for thou shalt go with this people into the land which the LORD
            hath sworn unto their fathers to give them; and thou shalt cause them to inherit it.
            (Deuteronomy 31:7)
         

         
      

      This idea of a special relationship between the monarchy and God, which was common
         in Mesopotamia at the time the Torah was compiled, continues through Kings. This describes the constitution of the state
         as it had been organized within living memory of those in exile in Babylon. The apparent
         intent of the compilation was to provide a guide to what they hoped some day to rebuild
         and until then to provide a way to avoid what had happened previously to the people
         of the northern kingdom. The hope of that history is also the hope proclaimed in the
         Seder. It is to one day restore the nation in the land of Israel and its capital in
         Jerusalem.
      

      
      After the Tanakh, the picture presented changes from the relatively continuous evolution
         of a single community of people and its one evolving organization to episodes and
         vignettes from a dispersed people in a large and complex system of warring kingdoms
         and empires. The stories always look back, saying what happened or what was said in
         the past, adhering to the master theme of the nature of the covenant with God. They
         never catch up to the writers’ present and become a chronicle.
      

      
      Empirical History

      
      Empirically, Judaism appears to be indigenous to Canaan, roughly modern-day Israel
         and the area northward along the coast through Lebanon to Syria. In the northern end
         of this region, on the coast of western Syria north of Beirut, excavations in a tel (a mound reflecting an ancient ruin) at Ras Shamrah have revealed the ruins of ancient
         Ugarit. This was an important and prosperous city-state until about 1200 BCE. Its
         destruction was associated with large population movements and natural disasters of
         several kinds that marked the end of the Bronze Age. These events may well have been
         set in motion by the Santorini volcanic eruption in 1628 BCE that destroyed the Minoan
         civilization.
      

      
      Excavations at Ugarit began in 1926-1929 under the direction of Claude Schaeffer.
         The thirty-first expedition under his direction was conducted in 1969. Others continue
         the work today.
      

      
      In 1929, Schaeffer found a large number of clay tablets written in a Sumerian type
         of cuneiform. It was the palace library. He entrusted the task of deciphering the
         tablets to Charles Virolleaud, the local director of the Bureau of Antiquities. Virolleaud
         in turn brought in Hans Bauer, a linguist and crypto-analyst. Working together they
         discovered that the writing system was actually alphabetic, determined which sounds
         the symbols represented, and were able to read the tablets. The Ugaritic alphabet
         is now the oldest known. It predates Phoenician and appears to be its parent. The
         language is Semitic and very closely related to ancient Hebrew. Other languages found
         in the same site included Akkadian, Sumerian, Hurrian, Cypro-Minoan, Egyptian, and
         Hittite. This indicates close cultural contacts and communication extending from the
         middle of the Mediterranean to Asia Minor. Gordon’s conclusions, which I have been
         citing, were greatly influenced by the discoveries at Ugarit.
      

      
      The Ugaritic texts provide evidence for what some scholars construe as a single “Canaanitic
         nature-religion.” Such a “religion” seems to me unlikely. The reason is that we have
         no documented case of a single reasonably unified set of beliefs held uniformly over
         any wide area for any substantial period of time, but rather always find pluralism.
         It is much more likely that the region had a variety of religious, political, and
         other idea-systems.
      

      
      Many stories, events, personages and religious themes in the Ugaritic materials later
         appear in the Tanakh. These include versions of the Gilgamesh epic and the related
         Kret epic. Prominent themes include concerns with representations of widespread natural
         forces like wind and fire as well as those local to the area, such as dewfall rather
         than rain as necessary for good crops. The gods listed include the God of Mount Zaphon,
         El, Dagon, Baal of Zaphon, and six other Baals, and a series of other gods and goddesses
         associated with specific places. One of the two main temples at Ugarit was dedicated
         to Baal, the other to Dagon. El is the same as the Hebrew El and Elohim. He is represented
         as the father of the other gods and goddesses, except for Baal. The idea of Baal often
         overlaps with El. Baal is a general term meaning lord or owner, but Baal is also more
         specifically a god of fertility much like the Stoic logos spermatikos—not simply someone who gives or withholds fertility but an immanent principle of
         both productivity and order that actually is fertility. When the principle is strong the forces of disorder are held at bay and
         the crops and cattle are good. If it weakens, chaos arises and the crops and cattle
         fail.
      

      
      The sharpest difference between the Ugaritic El and the Old Testament El and Elohim
         is that the Ugaritic El is associated with a female consort, Asherah. The name literally
         means “tree of life.” She was symbolized by the terebinth tree.[5]  Subsequently, according to archaeological evidence, the female deities were systematically
         removed from their shrines and destroyed, probably as part of the emergence of the
         severely male-dominated and paternalistic ideology that we see in biblical Judaism.
      

      
      After Ugarit collapsed it seems that Canaan had no central government. Regional control
         was divided among twelve tribes, worshipping Jehovah. Given the close linguistic affiliation
         between ancient Hebrew and Ugaritic, it is most likely that they would either have
         emerged locally or come in from nearby. Generally, the centers of the tribal territories
         were mountains and the borders were marked by river valleys. One such valley runs
         in an almost straight line from Jerusalem to the Mediterranean coast. Apparently even
         at this time the areas of the twelve tribes were divided into two main groups north
         and south of this line. The southern group, the tribal areas of Simon and Benjamin,
         was Judah. The ten tribal areas north of that line and east of the Jordan made up
         Israel (Asimov 1967: 223).
      

      
      In 1028 BCE, under pressure from Philistines who had moved in from the sea and were
         occupying the coast, the twelve tribes made Saul their common king. Saul was followed
         by David (1029-973 BCE). David began as king of Judah and a Philistine vassal but
         rebelled and formed a united kingdom with Israel. He did not primarily attack the
         Philistine cities on the coast but expanded inland, along the Jordan River. Jerusalem
         became the capital, almost on the traditional border between Judah and Israel and
         in a defensible position on a long, high, ridge. He then further expanded his territories
         by conquests beyond the areas of the original twelve tribes westward to the Mediterranean,
         south to the Negev (almost the present border of Israel and Egypt) and over a wide
         swath on the east side of the Jordan from well north of modern Damascus to the Gulf
         of Aqaba. But tensions between Judah and Israel provoked the rebellion of Absalom
         and of Sheba.
      

      
      In 973 BCE, David was succeeded by Solomon, who reigned until 933. Solomon formed
         alliances with Pharaoh of Egypt and Hiram, the King of Tyre, a wealthy city-state
         on the coast of what is now southern Lebanon. He added still more conquests in Syrian
         lands to the north and built a widespread trading empire.
      

      
      The reigns of David and Solomon were consistently viewed in later centuries as a golden
         age that prophets and others sought to re-establish. When Solomon died his two sons
         divided his kingdom between them, Judah to the south and Israel to the north. Areas
         previously conquered by David and Solomon began to break away in the larger-scale
         struggles between the greater powers of Egypt, Syria, Assyria, Media, and Babylon.
         In 722 BCE the northern kingdom, Israel, was completely defeated by the Assyrians
         under Sargon, and 27,260 Israelites—undoubtedly its leadership—were taken away. They
         subsequently disappeared into the larger Assyrian population and the kingdom was never
         restored. These are the ten “lost” tribes of Israel.
      

      
      Aramaic was the language of the Assyrians. It is a Semitic language closely related
         to Hebrew and written in a related script. After the Assyrians, Aramaic continued
         to serve as the administrative language for the succeeding Babylonians and Persians.
      

      
      The southern kingdom, Judah, remained relatively independent for about 150 years longer.
         In this period the final major change occurred in the social constitution of the community.
         The idea of a prophet was transformed into the idea of a messiah. The prototype is Elijah. Elijah defied King Ahab, who ruled from about 869-850 BCE.
         He called Ahab to account for being influenced by his wife Jezebel of Tyre. Among
         other things, Jezebel is described as having led him to abuse his authority by having
         Naboth condemned to death to gain possession of his vineyard and to drift from the
         rigorous monotheism that Elijah said God required. Since the stories make a clear
         association between Jezebel and the goddess Asherah (Ashtoreth), this may represent
         a period in which the older Canaanitic ideas had regained support and the male-only
         monotheism was being reasserted in opposition to them. If so, Elijah was its leader.
      

      
      King Josiah was killed in 609 BCE at the battle of Megiddo (Armageddon), in which
         his Judean army attempted to block the advance of Egyptian forces seeking to join
         Assyrian forces in attacking Babylonian forces at Harran. Pharaoh Necho then installed
         Josiah's second son, Jehoiakim, on the Judean throne in 608 BCE, as his vassal. In
         605, however, Jehoiakim responded to shifting military balances by becoming a vassal
         of Nebuchadnezzar II of Babylon, instead. Three years later he switched back to Egypt.
         In 599 BCE Nebuchadnezzar returned and laid siege to Jerusalem. In 598 BCE Jehoiakim
         died and was succeeded by his son Jeconiah. Three months later Jerusalem fell. Nebuchadnezzar
         installed Zedekiah, Jehoaikim's younger brother, as king. He deported Jeconiah and
         much of the elite to Babylon—evidently in part as hostages. The prophet Ezekiel, who
         preached in both Jerusalem and Babylon, belongs to this period. Further resistance
         provoked a second conquest. In 587 BCE, Nebuchadnezzar destroyed the city and the
         Temple entirely and ordered the further deportation of the leadership and a large
         part of the population to Babylon.
      

      
      The Judeans in Babylon were prosperous and progressive. In Judah, however, decline
         continued. Disturbances and conflicts were frequent as the Judeans, with few resources
         left, were pressed militarily between the Edomites to their east and the Samaritans
         to their north.
      

      
      Nebuchadnezzar II died in 562 BCE. He was followed by Evil-Merodach who was followed
         in 566 BCE by Nabonidus. Nabonidus’ son, Belshazzar, was co-ruler. By this time there
         was strong military pressure from the Persians coming from the northeast. For safety,
         Nabonidus established a capital, Taima, to the west in northern Arabia. He manned
         it with Jewish mercenaries. This left Belshazzar in the more exposed position in Babylon.
         Belshazzar’s allies were the Medes. They were northeast of Babylon and even more exposed.
         Cyrus attacked the Medes 550 BCE. Nabonidus could not help because his main forces
         were too far away. Cyrus won. Nabonidus then formed an alliance with Croesus of Lydia,
         at the height of its power and wealth. Lydia was annexed by Cyrus in 542 BCE. Once
         again Nabonidus could offer no help because his main forces were too far away. He
         also had increasing internal difficulties.
      

      
      Nabonidus was from Harran and his mother had been a priestess of the moon-god Sin.
         When he gained power he favored her cult over the city god Marduk. The two temples
         evidently reflected opposed ethnic and regional interests. In consequence, Belshazzar
         faced increasing internal disturbances led by the priests of Marduk, the magi.[6] Nabonidus finally returned to Babylon to deal with the problem. This brought him
         within reach of the Persians. In 539 BCE, with an understanding from the magi that
         they would support his rule, Cyrus II attacked northern Babylonia with a large army
         and engaged Nabonidus. Nabonidus surrendered and was given a small territory in eastern
         Iran. The conditions of the surrender allowed the Babylonians to keep their cultural
         autonomy but the Persians released the Judeans from exile and supported their efforts
         to return to Judah and rebuild the temple. This earned Cyrus the title “the Lord’s
         Anointed” in the Tanakh (Isaiah 45:1). The Hebrew term is mashiach; this is what is transliterated as Messiah. This is the only time the expression
         is used for a non-Hebrew (Rose 2011: 42). From this point on, the organization of
         the Jewish people was divided between the Jews of Judea and the Jews of the diaspora,
         with the latter becoming increasingly numerous and important in regional affairs.
         The Tanakh, however, is focused only on Judea.
      

      
      When Cyrus restored the temple, he did not also restore the monarchy. Instead, he
         appointed a governor. The result was that temple became both more important and more
         of a focus of sectarian divisions. The political theory of the Judean state as it
         developed after the exile was subsequently enshrined as a legal and political ideal
         in the Mishnah, discussed below. Jacob Neusner (1992) describes it as “tripartite.” It had three
         main components, each with distinct powers. One was the “patriarch” appointed by the
         dominant power in the place of the historic king. This was often a person with claims
         to be royalty descended from David, but sometimes simply an administrative governor
         from the paramount power. The second was the temple and priesthood. The third was
         the court system composed of “sages” (rabbis) as the administration under the governor
         or king, sometimes headed by a chief rabbinical council.
      

      
      The period from the construction of the Second Temple to its destruction by the Romans
         in 70 CE is referred to by Jewish historians as the “Second Commonwealth.” The administrative
         courts were called Sanhedrins. A Sanhedrin would have different sizes depending on the importance of the issue
         to be decided. The “Great Sanhedrin”[7]  was associated with the temple to exercise judicial functions at the national level.
         It was definitely in existence under Roman rule but might have begun under the Greeks.
         It ended when the temple was destroyed. For several periods during the Second Commonwealth,
         the president and vice president of the Sanhedrin were the legal and de-facto rulers
         of the Judean state. This is described as rule by zugot, meaning “pairs.”
      

      
      Lesser Sanhedrins, local councils of recognized rabbis connected to local synagogues,
         may have begun earlier and continued until the beginning of the fifth century CE.
         In the Mishnah, the size of the greatest council is consistently put at seventy-one, while the smallest
         number of judges that can make an authoritative interpretation of the law is three.
         Crimes in which a capital penalty might be assessed required twenty-three. The temple
         priests also had power to assess fines and punishments, but not for the same kinds
         of matters.
      

      
      Ezra's authority to establish this system is described in the Book of Ezra. It says,
         in part, that power was given to Ezra by Cyrus who declared that the temple “priests,
         Levites, singers, doorkeepers, Nethinim, or servants of the House of God” would not
         be subject to taxes, and in addition that:
      

      
      
         And thou, Ezra, according to the wisdom of your God which is in your hand, appoint
            magistrates and judges who may judge all the people that are beyond the River, all
            such as know the laws of thy God, and teach ye him that knoweth them not. And whosoever
            will not do the law of thy God, and the law of the king, let judgment be executed
            upon him with all diligence, whether it be unto death, or to banishment, or to confiscation
            of goods, or to imprisonment. (Ezra 7: 25, Masoretic text)
         

         
      

      Ezra could restore the temple hierarchy and in addition would set up a hierarchy of magistrates and judges under himself. The priests and
         temple personnel and the “magistrates and judges” were thus two separate bodies, and
         together they would administer the law of “thy God, and the law of the king.”
      

      
      Ezra is also described as encouraging dissemination of the Torah and the practice
         of reading it in public. Since it is unlikely that the procedures at the village gates
         would have been abandoned in the absence of the exiles, there are two ways to read
         this. Either his new appointees joined the local adjudicative bodies that already
         existed and integrated them into the new hierarchy that way, or left them as they
         were and served as a system of higher adjudication above them. The Torah readings
         would have been useful either way. Surely, however, Ezra's reforms did not eliminate
         the older judicial assemblies at the village gate. The Torah does not contain the
         kind of detailed records of rights and rules for conduct that agricultural communities
         require.
      

      
      Cyrus died in 530 BCE and was succeeded briefly by Cambysis, who annexed Egypt and
         who was followed as noted by Darius I in 525 BCE. Darius also supported the rebuilding
         of the temple in Jerusalem. The temple was dedicated in 516 BCE. In 490 BCE, however,
         Persian expansion eastward reached its limit with their defeat by the Greek land forces
         at Marathon and a series of related defeats at sea. Darius died in 486 BCE and was
         succeeded by Xerxes I, Ahasuerus in the Old Testament. Between then and the conquest
         of the Persian Empire by the Greeks under Alexander, Ezra prophesied in Jerusalem,
         the historical books were put in their final form, the book of Ruth was written, and
         from 445 to 433, the prophet Nehemiah led public efforts to rebuild the walls of Jerusalem
         and enforce the observance of the Law. Samaritan opposition to these efforts provoked
         the hostility between Samaritans and Judeans that is reflected in the New Testament
         story of the Good Samaritan. In about 400 BCE the books of Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah
         were written.
      

      
      The Alexandrian Empire held control from 332 BCE to 198 BCE. In this period the Song
         of Solomon, Book of Zechariah, and Book of Ecclesiastes were written and Proverbs
         reached its final form. By now, Jews and Judaism had spread widely. There were prominent
         Jewish communities in almost every major city. Jewish historians of this period are
         often concerned with “Hellenizing Jews” adopting Greek ideas and culture. Some went
         as far as having surgery to remove the effects of circumcision. It seems much more
         likely that this reflected a lack of consensus on what Judaism was than a situation
         in which Judaism was well defined and individuals were definitely giving it up. For
         Alexandria, at one point, a commentator of the period described the population as
         one-third Jewish, one-third Egyptian and one-third Greek. The Roman census of 48 CE
         put the number of Jews at 7 million. This would be about 10 percent of the entire
         population[8]  and about 25 percent of the population in the eastern Mediterranean area where Jews
         were concentrated. It is difficult to see how this could have come solely from internal
         population growth of migrants from the Judean homeland. It has to at least suggest
         that “Jewish” had become a much more generic cultural category than we presently assume.
         It is certain that many of those considered Jews did not know Hebrew and shared the
         common Hellenistic cultural life.
      

      
      We see the same kind of cultural blending reflected in the Dead Sea scrolls, which
         date from the third century BCE to 68 CE. Although clearly Jewish in their language
         and cultural background, they are not focused on history in the way the Old Testament
         is but rather on eschatology, the final struggle between good and evil in the manner
         of Zoroastrianism. Recent scholarship has been bringing to light ever more divergent
         systems of belief associated with an increasingly diverse range of social communities.
      

      
      The first Greek version of the Tanakh was produced in Alexandria around 200 BCE. This
         is the Septuagint. The name, from the Latin for “seventy,” comes from the legend that it had been produced
         by seventy-two translators, six from each of the twelve tribes (which would of course
         have to include the ten tribes that had been previously lost). There are several known
         versions. None is entirely complete but they are complete enough to show that it was
         not as tightly standardized as the Hebrew version. The Septuagint became the basis of Christian interpretive developments. It is still the standard
         for the Orthodox Churches, although the present version is not the original.
      

      
      After the death of Alexander in 323 BCE, Judah fell to the sphere of Ptolemy, who
         had been given control of Egypt. It remained under the Ptolomies until their forces
         were defeated by the expanding forces of the Seleucids.
      

      
      Alexander originally gave Seleucus control of Babylonia. Seleucus began to expand
         his territories soon after Alexander’s death. Ultimately they ran from the Mediterranean
         coast to the frontiers of India, roughly the area of the Empire of Cyrus the Great
         and Darius, but they did not include former Judea. By all accounts his administration
         was intelligent, tolerant and constructive. He was assassinated by the son of Ptolemy
         I in 305, who thereby revenged his father’s death but did not succeed in reclaiming
         his territories. Seleucus was followed by a long line of descendants named either
         Seleucus or Antiochus. Among the Jews at this time, scholars seem to agree that administrative
         authority was largely in the hands of rabbinical courts--the Sanhedrin. It also appears
         from later events, mainly the Jewish rebellion against the Romans as described by
         Josephus, that large numbers of Greeks had settled in the established cities and also
         founded some new settlements of their own.
      

      
      Seleucid control was established in Judea by Antiochus III, in 198 BCE. He was followed
         by Antiochus IV in 175 BCE. While all the Seleucids had promoted Greek culture, Antiochus
         IV attempted to suppress Judaism. He declared it illegal in 168 BCE. He also pillaged
         the temple, apparently in part for money to continue his military campaigns. The Book
         of Ecclesiastes (180 BCE) and Book of Daniel (165 BCE) date to this period. Daniel
         in particular (along with the Book of Esther) is noted for its strong Zoroastrian
         imagery.
      

      
      The story of Daniel looks back to the time of the Babylonian captivity. The consistent
         theme is the clash between the true religion represented by Daniel and the false religions
         represented by “magicians” and others. The question was which god the king would recognize.
         The Babylonian king refused to heed Daniel’s prophesies and was defeated by the Persians.
         The Persian king, after being misled for a while by the magicians and others, recognized
         Daniel’s god as the true God. The story of Daniel in the lion’s den ends with the
         decree of Darius:
      

      
      
         Then king Darius wrote unto all the peoples, nations, and languages, that dwell in
            all the earth: “Peace be multiplied unto you. I make a decree, that in all the dominion
            of my kingdom men tremble and fear before the God of Daniel;
         

         
         For He is the living God,

         
         And steadfast for ever,

         
         And His kingdom that which shall not be destroyed,

         
         And His dominion shall be even unto the end;

         
         He delivereth and rescueth,

         
         And He worketh signs and wonders

         
         In heaven and in earth;

         
         Who hath delivered Daniel from the power of the lions.”

         
         So Daniel prospered during the reign of Darius and the reign of Cyrus the Persian.
            (Daniel 6:26-29)
         

         
      

      Esther was the Jewish wife of Xerxes I (ruled 486-465 BCE), son of Darius. Thus the
         clearest influx of Zoroastrian ideas and texts into the Jewish literature comes after
         the end of Persian rule, not during it.
      

      
      Ecclesiastes, however, is not Zoroastrian. It is mainly resignedly humanist with a
         tone that sometimes recalls the Jain view of life and other times the dashed hope
         of Gilgamesh, finally turning to faith as a safety net of last resort. The speaker
         names himself as Koholeth and describes himself as having been king, but scholars
         agree that the work is actually anonymous. Many parts are well known. Here is a part
         of book 4:
      

      
      
         But I returned and considered all the oppressions that are done under the sun; and
            behold the tears of such as were oppressed, and they had no comforter; and on the
            side of their oppressors there was power, but they had no comforter. Wherefore I praised
            the dead that are already dead more than the living that are yet alive; but better
            than they both is he that hath not yet been, who hath not seen the evil work that
            is done under the sun. (Ecclesiastes 4:1-3)
         

         
      

      Ecclesiastes ends:

      
      
         For God shall bring every work into the judgment concerning every hidden thing, whether
            it be good or whether it be evil.
         

         
         The end of the matter, all having been heard: fear God, and keep His Commandments;
            for this is the whole man. (Ecclesiastes 12:13-14)
         

         
      

      The abuses of Antiochus IV provoked the Maccabean revolt, led by three sons of Matathias
         Maccabeus, a temple priest. The revolt succeeded. Their success is remembered in the
         festival of Hanukah. The eight-branched candelabra associated with the festival is
         a widely recognized symbol of Judaism.
      

      
      The Maccabees established an independent state. Its high point is considered to have
         been the reign of Alexander Janneus, beginning in 103 BCE.[9]  About this time, the Book of Jubilees, the Prayer of Manassas, the Testament of
         Twelve Patriarchs, the First Book of Maccabees, and the Book of Enoch were written.
         Alexander Janneus died in 79 BCE and the region dissolved into civil war that lasted
         until the area was brought under Roman control by Pompey in 63 BCE.
      

      
      Herod the Great was installed as king of Judea by the Roman Senate in 37 BCE. Herod
         undertook numerous major building projects. He first rebuilt the walls of Jerusalem.
         After about 31 BCE, this was followed by a hall for the meetings of the Great Sanhedrin,
         and then by rebuilding the temple itself starting about 20 BCE. At about the same
         time, he built a major Roman courthouse and law school to go with it at Beyritus (Beirut).
         In 9 CE he dedicated a major port he had named Caesarea, which was intended to rival
         Alexandra.
      

      
      The Romans also had their own administration. The relation between the king and the
         larger Roman administration varied over time. Herod, as a direct appointee of the
         Senate, was the Roman governor as well as the Jewish king, and reported directly to
         Rome. Roman citizens in Judea would have been subject to the Roman laws and courts,
         not the Judean laws and courts.
      

      
      For at least the last century before reign of Herod, and more likely since Ezra had
         been authorized to set up local courts by Cyrus, courts and/or synagogues were spreading.
         So there must have been increasing need for some system for training the rabbis to
         staff them. Certification to serve as a rabbi is called semicha, whose meaning is akin to laying on of hands. Although this is often described as
         “ordination,” it is more accurate to call it graduation. It does not imply a sacred
         status as distinct from ordinary status any more than an academic or law degree does.
         It certifies the completion of training and constitutes authorization to give legal
         advice or judgment and to train others. It is administered only by rabbis. When the
         Great Sanhedrin formed, it established an associated academy (yeshiva) for this purpose. Subsequent Sanhedrins did the same and such academies have been
         a persistent feature of Jewish organization ever since. Whether they existed in a
         formal sense before the Great Sanhedrin is unclear.
      

      
      Later rabbinical works describe the Great Sanhedrin as meeting at fixed times in the
         “Chamber of Hewn Stone“ on the temple mount. The hall is described as literally half
         in and half out of the temple, with one entry in either direction, and since it was
         made of “hewn” stone, meaning hewn with iron, it could not have been considered a
         part of the temple proper because the rules for building the temple explicitly prohibited
         using such stones.[10] This indicates that the relation between the priests of the temple and the Sanhedrin
         and rabbinical courts preserved the same separation as in the Book of Ezra. According
         to the description in the Mishnah, the Sanhedrin could try the high priest, but not the king.
      

      
      The Herods of the New Testament are all descendants of Herod the Great, but monarchial
         government was not continuous. When the Romans annexed Judea in 6 CE the administration
         was assigned to a Roman procurator, Coponius. The seventh and last king of the Herodian
         line was Herod Agrippa II, friend and ally of Emperor Claudius, who ruled from 41-54
         CE. Agrippa had grown up and been educated in Claudius’ household and had provided
         significant help in securing his acceptance as Emperor in the struggles following
         the death of Caligula. Aggripa was appointed to a restored monarchy to replace Coponius
         in 48 CE, with power to appoint the Chief Priest of the Temple.
      

      
      The Great Sanhedrin is traditionally supposed to have established the final form of
         the Tanakh including the books of Ezekiel, Daniel and Esther. From this point on,
         further additions to the texts of Judaism were not within the Tanakh but formed as
         rabbinical additions to it. The Great Sanhedrin also established the observances of
         Shimini Atzerat and in this and other ways definitively assured that the Torah was the property of
         all the people and not just an elite few. That is, with the Great Sanhedrin the long
         struggle between the synagogue and the temple was settled in favor of the synagogue.
      

      
      Legal Content in the Tanakh

      
      Since Judaism takes shape around the idea of “law,” it is important to know what this
         concept is. The Hebrew word translated as “law” is “halakha“ but the two terms are not closely equivalent. Moreover, both concepts have changed
         over time and these changes have not been parallel.
      

      
      Neither the Torah nor the Tanakh as a whole is a code of laws in the way the Code
         of Hammurabi or the Juris Civilis is. Yet it has an overall legal purpose that combines synthesis with sanctification.
         I will give three examples that are frequently discussed: family law, dietary law,
         and the Ten Commandments.
      

      
      Family Law

      
      It is surely significant that the succession of covenants beginning with Adam and
         Eve involves progressively larger kinship groups, from a single couple to a nation
         consisting of twelve tribal kingdoms.
      

      
      In any contract, the crucial questions are what are the terms, who are the parties
         to it, and have they done what they promised? The basic elements of a contract in
         the Tanakh are the same as in ancient Roman law and in our law now. A contract is
         a formal agreement freely arrived at, with no coercion or fraud on either side, in
         which each party promises to do something for the other in exchange for the other
         doing something for them. Further, the activity undertaken had to be itself legal.
         As Roman law put it, a contract had to be in accord with boni fides and boni mores “good faith” and “good morals.” Notwithstanding the power of God in the stories of
         the Tanakh, he does not take the position that anything he does is right simply because
         he did it. He, too, must show that he has done as he promised. Law binds the gods
         as well as man.
      

      
      This is the idea we see behind all the details of the story of the covenant with Abraham.
         The text is careful to say what the agreement was, show that it was arrived at freely,
         to show that both parties were concerned about their obligations and did not hesitate
         to inquire into the conduct of the other, and to show that they both did indeed fulfill
         their obligations. This is, for example, the point of the elaborate proofs included
         in the text to show that Sarah could not possibly have become pregnant by natural
         means, making God’s good faith absolutely clear to Abraham. Then, since Isaac came
         from God he could be claimed by God.[11]  Would Abraham recognize that? Abraham did so by being willing to sacrifice his son,
         however horrible the idea seemed to him. God in turn acknowledged the recognition
         by providing Abraham with the ram to sacrifice instead.
      

      
      Note, however, that the contract between Abraham and God is described in a way that
         makes it more like a marriage contract than a business contract. In a business contract,
         the mutual obligations between the parties are for them to work out any way they like
         and need to be described in detail at the outset. In a marriage, one asks the other
         to marry; the other replies yes or no. They do not reinvent what a marriage will be.
         Here, Abraham agrees to take God as his only God and God in turn agrees to take Abraham
         and his descendants as his people. It is as though the general arrangement that should
         prevail between a god and his followers was already set, and the only question is
         who the god and the followers will be. Gods give prosperity and protection and in
         exchange demand loyalty and devotion.
      

      
      Yet as I have noted, the Jewish idea of the relation of God to his worshippers was
         not widely shared in the Western Mediterranean world at that time. It may have been
         unique, or nearly so. The dominant legal-religious idea was polytheism and this is
         not what polytheistic gods do. So if the model is not other religions, what was it?
         The evident answer is that the imagery was drawn from kinship. That is, kinship was
         the source of the legal idea of the relation between God and his people and not the
         other way around. Israel is at several places referred to as the “bride of God.” God
         is often referred to as “father,” and the other common images are virtually all what
         we recognize as “paternalistic”: king, judge, lord, shepherd, protector, and comforter.
         There is a clear sense in the Old Testament that they are all to be seen as different
         forms of one basic relationship. The husband in the house is as a king in the kingdom,
         judge in the court, commander on the battlefield, and so on.
      

      
      Making the same point in a different way, C. F. Whitley describes the importance of
         kinship imagery and then goes on to argue on the basis of textual and comparative
         evidence that the idea of a covenant itself was a late innovation to consolidate it:
      

      
      
         If, again, we consider the terms by which the prophets conceived of Israel's relationship
            to Yahweh we will notice that they are those of the ties of natural kinship. Thus
            Hosea represents this relationship as that of a marriage (2:13-14) and as a father's
            love towards his son (11:1), while Isaiah refers to the sons whom Yahweh “reared and
            brought up” (1:2). Jeremiah speaks of Israel as Yahweh's bride (2:2; 3:20) and again
            of Yahweh as Israel's father (3:19). Ezekiel portrays Yahweh's association with Israel
            as a foster parent who rescued a child abandoned in the wilderness (chap. 16), while
            in Deutero-Isaiah we find a reference to Yahweh as Israel's husband (54:5). (Whitley
            1963: 40)
         

         
      

      And here is where he thinks it leads:

      
      
         It would thus seem that R. H. Pfeiffer is justified in saying that he failed “to discover
            any reference to the divine covenant with Israel in passages which are earlier than
            621.” Explaining the “origin of the doctrine of Israel's election through the covenant
            as a brilliant intuition of the author of the Book found in the Temple.” (Whitley
            1963: 40)
         

         
      

      The parallelism between the relation between God and the Israelites and between husband
         and wife goes a long way to explaining the persistent concern in the Tanakh with wifely
         obedience and subordination as well as with love, sex, and descent. The parallelism
         also ties together a number of distinctive features of Jewish family law that subsequently
         carried over into Christianity and Islam. The most notable are that marriage should
         be only within the religion, death as the penalty for adultery, and the particularly
         intense focus on adultery committed by women rather than men. Feminist scholars often
         comment on the lack of sexual equality in the Old Testament. If one were to demand
         it, the obvious response would be that there can be no equality with God. The implicit
         argument is that such equality would jeopardize the survival of the people. There
         are too many more powerful nations around them. The implication of the imagery of
         the shepherd and his flock is the same. Subordination is equated with discipline and
         discipline with strength.
      

      
      It also seems logical that the emergence of this conception of the relation between
         God and his community is the motivation for the suppression of Asherah as the consort
         of El in the early Hebrew and/or Canaanitic religion. How could God be the exclusive
         lord and husband of the community if he was already married to someone else?
      

      
      Dietary Law

      
      Scholars recognize that the dietary laws embody the same general theme and purpose
         of separation as the prohibition on marrying non-Jews. In addition, they are closely
         tied to the organization and maintenance of the temple and its priesthood.
      

      
      The dietary rules mainly occur in Leviticus and Deuteronomy. Their main distinction
         is between what is “clean” and what is “unclean” or “detestable.” What is unclean
         is forbidden, but the meaning of cleanliness in this case is not so much sanitary
         as pure. Unclean things include “swarming things,” animals that do not chew a cud
         and part the hoof, fish that do not have both fins and scales, and a specific list
         of birds that are generally carnivorous: vultures, kites, owls, hawks, herons, hoopoes,
         and bats. Some of these can be understood in a sanitary or practical sense, but not
         others. Animals that do not chew a cud and part the hoof include pigs, which in that
         place and time were used as a general waste disposal system and their diet included
         human and animal excrement. They were indeed dangerous to eat. But it also prohibits
         rabbits, camels, horses, and donkeys, which are every bit as safe to eat as cattle.
      

      
      Similarly, the prohibition on eating vultures and kites is easy enough to sympathize
         with, but herons are widely regarded as good to eat. The rule on fish excludes the
         large and dietarily important catfish family as well as all shellfish, crabs, and
         lobsters. Finally there is a general prohibition against eating blood, which is certainly
         not a matter of actual danger but a reflection of the idea that blood, especially,
         “is life.” The well-known prohibition against eating milk with meat is not in Leviticus.
         It is based on an expression of disapproval of boiling a kid in its mother’s milk
         in Exodus and Deuteronomy, an action that is easy to see as denying respect for kinship.
      

      
      Actually, however, the most consistent concern of Leviticus is not with diet but with
         providing for the temple. It sets out the judicial as well as ceremonial authority
         of the sons of Aaron as the priests of the temple. They are assigned the power to
         levy substantial fines in the form of foodstuffs:
      

      
      
         And the LORD spoke unto Moses, saying: If any one sin, and commit a trespass against
            the LORD, and deal falsely with his neighbour in a matter of deposit, or of pledge,
            or of robbery, or have oppressed his neighbour; or have found that which was lost,
            and deal falsely therein, and swear to a lie; in any of all these that a man doeth,
            sinning therein; then it shall be, if he hath sinned, and is guilty, that he shall
            restore that which he took by robbery, or the thing which he hath gotten by oppression,
            or the deposit which was deposited with him, or the lost thing which he found, or
            any thing about which he hath sworn falsely, he shall even restore it in full, and
            shall add the fifth part more thereto; unto him to whom it appertaineth shall he give
            it, in the day of his being guilty. And he shall bring his forfeit unto the LORD,
            a ram without blemish out of the flock, according to thy valuation, for a guilt- offering,
            unto the priest. And priest shall make atonement for him before the LORD, and he shall
            be forgiven, concerning whatsoever he doeth so as to be guilty thereby. (Leviticus
            5:20–26)
         

         
      

      The key question is what happens to the offering once it is offered. Is it destroyed
         in the fire or is it cooked in the fire? The answer is that a few things are wholly
         destroyed as “a pleasing odor to the Lord” but most of what is brought is cooked.
         It is then eaten by the priests and only by the priests, in the temple. This is repeated
         for the grain offering which is used to make bread and the sin offering which provides
         meat (Leviticus verses 14, 19, and 24).
      

      
      In addition to the grain offering and the sin offering there are the burnt offering,
         the “wave” offering, and several others. It is clearly said that a person may commit
         a sin or do something else requiring an offering “knowingly or unknowingly,” but it
         is very definitely not said how this is to be determined otherwise than by priests
         telling them that they have done it. In short, Leviticus does not establish a set
         of regulations that are adjudicable on the basis of evidence. It empowers the temple
         priests to demand offerings for infractions of religious rules with impunity. They
         retained this power up to the time of the Babylonian exile and it was restored when
         the temple was rebuilt.
      

      
      Leviticus 1–16 is generally described by scholars as the “Priestly Code,” because
         of its concern with priestly prerogatives and duties. Leviticus 17-26 is described
         as the “Holiness Code” because of the recurrent use of the phrase “It is a thing most
         Holy.” It is considered to represent a separate original source.
      

      
      Deuteronomy has many of the same dietary rules, and also mandates tithing. In several
         places, it also explains both of these requirements by saying in several places that
         the Levites have no inheritance of their own (meaning a portion of the land obtained
         in the original conquest) and therefor no way to maintain themselves without such
         offerings. The implication is a concept of collective ownership by right of collective
         conquest.
      

      
      The Ten Commandments

      
      The alternative, bottom-up, view of law finding appears to be implied in the laws
         listed in the book of Exodus. These begin with the Ten Commandments, in Exodus 20:
      

      
      
          And God spoke all these words, saying:

         
         I am the LORD thy God, who brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house
            of bondage.
         

         
         Thou shalt have no other gods before Me.

         
         Thou shalt not make unto thee a graven image, nor any manner of likeness, of any thing
            that is in heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that is in the water
            under the earth;
         

         
         Thou shalt not bow down unto them, nor serve them; for I the LORD thy God am a jealous
            God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth
            generation of them that hate Me;
         

         
         and showing mercy unto the thousandth generation of them that love Me and keep My
            commandments.
         

         
         Thou shalt not take the name of the LORD thy God in vain; for the LORD will not hold
            him guiltless that taketh His name in vain.
         

         
         Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days shalt thou labour, and do all
            thy work; but the seventh day is a sabbath unto the LORD thy God, in it thou shalt
            not do any manner of work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, nor thy man-servant,
            nor thy maid-servant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is within thy gates; for
            in six days the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and
            rested on the seventh day; wherefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day, and hallowed
            it.
         

         
         Honour thy father and thy mother, that thy days may be long upon the land which the
            LORD thy God giveth thee.
         

         
         Thou shalt not murder.

         
         Thou shalt not commit adultery.

         
         Thou shalt not steal.

         
         Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbour.

         
         Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’s house; thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’s wife,
            nor his man-servant, nor his maid-servant, nor his ox, nor his ass, nor any thing
            that is thy neighbour’s. (Exodus 20:1-14)
         

         
      

      Note the style. Although stated as commands, they are not law-like. They are more
         like general principles people should act on. The first down to the requirement to
         honor the Sabbath deal only with marks of membership in the community rather than
         legal relationships in the usual sense. Honor your father and mother is very odd as
         a legal requirement, in contrast for example to providing for their maintenance. By
         contrast, Deuteronomy 21 does provide a specific legal procedure and penalty:
      

      
      
         If man have a stubborn and rebellious son, that will not hearken to the voice of his
            father, or the voice of his mother, and though they chasten him, will not hearken
            unto them; then shall his father and his mother lay hold on him, and bring him out
            unto the elders of his city, and unto the gate of his place; and they shall say unto
            the elders of his city: ‘This our son is stubborn and rebellious, he doth not hearken
            to our voice; he is a glutton, and a drunkard.’ And all the men of his city shall
            stone him with stones, that he die; so shalt thou put away the evil from the midst
            of thee; and all Israel shall hear, and fear. (Deuteronomy 21:18-21)
         

         
      

      The recognized problem with the prohibitions on murder, adultery and stealing that
         come next is that they leave the forbidden act undefined. Is killing in wartime murder?
         Is it murder to kill a person who has threatened to kill you? For the ninth, why is
         false testimony only forbidden against a neighbor? Is it otherwise allowed? And finally,
         why make “covet” be a crime rather than “take”? Since there is no real doubt in a
         historical sense that the texts in Leviticus and Deuteronomy were not written at the
         beginning of the Jewish legal tradition but rather as part of the post-exilic effort
         to synthesize and strengthen it, the most accurate way to understand these commands
         is not that God is creating the law but that he is being cited to add his endorsement
         to one that already exists.
      

      
      The Ten Commandments are followed in Exodus 21 by laws relating to Hebrew servants
         and personal injuries, in Exodus 22 by laws relating to property including loans and
         pledges, and in Exodus 23 by laws against abuse of the law and laws pertaining to
         the Sabbath. After this the style changes again and the text describes God as reaffirming
         the covenant. Here are two examples of more law-like statements and another more like
         a general principle:
      

      
      
         And if a man shall open a pit, or if a man shall dig a pit and not cover it, and an
            ox or an ass fall therein, the owner of the pit shall make it good; he shall give
            money unto the owner of them, and the dead beast shall be his. (Exodus 21:33-34)
         

         
      

      
         If a man cause a field or vineyard to be eaten, and shall let his beast loose, and
            it feed in another man’s field; of the best of his own field, and of the best of his
            own vineyard, shall he make restitution. (Exodus 22:4)
         

         
      

      
         And a stranger shalt thou not wrong, neither shalt thou oppress him; for ye were strangers
            in the land of Egypt. (Exodus 22:20)
         

         
      

      Note first that the type of community these assume is a settled agricultural village
         or town with many residents who were born there and some foreigners. Given this, the
         obvious question is “If a dispute arose over how to apply such a rule, who or what
         would serve as a court? For most of the period after the exile, the answer would be
         rabbinical courts. For the period before the exile, there are two answers. The first
         and most basic is that such disputes were settled by groups of elders at the village
         gate. This is well described, as in the complaint against the son quoted above. Litigants
         bring their claims to a panel of elders at the village gate or a square near the gate.
         Anyone in the community can witness the proceedings, and take part if asked to do
         so. The elders decide the case and administer punishment, normally immediately (Amram
         1900; Levine 2005: 29; Wilson 1983: 234, 236, 237). The second is that the post-exilic
         rabbinical courts continued a system of legal administration that in pre-exile times
         had been set up by the kings, who had appointed judges for lower courts and themselves
         served as the judge of the highest court (Knoppers 1994: 59; Wilson 1983: 232, 239,
         243).
      

      
      The appointed courts and the elders at the gate do not necessarily exclude one another.
         When appointments are described, it is generally with the sense of introducing a reform.
         This assumes that something else was already there, which would be the system of adjudication
         by elders. The appointees could even be the elders at the local level while state officials or temple officials could make
         up the levels above them. But in all cases, the crucial point is that the law for
         these courts was clearly not a detailed code imposed from above but cases accumulated
         from below.
      

      
      In sum: the Tanakh describes several distinct general conceptions of the community
         and of law, but not any actual code of law. The actual substantive law—the way they
         made contracts, bought and sold houses and land, were assessed taxes, rented and leased,
         demanded compensation for injuries, and sought justice for wrongs done to them—were
         defined in local custom and case law, as they were elsewhere throughout the region.
      

      
      Subsequent Developments

      
      While the Tanakh describes several transformations of God’s original covenant before
         the Babylonian captivity, it does not describe any after the exiles returned. The
         emphasis is only on restoration, to be achieved by a return to righteousness. When
         the idea of a new covenant was finally broached, the story was no longer absorbed
         into the evolving Tanakh but became the New Testament. This was not accepted as a
         further development of Judaism but became a major break from it. As the Christian
         tradition became more and more clearly defined around the idea of a new covenant,
         the Jewish tradition became more clearly defined by its adherence to the old one.
      

      
      The main texts reflecting developments after the completion of the Tanakh, in chronological order, are the Mishnah, the Talmud of the Land of Israel (also known as the Jerusalem Talmud), and the Babylonian Talmud, each with certain closely related additional texts.
      

      
      Mishnah

      
      The historical process in the development of halakha in the Mishnah and its successor commentaries is described by Neusner in The Transformation of Judaism from Philosophy to Religion (1992) and other works. Neusner’s argument is based on analysis of what is actually
         in the texts, rather than what has traditionally been said about them. He has three
         main conclusions. First, the Mishnah does not take up the questions or answers of the Tanakh and does not follow the same
         kind of method. It addresses an entirely different set of concerns by an entirely
         new method. Second, the subsequent Talmud, although it is dependent on Mishnah, addresses questions that are different from both the Tanakh and the Mishnah and offers yet another vision.
      

      
      The sense of Neusner’s title is that the Mishnah and associated works[12]  present Judaism as a philosophy, and in the subsequent Talmuds it is transformed into a religion, as we now understand a religion to be. Putting
         the same point a different way, the idea of “religion” as now understood in the Jewish
         tradition was not in the Torah or the Mishnah, but only developed in the Talmudic literature that followed it, coming to its present
         form around 700 CE. Neusner’s distinction between philosophy and religion seems generally
         to be that philosophy is concerned with the natural world and in some sense seeks
         to ground its arguments in evidence and reason, while religion is concerned with the
         supernatural and seeks to transcend or defy evidence and reason.
      

      
      Neusner’s argument is the culmination of a broad movement toward increasingly objective
         religious scholarship that has been developing among both Christian and Jewish scholars
         since the “higher criticism” of the late eighteenth century. Neusner reads the texts
         as an anthropologist would: with a view toward finding the kind of community they
         define. To do this, he compares their ideas under three main headings: philosophy,
         economics, and politics. When thus analyzed, the differences fall out clearly. He
         also observes that each text makes its case by using a different method of argument,
         and in each case asks how this particular mode of argument goes with the content and
         produces not only a particular set of conclusions but, more generally, a particular
         type of world-view.
      

      
      The Mishnah is a rabbinical work. It reflects the formation of a tradition of formal rabbinical
         academies to qualify rabbis to serve in courts and synagogues. While not in any sense
         secret or occult, most Jews never encounter it. After the destruction of the Second
         Temple in 70 CE the Sanhedrin was reconstituted at Yavne, in central Israel. This
         was probably before 100 CE. The Sanhedrin, in turn, evidently established an academy
         (yeshiva). The Mishnah was completed around 200 CE, by Judah ha Nasi the President of the Sanhedrin at the
         time. His name means “Judah the President.” The authorities he cites are other rabbis
         who were his colleagues in the academy and, presumably, those they recognized as their
         predecessors. Although those cited appear to go back about 200 years, the text is
         not simply a collection. It is a systematic and distinctly personal analysis, which
         must have been done mainly by Judah himself.
      

      
      The doctrinal description of the Mishnah is that it represents the “oral law” that God gave to Moses at the same time that
         he gave the written law. The implication of this claim is that the Mishnah has similar scope and authority. The obvious question is why no one wrote it down
         earlier. The obvious answer, or at least part of it, is that it was needed to replace
         a large piece of the written law that had recently and quite literally gone up in
         flames. In the fighting that led to the destruction of the temple, one of the acts
         of the Sicarii (now more usually called the Zealots), was to set fire to the palaces
         of Agrippa and Bernice[13]  and then:
      

      
      
         carry the fire to the place where the archives were deposited, and made haste to burn
            the contracts belonging to their creditors, and thereby to dissolve their obligations
            for paying their debts; and this was done in order to gain the multitude of those
            who had been debtors, and that they might persuade the poorer sort to join in their
            insurrection with safety against the more wealthy; so the keepers of the records fled
            away, and the rest set fire to them. (Josephus, Wars of the Jews, Book 1, Chapter 17) 
         

         
      

      In a system of law-finding in which the law resided in records of cases rather than
         a written code, this was the equivalent of erasing the law itself. It is reasonable,
         therefore, that the leading legal authorities made a concerted effort to create a
         major secondary document while memory still survived. The Mishnah goes topic by topic and quotes opinions regarding the relevant rules. It does not
         state a conclusion on each topic, but usually the order of presentation is such that
         a reader can see an underlying principle.
      

      
      The organization is hierarchical. There are six major divisions, called Seders (orders). Each Seder is divided into from seven to twelve masachot (tractates), and each tractate into mishnahyot (chapters or comments). The six orders are “Seeds” (agricultural laws and prayers),
         “Festivals Days,” “Women” (marriage and divorce), “Damages” (civil and criminal law),
         “Holy Things” (sacrificial rites and the dietary laws), and “Purity” (ritual purity
         and pollution).
      

      
      Neusner describes the style of argument and analysis as that of “middle Platonism“
         and also as Aristotelian. What he means is the same thing that I have described as
         the Neo-Platonism and Aristotelianism in the Hellenistic synthesis of the period.
         The Aristotelianism lies in the way it takes its subject from the world as we actually
         observe it, not the supernatural in any sense, and in the way the subjects are analyzed.
         Neusner characterizes the method as Listwisssenschaft, analysis by enumeration. Topics are named and then a series of observations of their
         features are listed in order to note which are the same and which are different. The
         conclusion then seeks to relate them to one another in a hierarchy of classes: are
         they two parallel subclasses of some larger class, or class and subclass, or more
         remotely related?
      

      
      One important example, from the Tractate Sanhedrin, compares the king and the high
         priest, systematically listing what they can and cannot do in comparable categories.
         For the high priest the general head is: “1. The rules of the high priest: subject
         to the law, marital rites, and conduct in bereavement.” The parallel head for the
         king is: “2. The rules of the king: not subject to the law, marital rites, conduct
         in bereavement” Each of these points is then elaborated in a parallel way for each
         office with specific rules or practices. The Mishnah then arrives at a general formula for what both unites and divides them (1997:31-32).
         The conclusion, Neusner argues, is an idealization or formalization of the three-way
         division between the temple priests, the king or governor, and the courts of the “sages”
         appointed by the king or governor that characterized the Judean state.
      

      
      Another example concerns those “who have a share in the World to Come” (p. 45), and
         others concern economics. On the basis of the latter, Neusner argues that the economics
         of the Mishnah is essentially redistributive, rather than a market system. All real wealth comes
         from agricultural land—and not just from any land but only from the Land of Israel,
         of which God is the ultimate owner and which only Jews could possess and manage on
         his behalf. Thus while the system described is real in the sense of a system which
         perhaps could exist, it is not what actually did exist. Rather, it is an ideal or
         plan, a legal theory rather than a legal system.
      

      
      The “middle Platonic” aspect of the argument is that the Mishnah sees all these lower-level classifications as parts of one unity that underlies everything.
         This one unity must be God, although this is not explicitly said. Hence the argument
         is consistent with both the Platonic and Aristotelian ideas of everything reflecting
         one great principle of order or form—the logos. If one further considers this form
         creative, as the Mishnah appears to do, then it is also consistent with Neo-Platonic emanation theory. In
         one place Neusner characterizes this view as “deistic,” meaning that God is the order
         immanent in nature. His more general claim, however, is simply that the argument is
         based on fundamental analysis of this world rather than some type of extraordinary
         knowledge obtained from another.
      

      
      Jerusalem Talmud

      
      In North America, the Talmuds have been of interest to roughly the same subsection
         of Jews as are interested in the Mishnah, namely those studying for the rabbinate and a few others especially curious or devoted.
         In Europe, with its history of greater social segregation that resulted in Jews being
         largely excluded from publicly supported higher education until the beginning of the
         ninteenth century, interest was wider because a yeshiva education was often the only
         higher education available.
      

      
      The order of topics in the Jerusalem Talmud directly follows the Mishnah and the style of argument is based on the Listwisssenschaft of the Mishnah, but the subject matter is radically different. Because of that, so are the conclusions.
         Where the subject matter of the Mishnah is Judea, the subject matter of the Talmud is the Torah. It takes the topics from the Mishnah and looks for what seems to be said about them in the Torah—which the Mishnah deliberately did not do. Second, where the Mishnah focuses on the characteristics of actual things and tries to say how they are related,
         the Talmud focuses on characteristics of the text as such. It looks, for example, at what things
         the Torah arranges by threes, or the letters of the word “Torah” itself, and tries to guess at what they signify. The method is thus transformed
         from natural-historical in an Aristotelian sense to hermeneutic, from description
         to decoding. This introduces a new conception of the Torah itself. Instead of being a historical analysis of actual events it becomes a repository
         of hidden meanings. This is one reason Neusner characterizes the ultimate sense as
         Gnostic in a way that previous ideas of Judaism never were. The other reason is that
         this knowledge:
      

      
      
          not only informs, it saves. And knowledge that saves is gnostic. Unlike the initial,
            philosophical, system, the religious successor system alleges that Torah study causes a change in the student’s very being. (Neusner 1992: 226) 
         

         
      

      This also transforms the economic and the political concerns of the analysis. The
         social priorities based on maintaining the sacred Land of Israel as real agricultural
         land drops away and the idea of wealth is reversed. Instead of being material it becomes
         entirely immaterial: it becomes Torah. Similarly the idea of accumulating wealth becomes the idea that the highest value
         is study, and this not for any practical purpose but simply study as such. Ignorance
         of Torah, conversely becomes “the personal condition of unregeneracy” (ibid.) Understanding
         the Torah in this is not equated with following the rules of Torah. It is some other kind of learning, personal rather than communitarian or social.
         At the same time, the tripartite political system of the Mishnah—king, temple, and rabbinical courts—is replaced by just one body: the rabbinate (Neusner
         says “sages”). Neusner cites an important story that recurs in several of the texts
         and illustrates this new idea:
      

      
      
         A. As to Levi ben Sisi: troops came to his town. He took a scroll of the Torah and went up to the roof and said, “Lord of the Ages! If a single word of this scroll
            of the Torah has been nullified [in our town], let them come up against us, and if not, let them
            go their way.”
         

         
         B. Forthwith people went looking for the troops but did not see them [because they
            had gone their way].
         

         
         C. A disciple of his did the same thing, and his hand withered, but the troops went
            their way.
         

         
         D. A disciple of his disciple did the same thing. His hand did not wither, but they
            also did not go their way.
         

         
         E. This illustrates the following apothegm: You can’t insult an idiot, and dead skin
            does not feel the scalpel. (1992: 226-227) 
         

         
      

      Neusner notes that this sequence makes no sense if one assumes that what makes the
         difference between whether the troops attack or leave is actually the behavior of
         the townspeople. It only makes sense if we assume that “the outcome of the revelation
         is to form an ongoing way of life that is embodied in the sage himself” (1992: 227).
         This is what Neusner calls “enchanted Judaism,” which has been considered the mainstream
         since the sixth century.
      

      
      The Jerusalem Talmud is also the source of the claim that the Mishnah represents the oral law that was given to Moses on Mount Sinai. The logical implication
         is to turn the Mishnah into the same kind of mystical text as the Torah, equally searchable for hidden meanings and rules.
      

      
      Babylonian Talmud

      
      After being first established at Yavne, the Palestinian academy was moved several
         times. Additional academies were established in other cities where there were substantial
         populations of Jews. The largest such population was in Babylonia. The Babylonian
         Talmud is the product of the Babylonian academies. It was begun about 550 CE, after the
         Jerusalem Talmud was completed. It is clearly a response to the Jerusalem Talmud and an attempt to adapt it to the condition of Jews in the Diaspora. Like the Jerusalem Talmud, it follows the Orders of the Mishnah. Each section begins with a tractate from the Mishnah, so that the entire Mishnah is repeated. All the tractates that were considered to apply outside the land of
         Israel are commented upon. Those considered not to apply are not commented upon.
      

      
      The comments are stated in the form of a dialogue involving the views of various rabbis.
         They usually proceed through the Mishnah portion line-by-line, phrase-by-phrase or word-by-word. For example, in the first
         Seder, “Seeds,” the Mishnah has eleven tractates which cover many details of actual agricultural management,
         such as provisions for allowing gleaning by the poor, times for agricultural operations,
         arrangements for working, and distribution of shares of the harvest. The Babylonian
         Talmud only discusses one, “Benedictions,” which deals with the regulations concerning daily
         prayer. Many of the tractates in the other Orders are similarly passed over without
         comment. When comments are provided, however, they are typically far fuller than in
         the Jerusalem Talmud, which tends to be cryptic and elliptical (as indicated by the bracketed material
         in the above quotes which Neusner had to supply to make them understandable). For
         example, the first tractate discusses the discussion in the Mishnah of the question “From what time may one recite the Shema in the evening?” In the 1948 English translation of the Talmud edited by Rabbi I. Epstein, the Mishnah passage takes up about one-half page. The gemara (commentary) on it goes on for fifty-nine pages.
      

      
      The transformation from philosophy to religion, in the period between the destruction
         of the temple and 700 CE, has an evident relation to the changing status of the Jewish
         population from a moderately cohesive nationality within the multinational framework
         of the Roman Empire to a dispersed minority in an emerging feudal world of contending
         Christian religious and monarchial authorities. The turning point was the fourth century.
         As Neusner says, at the beginning of the century, Rome was Pagan. At the end, it was
         Christian.
      

      
      
         In the beginning of the century Jews in the Land of Israel administered their own
            affairs; in the end their institution of self-administration lost the recognition
            it had formerly enjoyed. In 300 CE the area of Palestine where Jews lived was mainly
            settled by Jews, hence, palpably and visible, the Land of Israel, whereas in 400,
            the country was populated with Christian shrines. (Neusner, 1992: 294)
         

         
      

      Under these circumstances the changes from the seemingly practical “philosophical”
         outlook to the seemingly impractical “religious” outlook make a kind of practical
         sense, in two main ways. First, they closely parallel similar developments in Christianity.
         The redefinition of halakha as “religion” in Neusner’s terms was also a transformation
         into “doctrine” in Christian terms. The emergence of the rabbinate as the sole general
         authority in Judaism parallels the consolidation of the priesthood. The politics of
         the Talmud, replacing the tripartite polity of Judea with the monolithic power of the sages
         parallels arguments to the same effect in Christian doctrine, and the anti-wealth
         economics of the Talmud parallels Christian economics. And of course there are obvious similarities between
         the Jewish idea of an endlessly complex body of laws that drive one to seek the guidance
         of the rabbis and the concept of original sin and the creedal mysteries that require
         the guidance of the Church.
      

      
      Jews and Christians increasingly agreed on their mutual separation. The Church issued
         a series of increasingly anti-Jewish doctrinal positions and enforced social and economic
         separation; the rabbinate argued ever more clearly for the same social and economic
         separation as a requirement for purity. The first Council of Nicaea separated the
         timing of Easter from the timing of Passover. The reason was partly to make Christian
         dating more uniform, but the Council was also troubled that some Christian churches
         (specifically named) were still relying on the Jewish calendar and even consulting
         Jewish authorities to set their dates. Imperial edicts protected Christian converts
         from Judaism, subjected Jews to special taxes, prohibited Jews from seeking converts,
         and prohibited Jews from owning Christian slaves. The Theodosian Code of 438 CE decreed
         the end of Paganism and explicitly subordinated Judaism to Christianity, but protected
         Jewish synagogues and property.
      

      
      Ashkenazim and Sephardim

      
      As the Babylonian Talmud was being completed, Islam was spreading. By 641, the Muslim conquest of Egypt was
         complete. In 711 Muslim Berbers invaded Spain and defeated the Visigoths. By 733 they
         had reached Poitiers, their farthest advance into Europe from the West. Their advance
         into Europe from the East was blocked by the Jewish Khazar kingdom.[14]  The effect of these advances was to divide the former Roman Empire in half, and
         therefore also the Jews who were scattered through it. Thereafter the two groups developed
         in slightly different ways in response to their different circumstances: in matters
         of doctrine, ceremonies, and the form of Hebrew used as well as purely “cultural”
         matters shared with the surrounding population like styles of food and dress and,
         of course, the languages spoken. The Jews from Muslim areas, mainly Spain and North
         Africa, are described as Sephardic. Those from Christian Europe are Ashkenazi. The term is from Ashkenaz, the son of the supposed ancestor of all German speakers.
         There is less agreement about the origin of the term “Sephardic” (the adjective) or
         “Sephardim” (the plural noun). Sephardim developed a lingua-franca based on Spanish,
         called Ladino; Ashkenazim developed one based on German, called Yiddish (Yid-Deutsch, literally Jewish-German).
      

      
      Ashkenazim and Sephardim also developed slightly different dialects of Hebrew. Because
         the Sephardic population in Israel is just slightly over half, and also apparently
         because Sephardim are considered more authentic or aristocratic, Sephardic reading
         has now become standard there. In consequence, it is also being accepted as standard
         in the United States even though most North American Jews are of Ashkenazik ancestry.
         So, for example, the Ashkenazik pronunciation shabbos, for Sabbath, has become shabbat. Bas Mitzvoh, for the ritual of confirmation for girls, has become Bat Mitzvoh.
      

      
      Increasing Conflict and Separation

      
      In Western Europe, separation did not at first entail discrimination or persecution.
         Jews were legally separated from Christians but also were provided with important
         protections, so that on balance they took full part in the society until the onset
         of the Crusades. The “turning point” came with the First Crusade, which was the “signal
         of the imminent deterioration of Jewish and Christian relations and the place of the
         Jew in European society” (Falsetto 2007: xiv). In 1096 CE, Jewish communities in the
         Rhineland in the cities of Speyer, Worms, Mainz, and Cologne were attacked. The attacks
         were not authorized by the Bull of Pope Urban II, which called for the Crusade, or
         by the leader of the specific group of Crusaders involved, Peter the Hermit. Rather,
         they developed locally and spontaneously. It is this very spontaneity that illustrates
         the ambiguity and insecurity of the Jews in this period.
      

      
      The Crusaders gathered by Peter the Hermit in northern France were ill equipped and
         had to seek additional supplies and recruits as they traveled. When they came into
         the Rhineland, they stayed for a while and sought support. Part of this involved asking
         the Jewish communities for financial and other contributions. These were provided.
         Another part involved preaching to the Christians in the area and seeking further
         support and recruits. The interest this aroused combined with pre-existing local resentments
         against the aristocracy, with whom the Jews were generally associated. This quickly
         led to discussion of the possibilities of attacking the local Jews. The rationale
         was based on Church doctrine although not Church policy. It was that there was no
         point going all the way to the Holy Land to murder and plunder the enemies of Christianity
         when there were some right here. In addition, in Speyer it happened that the Jews
         were relatively recent newcomers and therefore had the additional stigma of foreigners
         or intruders.
      

      
      In all four cases the Jews received intimations of the impending attack and appealed
         to the local Bishop for protection. The Bishops made vigorous efforts to provide it,
         but the efforts were inadequate. Speyer was the first. An attack was planned for the
         Sabbath when the Jews would be leaving the Synagogue. It was thwarted when the Jews
         received word of the plan, ended prayers early, and dispersed to their homes. The
         attackers killed eleven, but most were safe and the Bishop organized a retaliation
         that ended the threat. In Worms, Mainz, and Cologne, however, larger and older Jewish
         communities were entirely or nearly entirely destroyed. In Worms, the dead were 800,
         Mainz 1,100, and probably a similar number in Cologne (Chazzan, 1996: 3).
      

      
      Prior to these attacks, Mainz and Worms had the most important academies for rabbinic
         study in Germany. There was a similar Crusade-related attack on the Jewish community
         of Prague.
      

      
      This is not to say that Jews were more severely victimized as a result of the Crusades
         than Muslims or other Christians. There was plenty of brutality to go around. The
         point is only that the Jews did not escape it and the consequent insecurity and recurrent
         forced migrations were an important background condition to further developments.
      

      
      One such further development was that in 1215 the Fourth Lateran Council required
         Jews to wear distinctive clothing and badges and prohibited them from holding public
         office. They were considered “servants of the royal chambers.” Other authorities imposed
         similar regulations, and they became common. In 1290, every Jew in England was ordered
         expelled. The order remained in effect for 400 years. In 1389, at Easter, certain
         clergy in Prague announced that Jews had desecrated the host and encouraged mobs to
         attack and pillage the Jewish quarter. 3,000 Jews are said to have been killed.
      

      
      In 1492, the victory of the Catholic forces in Spain led to the demand that all Muslims
         and Jews either convert or leave. Some Jews converted. Some converted but continued
         to retain Jewish customs and ceremonies secretly (the Morannos). Many left. The Ottoman
         Emperor welcomed the refugees and many went there, often to Sephardic communities
         where they already had connections. At that time the territory under Ottoman control
         ran from Turkey across all of North Africa as far west as Tunis, including all of
         ancient Judea. Others went to Venice, which consequently, in 1517, established the
         first formal “ghetto” in Europe. A large group went to Amsterdam where they helped
         establish Holland’s long tradition of religious tolerance, broad commercial reach,
         and political stability. Some scattered among the European Ashkenazi communities.
      

      
      Maimonides

      
      After the Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmuds and the subsequent commentaries on them, the next major literary development was
         in the Sephardic tradition. This was the Mishneh Torah of Moses Maimonides (1135-1254), also called Rambam. It was completed in 1180 CE,
         in Arabic. Before Maimonides, it had been accepted that the Mosaic laws numbered just
         613, of which 365 were negative and 248 positive (Yellen and Abrahams, 1903: 119).
         Maimonides’ accepted the list but, in the view of later commentators, was the first
         to give it a systematic ordering and explanation. The code contains fourteen books
         and one thousand chapters. Generally, each “chapter” is one regulation.
      

      
      Maimonides had grown up in Cordoba, Spain. The society was Muslim by religion but
         still deeply Hellenistic in culture. This changed after the Almohads captured Cordoba
         in 1148. They were a Berber sect intent on “purifying” Islam. They insisted that Christians
         and Jews convert. Maimonides’ family decided to flee. He eventually arrived in Egypt,
         where he became a personal physician and advisor to Saladin, who reclaimed Palestine
         from the Crusaders.
      

      
      Maimonides returns to the more “philosophical” and Hellenistic perspective of the
         original Mishnah. He combines Aristotelian logic with a theology based on emanation theory. However,
         instead of taking his idea of Aristotelian logic from Aristotle’s natural history
         he used the type of Aristotelian “logical” model that the Roman Codes had used for
         organizing Roman law. The difference is that where the natural history model is intended
         to be “bottom up” in that it starts with analysis of particular observations and tries
         to build up to general categories, the legal model is definitely “top down.” It starts
         with the most general principles first and seeks to be deductive. Contemporary Islamic
         scholars were doing the same with Islamic law and Thomas Aquinas would soon do the
         same in the Summa Theologica, in which the idea of a “systematic” account was equated with the idea of a logical
         system taking the authority of the Church fathers as its most basic premise.
      

      
      At least a part of Maimonides’ purpose in this was to shift attention from the separateness
         of the Judaic, Christian and Islamic traditions to the unity of their underlying theology.
         The focus of the work, despite its length and detail, is not primarily on legal topics
         proper but rather on the theology behind them:
      

      
      
         Maimonides is never weary of referring the student back to the starting point, to
            the nature and attributes of God, to man’s duty to imitate his divine exemplar and
            to act always with the love of God consciously present as his sole motive and reward.
            The marvel of the book is that this golden thread of the spirit runs unbroken through
            all the ritual details with which the code abounds, and thus in the Mishneh-Torah we have the completest justification of the Jewish conception of the relations between
            letter and spirit, for the letter does not and cannot kill, while the spirit gives
            life (Yellen and Abrahams, 1903: 122).
         

      

      
      Unlike the Talmuds, Maimonides’ analysis does not follow the topics of the Mishnah. In place of the six Orders of the Mishnah, Maimonides has fourteen major headings, and in contrast to the matter-to-form orientation
         of the Mishnah (beginning with “seeds” and ending with “purity”) Maimonides treatment goes from
         form to matter, or general to particular. The first topic is knowledge in general
         and especially of the nature of God. The second is love, which includes the precepts
         to be observed at all times reflecting love of God. The third is precepts that need
         to be observed only at some times, and the very last is “judges” and concerns how
         all these precepts are to be applied. The Mishnah Torah is far clearer than the two Talmuds about what kinds of conduct actually are being recommended or prohibited.
      

      
      In France, part of the Ashkenazi area, a somewhat similar move back toward a more
         philosophical rather than religious method was the Tosafot of Rabbi Soloman ben Isaac, usually known as Rashi (1040-115), and his followers.
         Tosafot is the same Hebrew word as the earlier Tosefta. It means a comment or note in the margins of a text. It was, therefore, very much
         the same as what the contemporary Glossators of Bologna were doing in analyzing the
         Roman Corpus Juris Civilis. In this case, however, the subject of the analysis was the Babylonian Talmud. The intent was to expose the Talmudists’ methods as the Glossators were exposing
         those of the Roman codifiers. It seems to have done so. The Tosafot is still considered the most complete analysis of the Babylonian Talmud and it is now common to print editions of the Talmud with these notes included.
      

      
      Mysticism

      
      Almost contemporary with the works of Maimonides and the Tosafot were the first texts that define subsequent Jewish mysticism: Kabala in the Sephardic
         area and an early type of Hasidism in the Ashkenazik.
      

      
      The first work of Kabala is considered to be the Bahir (Hebrew for “Illumination”). The author is unknown. Since it begins with the words,
         “R. [Rabbi] Nehunya ben ha-Kanah said,” it is often said to have originated with him,
         in the way that the Mishnah is said to have originated with Moses. Nehunya ben ha-Kanah was a first century CE
         contemporary of Johanan ben Zakkai, who moved the Sanhedrin to Yavne after the destruction
         of the Second Temple. He is, therefore, definitely not the author. The language and
         contents of the Bahir clearly show that it originated in southern France in the twelfth century. The form
         is that of a Talmudic commentary on Genesis. Like Genesis Rabbah, it takes parts of the text and expounds their meaning in the form of a dialogue between
         master and disciples. But the features focused on and the resultant interpretations
         are even more remote from ordinary meaning and experience. The features include the
         number of letters in a line or word, the shapes of letters and the signs of musical
         notation, and the magic powers of sacred names. The resulting cosmology is a still
         more floridly imaginative version of the idea that study can produce a personal power
         to perform wonders and miracles.
      

      
      The cosmological argument is in the style of Hellenistic emanation theories. The real
         world, like God, is eternal. The apparent creation is a kind of illusion. The actual
         world is a sequence of ten sefirah, which progressively emanated from God. God, the first, produced wisdom, and wisdom
         produced intelligence. These are the superior sefirot. From these in turn emanated
         the inferior, material, sefirot. The sefirot are represented by the ten mystic numbers, and understanding these numbers
         gives power over these things (one connection of this cosmology to shapes of letters
         is that in Hebrew, as in early Greek and Latin, numbers are represented by letters).
         Souls, too, are eternal and uncreated. So Kabala involves an idea of reincarnation.
         This also has ethical implications: the reason why we see just people suffer in this
         world is not that the world is imperfect or God is unjust, but that they are being
         punished for unjust deeds in previous lives.
      

      
      The Bahir was followed by the Sefer al Zohar. This attributes itself to a second century sage named Simeon ben Yohai. As a matter
         of fact it is generally believed to have been written by Moses de Leon (1250-1305),
         of Spain. The main focus is, again, the inner mystical meaning of the biblical texts.
         The interpretation is provided in terms of the ten sefirot of the Bahir. The Zohar in turn became the main object of study for Isaac de Luria (1532-1572). De Luria
         had an Ashkenazi father and Sephardic mother, and lived first in Egypt and then in
         Palestine. He is probably the most famous of the kabalists in Jewish folklore and
         mythology, and created a distinctive kabalistic sub-tradition. More importantly, perhaps,
         he turned kabala into a social movement in ways that converged with the development
         of Hasidism, described next.
      

      
      In the Ashkenazi area a number of mystical and kabalistic works appeared in the early
         twelfth century. These coalesced into two main mystical “schools,” with some outliers.
         The first of these, according to Joseph Dan, was “Unique Cherub Circle” which formed
         around the Barayta of Joseph ben Uzziel. According to Dan, this holds “a position similar to that of
         the Book Bahir” in Provence and Spain (Dan, 1997: 9). Like the Bahir, the work is actually anonymous. Joseph ben Uzziel is not the actual author but a
         much earlier figure that the real author attributes it to. Ben Uzziel is known only
         from one rather unimportant early work but is connected in mythology to the Prophet
         Jeremiah, and the work repeatedly claims that it is describing what “Jeremiah revealed
         in Babylon” (Dan 1997, 9). In this case, however, there is no attempt to imitate ancient
         language; the language is medieval.
      

      
      Alongside its discussions of the mystical significance of the Torah, the Bahir had also discussed another work called the Sefer Yezira (Book of Creation). Previous writers had traditionally taken Sefer Yezira as a work of natural science. The Bahir treated it as a work of hermeneutic revelation. The Barayta extends this treatment. It takes the Sefer Yezira as its main object of study and analyzes it in the same manner as the Bahir. The method is nominally midrashic but focused even more strongly on seemingly superficial
         aspects of the earlier texts, such as the numbers of different letters in a word or
         of words on a page or in a work, with the aim of finding secret meanings. Also like
         the Bahir, the result is expressed in an emanation theory. In this case, there is a divine world
         beyond the visible world, which consists of three layers: the absolute Godhead at
         the top, then the emanated divine glory, and third the Unique Cherub. The Unique Cherub
         is the God of the Judaic literature, who “sits on the throne of glory and is revealed
         to the prophets” (Dan, 1997: 10).
      

      
      The second main school was that of the Kalonymous family, centered in the Rhineland.
         Their ideas focused on the notion of seventy-three “gates of wisdom,” which were essentially
         methods of textual interpretation in the hermeneutical sense of things to look at
         and how to read them to find the hidden meanings rather than the evident meanings.
         This was, according to Dan, the most important of the three schools, and greatly expanded
         the tradition of Jewish hermeneutics. A foundational work of this tradition is the
         Sefer ha-Hokmah, published in 1217 by Rabbi Judah the Pious, of Worms. In this case, the focus is
         not on the language of any particular text but on language as such, or the texts as
         instances of language. Language itself is held to be eternal and uncreated, and its
         use in communication merely incidental. The tradition recognizes that such methods
         inevitably multiply, rather than reduce, the ambiguity of texts, and explains this
         with the argument that language can have an infinity of meanings because the divine
         mind itself is infinite, and can never be fully encompassed in any of our conceptions.
      

      
      Both of these schools provoked denunciations from the more mainstream rabbis.

      
      Hasidim

      
      The late twelfth and early thirteenth century also saw the beginnings of Hasidism, which is best described as Jewish pietism. The key text is the Sefer Hasidim (Book of the Pietists), written by a group of authors who came to be known as hasidei ashkenaz, the pietists of Germany (Marcus, 1997). One of the initiators was Rabbi Samuel ben
         Rabbi Kalonymous the Elder of Speyer and his younger son, Rabbi Judah (d. 1217), of
         the same Kalonymous family associated with the mysticism of the Unique Cherub. This
         family was supposed to have originally come from Italy. They were extremely prominent
         in the Rhineland and later in Poland. A rabbi of this family had been the head of
         the Jewish community at Mainz when that community was destroyed in 1096. The turn
         toward mysticism among other members of the family appears to be a consequence, much
         of which centered on the idea of martyrdom as the highest form of service to God.
      

      
      The basic idea of the thirteenth century pietists was that there is higher meaning
         to Judaism to be found by a program of withdrawal and control of all passions. Life
         is a temptation and lust must be recognized and rejected. Such ideas had been advocated
         previously as recommendations for a life of personal devotion. What was different
         about the Book of the Pietists was that now they were being used to urge living in separated communities under the
         leadership of a rabbinical sage. They were contemporary with Cathars of southern France
         and the resemblances are probably not accidental. It is clear that they saw themselves
         as responding to issues and concerns far beyond Judaism alone. Their literature, as
         Marcus says, “depicts the broad canvas of medieval German towns of the High Middle
         Ages” (1997: 15).
      

      
      The different Hasidic movement that emerged in Poland in the eighteenth century under
         the leadership of Baal Shem Tov (c. 1700-1760) kept the idea of a distinct and separatist
         communitarian movement united under a prophetic Rabbi and the subsequent association
         between Hasidism and mysticism, but completely reversed most of the social and intellectual
         values. Where the leadership of the thirteenth century Hasidism were of the highest
         social class, Baal Shem Tov was an orphan of unclear parentage and worked a number
         relatively menial jobs including being a ritual slaughterer and selling herbal medicines.
         Where the early Hasidim kept aloof from general society, Baal Shem Tov mixed with
         people of all sorts. Where the early Hasidim emphasized self-discipline, austerity,
         and suppression of bodily appetites, Baal Shem Tov emphasized spontaneity, ecstasy,
         and the appreciation of bodily pleasures. Initially sharply criticized by proponents
         of the older pietism and rejected by mainstream Ashkenazi authorities, they were eventually
         accommodated. They are now commonly considered to be a component of Jewish Orthodoxy.
      

      
      Further Developments in Jewish Law

      
      Notwithstanding these excursions into mysticism and pietistic separation, the mainstream
         of Jewish life continued to be in ordinary villages, cities, and towns. Jews followed
         the laws of the general population in ordinary matters, and distinctively Jewish law
         continued to be what rabbis expounded and applied in “religious” matters in Neusner’s
         sense. After Maimonides, the major development in halakha was the Shulchan Aruch, compiled in the 1500s by Rabbi Joseph ben Ephraim Caro (1488-1575). An English translation
         is available. According to it, there are a total of 221 chapters in four volumes (Ganzfried
         and Golden, 1963). Each chapter describes the regulations for one topic. The organization
         does not correspond either to the Mishnah (hence also not to the Talmuds) or Maimonides, but most of the older topics appear to recur unless they are obsolete.
         There is, for example, nothing about courts, nothing about the temple, and nothing
         about government.
      

      
      The social units that the regulations pertain to are individuals, individuals in interaction,
         households, and the synagogue. The focus is almost entirely on when and how to perform
         rituals. Volumes 1, 2, and 3 are mainly concerned with ceremonial matters dealing
         with the synagogue, holidays, diet, and food. Volume 4 has the only chapters touching
         on law in the sense that a modern court would deal with. Its focus is mainly on the
         family and life cycle and most of the chapters still deal with matters that are ritualistic,
         like “How to Shampoo the Hair” and menstrual regulations. But there is one chapter
         each on “Laws Concerning Loans,” “Cancellation of Debts in the Sabbath Year,” “Litigation
         and Ceremony,” “Laws Concerning Theft and Robbery,” “Damages to Property,” “If One
         Causes Physical Injury,” and “Borrowing and Hiring.” In these it does not claim to
         disagree with Maimonides but rather to adjust his account for the changed circumstances
         while retaining the original ritual and ceremonial focus.
      

      
      The Shulchan Aruch was further summarized in the nineteenth century as the Halacha-Yomi (daily laws), parts of which are available on an accessible website devoted to Torah instruction called Torah.org. The website credits their translation to one by Rabbi
         Eliyahu Touger, recently published by Moznaim Publishing Corporation. Here too the
         greater part of the material has little to do with law in the sense an actual court
         would recognize. Of the few topics that might appear in a regular court, this is an
         example from the treatment of “Commerce and Trade”:
      

      
      
         1. Great care must be taken not to deceive or cheat a colleague. Whoever cheats or
            deceives a colleague violates a Torah prohibition. This applies whether the seller deceives the purchaser or the purchaser
            deceives the seller, as [Leviticus 25:14] states: “When you sell something to a colleague
            or buy something from a colleague, do not wrong each other.”
         

         
         [Shabbos 31a] relates that this will be the first issue about which a person will
            be questioned [by the Heavenly tribunal] in his ultimate judgment. He will be asked:
            “Have you dealt and traded honestly?”
         

         
         2. Just as one is forbidden to cheat a colleague with regard to a sale, so, too, there
            is a prohibition against cheating with regard to hired work, contracted labor, and
            exchange of currency.
         

         
         3. A person who trades faithfully need not worry about the prohibition against cheating
            a colleague. What is meant by “trading faithfully”? A person who says: “I have bought
            this article for this amount and I want to make this much as a profit.” Even if he
            was cheated when he purchased the article - though a person who was cheated has no
            right to cheat a colleague - nevertheless, the above mentioned practice is permitted.
            He clearly tells the purchaser not to consider the worth of the article, but the amount
            which he had paid for it.[15]  
         

         
      

      From a legal point of view, this is problematic. While it prohibits cheating, it does
         not say what it is. The main purpose of law in the modern sense is to say what it
         is.
      

      
      The most concrete section is the following, dealing with “investment contracts”:

      
      
         1. When a person entrusts money to a colleague to invest in a business venture, with
            the stipulation that they will divide equally all profits and losses, this arrangement
            is referred to as an Isa and is forbidden. The rationale is that half of the money is considered to be a loan
            to the recipient, since he is responsible for it. He derives profit from it and he
            incurs any losses suffered. The other half is considered to be a deposit, because
            the investor is responsible for it. He benefits from its profits and incurs the losses
            suffered. The recipient does business and troubles himself with the portion which
            is a deposit and belongs to the investor only because he has given him the other portion
            as a loan. Undertaking those efforts on the investor's behalf is considered interest,
            and hence the arrangement is forbidden.
         

         
         Nevertheless, such an arrangement may be permitted if the investor pays the recipient
            a wage for the work and effort involved in doing business with his share. The wage
            should be stipulated or paid when the investment is made. Payment of even a nominal
            amount is sufficient to remove the prohibition.[16]  
         

         
      

      The starting point is that lending money at interest is forbidden. In Islamic law
         this is interpreted as meaning that instead of lending at interest you should engage
         in profit sharing. The argument here is that profit sharing is also forbidden. The
         reason is that it can be construed as partly a loan (although obviously not at interest).
         But then a way around the prohibition is provided: you can lend the person money if
         you pay him a wage to take it.
      

      
      While there is little point to this in a legal sense there is a point in an organizational
         sense. It emerges if you ask what would happen to you if you actually tried to follow
         such regulations to the letter. The answer is that you could not use any of the historic
         organizations of commerce. The only organizations you could deal with are individuals
         and the only individuals would be those who follow the same laws to the same degree.
         Essentially the rabbinical codes mandate social isolation. They extract the idea from
         the Pentateuch that to survive as a people you must separate yourself as a people
         and then carry this idea of separateness to its extreme. To be absolutely pious you
         would have to be absolutely separate from the surrounding society, and indeed from
         other Jews who were less pious than you.
      

      
      Very few Jews today are interested in this kind of piety and I cannot see any point
         in the past where matters were different.
      

      
      Instance: The Disappearing Jews of Kerala 

      
      The Jewish community in Ernakulum, on the coast of Kerala, India, goes back to about
         1200 CE. The community believes its original founders to have been immigrants from
         Syria. The majority religion in the Kerala state is Christian, which probably came
         by the same cultural pathways as Judaism, although the legendary founder is the Apostle
         Thomas. Subsequent major influences were Portuguese and Dutch.
      

      
      On a visit to the area in 1989, I chanced upon a long, high-walled, building with
         a Spanish tiled roof looming up behind the small shops of a downtown street (which
         I later learned was called “Jew Street”). It strongly recalled the Spanish mission
         churches of Mexico and the American Southwest but lacked the bell-tower and lateral
         wings that give many of them a cruciform ground plan. Since it was like a church but
         not a church, I wondered if it were a synagogue. The entry was midway along the long
         north wall. I walked toward it to look more closely. The large green double-doors
         were closed and locked, but the walkway I had followed to reach them was being used
         as an outdoor store for tropical fish and decorative plants, a very unusual occupation
         in India. I enquired and found that the owner of the shop, a young man who spoke good
         English, was Jewish and could let me see the interior. He had a key, and we went in.
      

      
      The door opened into a large foyer across the entire middle of the building. A room
         to the left was apparently an assembly hall and the room to the right was the sanctuary
         where the Torah would have been kept and services would have been held. We went through the door
         to the right. The interior was in ruins, with a large cut-glass chandelier lying where
         it had fallen in the middle of the red-carpeted floor. Curtains on the windows were
         faded and torn. The paneling on the ark where the Torah would have been kept was splintered and broken. I asked what had happened. He said
         there had been riots. The damage had been done by a mob. I asked why but could not
         get an explanation. The layout of the sanctuary resembled renaissance Dutch paintings
         and also an Orthodox synagogue I had once visited in Los Angeles. There were no pews
         or seats. There was a balcony for the women above and behind the area for the men,
         and a dais in the center of the west wall with a table on which the Torah would have been unrolled for reading. Above the dais, the wall had a large, high,
         window. The ark for the Torahs was on the dais against the wall below the window.
      

      
      Since the damage had been done several years before, I asked why none of it had been
         repaired. He said everyone had left. I asked where they had gone and the answer was
         Israel. I asked why, noting that India has been on the whole a tolerant society (riots
         notwithstanding) and might be more secure for the long run. The answer was “Because
         it is the promised land.” It seemed to me that he meant it. I thought the sense also
         was that he would rather be in a place where he had a right than in one where he was
         merely tolerated. He had two brothers who had already gone and was expecting to join
         them. There were only a few families left.
      

      
      Ceremonies

      
      Almost all Jewish ceremonies occur at fixed dates in the Jewish calendar. The calendar
         is based on twelve lunar months of twenty-nine or thirty days, with an interpolated
         leap-month every two or three years according to a fixed formula over a nineteen-year
         cycle. The result is that Jewish holidays appear to shift back and forth about a month
         in relation to Christian holidays in the Gregorian calendar. The Jewish calendar is
         said to date from the creation, based on the chronology of the Old Testament. The
         Gregorian year 2000 was 5761 on the Jewish calendar.
      

      
      Ceremonies in the Home

      
      There are only two ceremonies described in the Torah as required or ordained by God: the Sabbath and the Passover. It is commonly pointed
         out that both of these occur in the home, although there are accompanying synagogue
         services. Circumcision, which is required for males as a mark of the covenant with
         Abraham, also occurs in the home.
      

      
      The Sabbath is the day of rest in commemoration of God having created the universe.
         Implicitly, therefore, it is also necessarily a reaffirmation of the basic idea of
         one all-powerful creator god. The Sabbath day is Saturday. Jewish holidays go from
         sundown to sundown. It therefore begins Friday night, with the lighting of the Sabbath
         lights (usually two candles) by the woman of the house, who also recites the traditional
         blessing: “Blessed art thou O Lord, King of the Universe, who commands us to kindle
         the Sabbath lights.” This is followed by a second blessing over the bread and a third
         over the wine, in the same form by other members of the family. The Sabbath meal follows,
         which is traditionally somewhat more festive than an ordinary meal. The straightforward
         sense is that one ends one’s labors with a return to one’s family. The following day
         is enjoined for rest and study. The study, in the synagogue, always includes a reading
         of the Torah portion for the week.
      

      
      The Passover ceremony is a ritual feast, the Seder. The term means “order,” and it
         recurs in many important contexts. Although the ceremony is held in the home with
         the family, it is traditional to also welcome guests. There is no full description
         of a Seder in the Torah but there are a number of regulations for specific features it should contain stated
         throughout the various books. These begin with the date: the fourteenth day of the
         first month. As noted, it is a memorial of the covenant in Egypt. It retells and symbolically
         illustrates the story of the enslavement and the exodus, contrasting present freedom
         and ease with the bitterness and tears of captivity. The order of the Seder is set
         down in the Haggadah. The name is derived from the word for “to tell.” Copies date back to the fourteenth
         century.
      

      
      The story is told in three stages as three glasses of wine are filled and drunk and
         three pieces of matzoth (the special unleavened bread eaten during the six days of
         this holiday period to signify the haste with which the Jews fled Egypt) are broken,
         distributed around the table, and eaten.
      

      
      
          A seder; following the Haggadah.

         

      

      In addition to the wine glasses for all the people present, there is also one for
         the prophet Elijah. It is the most elegant cup on the table and filled brim-full.
         The Seder ends with the youngest person opening the door so that Elijah may enter,
         while a blessing is recited ending with the wish that all may be together “next year
         in Jerusalem.” Then the glass is carefully inspected by the children to see if Elijah
         might actually have drunk anything from it.
      

      
      Other important ceremonies that traditionally occur in the home include the three
         major life-cycle events: circumcision, marriage, and the ceremonies surrounding funerals.
         Jewish tradition is that a person should be buried before sundown on the day they
         die, in a plain wooden coffin. There is no embalming or other effort to save the body
         from decay. The burial is followed by a weeklong period of mourning for the immediate
         family.
      

      
      Hanukah, celebrating the victory of the Maccabees and relighting the lamp in the temple,
         is a seven-day celebration that involves ceremonies in the home similar to the Sabbath,
         with the eight-branched menorah replacing the usual two candles of the Sabbath. In
         the America, borrowing a practice from Christmas (which occurs around the same time),
         this now also commonly includes giving gifts to the children of the family.
      

      
      Ceremonies in the Synagogue

      
      The cycle of ceremonies in the synagogue through the year is a cycle through the Torah. A service requires a minyan (quorum) of at least ten men. In the dominant view among modern conservative and orthodox
         congregations the text is divided into fifty-four sections and each section into seven
         subsections. One section is read each week on three different (fixed) days: the Sabbath,
         Monday, and Thursday. The reading of a section is called an aliyah. The number of subsections varies for some holidays. For each section, a person is
         called from the congregation to recite a blessing for the reading. It is both a privilege
         and a duty to receive an aliyah in this way. During the Sabbath reading, a different person is called up from the
         congregation for each aliyah. They are called in order according to three divisions
         of the community: Kohein (Cohen), Levi, and Israel. Kohein means priest and Levi means
         a member of the tribe of Levi, to which Aaron and Moses belonged. The general sense
         is that Koheins descend from Aaron[17]  specifically and Levi are the rest of the tribe. Moses had no descendants. That
         is, the first two readers are of the tribes that would have been eligible to be temple
         priests and attendants. Israel is everyone else. Neusner describes these as “castes.”
      

      
      On the Sabbath and holidays, the Torah reading is followed by a haftorah. This is a specific section from the Prophets thematically linked to the content of
         the Torah reading and read with the same musical notation. The Torah reading is connected
         to the haftorah by a small reading called the maftir, which repeats the last few lines of the Torah section. This is said to affirm that
         the prophets are rooted in the Torah.
      

      
      Traditionally, the reader must also be male and have undergone his bar mitzvah. Bar mitzvah literally means “the duties of the son” and signifies the acceptance by
         a boy of the obligations of manhood, including the obligation to study the Torah (or the law). The ceremony of bar mitzvah traditionally involves the boy taking the
         aliyah, reciting the blessing for the portion of the Torah and then also reciting
         the Torah portion itself and, if he is able, the maftir and haftorah. This occurs
         at the age of thirteen. Now, in many congregations there is a comparable ceremony
         for girls, called a bat mitzvah or bas mitzvah and women, too, take aliyahs and read the Torah and haftorah. There are also women rabbis, although in some congregations or sects
         there is also resitance to them.
      

      
      The order and content of the daily services in the synagogue are prescribed in the
         Siddur, the daily prayer book. This has evolved over many centuries. It, too, is a major
         text of the religion, at least as well known to most Jews as the Torah and far better
         known than the Mishnah, Talmud, or commentaries. It weaves portions from them into what amounts to a comprehensive
         encapsulation of the religion designed to be most fitting for daily study and reflection.
         As one standard edition says in its preface:
      

      
      
         The Siddur should never become a source of contention among any segments of our people. One must
            not fail to realize that the Siddur is a classic similar to the Bible and the Talmud, to which the terms orthodox, conservative or reform do not apply. (Birnbaum, 1949:
            xi) 
         

         
      

      The idea of such a book goes back at least to the time of the Second Temple, and since
         that time a major purpose in having it has been to assure that the service would be
         the same in all Jewish communities around the world. The Siddur prescribes a morning, afternoon, and evening series of prayers and readings, with
         additional prayers and readings for the Sabbath and holidays. The most important of
         the daily prayers is held to be the Shema, in which the statement “Hear, Oh Israel, . . .” noted at the beginning of this chapter
         is a recurrent declaration. The second is the Shimini Atzerat. This was established by the last Great Sanhedrin and is also called the “Eighteen
         Benedictions” and the “Tefillah.” Tefillah simply means “prayer,” but in this case
         it is often paraphrased in English as “prayer of prayers.”
      

      
      The holidays in which the Torah readings of the old year are finished and the scroll is re-rolled and started again
         are Simchat Torah, Sukkot, and Shimini Atzerat. All three refer to the events of the Exodus as well as to the end of winter growing
         season in Canaanitic agriculture. Sukkot, which means “booths,” comes five days after
         Yom Kippur and involves the family celebrating in temporary buildings, traditionally
         with palm-frond roofs and decorated with fruit. It lasts for seven days and celebrates
         the forty years of wandering (living in temporary shelters) as well as the practice
         of spending the harvest period in temporary buildings in one’s fields. The next day
         after Sukkot is Shimini Atzerat, which also involves the booths. Simchat Torah comes fourteen days after Yom Kippur, and symbolically links the closing of the Torah with the end of the agricultural year: harvest leading to renewal. It is said that
         while Sukkot is for all peoples, Simchat Torah is especially for Jews. Simchat Torah means “rejoicing in the Torah.”
      

      
      On Simchat Torah, the last chapter of Deuteronomy is read by a person designated as the Bridegroom
         of the Law. Then all the Torahs in the synagogue, rolled and covered, are carried in procession seven times around
         the room. As the Torahs pass, men commonly kiss the hem of their talit (prayer shawl) and touch it to them as a sign of love and respect. The scroll is
         then put away and the next morning the reading starts again with the first chapter
         of Genesis in the same way, by the Bridegroom of the Law. Work is not permitted on
         Shimini Atzerat and Simchat Torah. It is permitted during Sukkot.
      

      
      Other ceremonies that occur in the synagogue are fitted into the general theme of
         reverence for the law. The two best known—the High Holy Days—are Rosh Hashanah and
         Yom Kippur, with the Ten Days of Penitence in between. These occur around the same
         time as Christmas and New Year and embody the same themes of judgment and justice,
         life, death, and renewal.
      

      
      Rosh Hashanah, literally “head of the year” is the New Year, and occurs on the first
         day of the first month. It is celebrated at home with special sweets and other foods
         and in the synagogue with special Torah portions. A special feature of the synagogue service is the sounding of the shofar by the Rabbi. The shofar is the ram’s horn. It is blown in a strictly established
         way, with a person singing out the name of the sound to its specific melody and the
         Rabbi then duplicating this with the horn. On Rosh Hashanah it is a call for renewal.
      

      
      Yom Kippur, the “Day of Atonement” which follows ten days later, involves a full twenty-four-hour
         fast and concentration on prayers listing one’s trespasses and debts, forgiving those
         who have trespassed against one, and asking for forgiveness. In between the two holidays,
         a person is supposed to get their affairs in order with all the other people they
         deal with. On the basis of having done so, God is asked to inscribe the supplicant
         in “the book of life” for one more year. The shofar is sounded again in the Yom Kippur
         service as a call for repentance and sacrifice, and to the law. There are many websites
         that detail the major and minor holidays.
      

      
      All synagogue services also include a section of prayers for the dead, recited by
         those in mourning. The traditional mourning period is one year.
      

      
      Recent Organizational Developments

      
      Wherever Jews live under secular law, their main organization is by local communities.
         Local communities are organized through and around synagogues, and synagogues are
         spoken of only as local. Jews do not say “the Synagogue” to mean all Jews the way
         Christians say “the Church” as meaning all Christians. Synagogues do, however, form
         associations.
      

      
      Synagogues usually also try to maintain schools and large communities usually try
         to maintain a yeshiva, a rabbinical academy. Wherever there are enough rabbis available there can also be
         a rabbinical court, or beth din, but which communities actually had such courts on a regular basis and how they were
         arranged is very unclear. The only place such courts have legal authority now is in
         Israel, where they have jurisdiction over all Jews in matters such as marriage, divorce,
         and adoption. This is not because of general public acceptance of Orthodox authority,
         however. It is because the Orthodox political parties, though small, make up a swing
         vote that is often sufficient to decide an election in favor of one of the much larger
         secularist parties.
      

      
      The Yiddish term for a synagogue is shul, meaning school. In addition to areas for religious services, synagogues commonly
         have schools for children from kindergarten up to about middle-school level, and libraries.
         The three major religious officials of a synagogue are the rabbi, the cantor, and the shamus. A rabbi is a teacher and usually (but not necessarily) the main administrative head
         of the organization. The cantor (chazzan) is the singer, literally, and usually supports the rabbi. The shamus (sexton, caretaker) maintains the physical facility. Modern synagogues also have
         boards of directors with presidents and the other usual officers, elected from the
         congregation, who see to the finances and hire the rabbi and other staff.
      

      
      Music is a very important part of Jewish liturgy. Traditionally, virtually all the
         prayers are either chanted by the congregation or sung by the cantor. There may also
         be a small male choir. The musical tradition is distinctive and complex.
      

      
      For most of the last two centuries, there have been three major sects or styles of
         Judaism in the West: Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform. Although none has a centralized
         ecclesiastical organization, all maintain national associations of synagogues and
         rabbis. There are more Orthodox synagogues than any others, but Reform has by far
         the largest total membership.
      

      
      Orthodox is considered the oldest. In the modern Orthodox tradition, halakha is considered
         at least as important in defining what Judaism is as the ceremonial life in the synagogue.
         In Orthodox synagogues, the service is conducted entirely in Hebrew and women are
         usually seated separately from the men—traditionally behind a screen or in a balcony
         in the back. Orthodox congregations often split over disputes regarding halakha. In
         the Orthodox home, efforts are made to follow dietary and other rules strictly. Although
         the Hassidic movement is now considered part of the Orthodox tradition, many Orthodox
         congregations are not Hassidic.
      

      
      In Reform Judaism halakha is unimportant and in most respects explicitly rejected.
         The defining characteristics of Judaism are considered to be represented mainly by
         the synagogue observances, which are explicitly inclusive and egalitarian. The intellectual
         roots of Reform Judaism go back to such enlightenment figures as Moses Mendelssohn
         (1729-1786) and his circle of Jewish and non-Jewish associates. Its beginnings as
         a cohesive movement go back to events just after the French revolution. This was the
         first time in Europe that a national government legally separated church and state.
         The revolutionaries and then Napoleon were insistent on the complete and sole authority
         of the state as the source of law and on the rights of a person inhering in their
         status as a citizen rather as an adherent of any religion. Church property was nationalized
         and schools were secularized. Jews were made citizens and official ghettos were abolished.
         Admission to schools and government service was opened to all.
      

      
      After Napoleon’s defeat in 1815, the restrictions were restored in many of the areas
         he had conquered. In response to these reversals many Jews converted to Christianity
         as a way to retain their new status as citizens. In response to this in turn, a few
         Jewish leaders recognized a need to change Judaism itself. Their aim was to demonstrate,
         to both Jews and non-Jews, that Judaism did not preclude becoming a citizen and participating
         in the general national culture. That is, it was a deliberate effort to reshape the
         Jewish idea of religion as such. It began in Germany. Halakha was to be replaced by
         a new and rational ethics grounded in the basic principles of the enlightenment: fairness,
         reciprocity, civility, and decency for all.
      

      
      Gender equality was made a major tenet. The messianic preoccupation with returning
         to Jerusalem was abandoned; the diaspora was described as a permanent reality to be
         accepted rather than a temporary condition to be overcome. Hebrew was replaced by
         the vernacular (German) in the synagogue service, and many of the stylistic details
         of the service, such as the vestments of the rabbi and cantor, were changed to resemble
         those of Protestant churches. Organ music was introduced. Zionism was officially rejected.
         Bar Mitzvah was replaced by “confirmation.” The dietary laws were declared “repugnant”
         and circumcision “barbaric.” Sabbath was moved from Saturday to Sunday and the traditional
         restrictions on Sabbath activities were abandoned. The movement spread rapidly to
         the English-speaking world. Reform Judaism reached the United States in the mid-1800s
         and expanded rapidly. It is now much the largest denomination in membership. Services
         are conducted in English with a sprinkling of Hebrew, and there are both male and
         female reform Rabbis.
      

      
      The Conservative movement was intended as a compromise but completely agreed with
         the Reform commitment to participate in national life. They also agree in rejecting
         both separatism and dogmatism. The difference is that there is more of a sense that
         preserving traditions in a reasonable way is consistent with this, but as a matter
         of culture rather than of law. What defines Judaism is considered to lie mainly in
         the religious services and in the synagogue’s social and educational functions. Conservative
         Rabbis are expected to know halakha, but whether any member of the congregation follows
         it is their own personal choice. Efforts are made to accommodate more orthodox tastes
         up to a point. Dietary rules are followed in synagogue functions, but the reform commitment
         to gender equality and liberal social and intellectual values are retained. The service
         is conducted mainly in Hebrew (which allows the musical tradition to be continued)
         but explanations are given in the vernacular. Female rabbis are a more recent innovation
         in Conservative Judaism than in Reform.
      

      
      Since the 1930s, Reform Judaism has retreated from its original comprehensive anti-traditionalism
         and moved closer to Conservative on some points, such as formally opposing intermarriage
         and becoming more supportive of the state of Israel. However, the religious services
         are still readily distinguished from Conservative services by language and style.
         There are still organs in Reform temples but not in Conservative synagogues.
      

      
      There are organizations to set dietary and other standards, such as the National Council
         of Rabbis in the United States.
      

      
      Although excommunication[18]  seems to have been important in maintaining community discipline in the Middle Ages,
         in the mainstream in more recent times it has occurred only in rare historical instances.
         The most notable was that of the philosopher Baruch de Spinoza in 1677, because the
         Jewish community of Amsterdam feared that his rejection of dualism and identification
         of God as immanent in experience might offend Christians. At present the idea is almost
         unthinkable for Conservative or Reform Jews, although it hangs on in Orthodox sects.
         In 2000 CE an Orthodox rabbinical court in New York, the New York Torah Court, excommunicated (in absentia) Senator Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut, then the Democratic nominee for Vice President
         of the United States. The court considered Senator Lieberman’s advocacy of current
         laws on abortion, toleration toward homosexuals, and gender integration of the armed
         forces to be violations of the Torah. The court represented no one beside the three Rabbis who made it up.
      

      
      There are no missionary organizations. Since the idea persists that Jews are a historical
         people, going out to seek new members is a contradiction in terms. Conversion is possible,
         however, and contemporary Jewish sources stress that no distinction is made between
         a convert and a person who is Jewish by birth.
      

      
      Population

      
      Up to about 1500 CE, Jews and Judaism slowly spread around the Old World but remained
         most concentrated in the area of the Roman Empire. With the opening of the New World,
         this began to change. In the last one hundred years, it has changed very radically.
      

      
      Jews have been part of the immigration to the New World since the settlement began,
         beginning, scholars think, with Morannos in Columbus’s crew. After the Dutch gained
         control of a large part of Brazil from the Portuguese in 1620, a community of over
         a thousand Sephardic Jews from the Netherlands was established in the town of Recife,
         founding the first Synagogue in the new world. In 1654 Portugal reconquered the area.
         The Dutch colonists, including the Jews, fled on sixteen Dutch ships to Holland and
         to Dutch, French, and English colonies in the Caribbean. One of these ships was captured
         by a Spanish vessel. This was in turn defeated by a French privateer, the St. Charles.
         Its passengers ultimately managed to negotiate passage to the Dutch colony of New
         Amsterdam. Twenty-three of these passengers were Jews. Governor Peter Stuyvesant was
         initially inclined to expel them, but was overruled by the directors of the Dutch
         East India Company. The subsequent order to Stuyvesant was the first formal permission
         for Jews to settle in North America—on equal footing with all others.
      

      
      Between the 1880s and World War I there was an especially large wave of emigration
         from Czarist Russia as a consequence of governmentally sponsored persecutions called
         pogroms (from the word for “destroy”). Many went to the New World. About two million entered
         the United States. Similar persecutions in a few other countries were followed in
         World War II by the Holocaust, a systematic effort by the Nazi government of Germany
         to murder all Jews in areas under their control. They received cooperation from Mussolini’s
         fascist government in Italy, the collaborationist government in Vichy France, and
         Fascist governments in several other countries of central Europe. The death toll is
         put at about six million, almost all of the Jewish population in the area under their
         control. Of the few who survived, most migrated to other areas—North America, Palestine,
         and the Communist countries in Eastern Europe. As a consequence of these changes,
         the largest Jewish population in the world today is in the United States, estimated
         at about 5.7 million.
      

      
      Part of the international reaction to the Holocaust was the formation of the state
         of Israel as a Jewish political homeland, but a consequence of this in turn was the
         displacement of a large number of Palestinian Arabs, Muslim by religion, who formerly
         resided there. They have not been allowed to resettle in surrounding Arab countries
         and most do not want to. This problem has still not been resolved in an equitable
         way. The consequence has been increased tension between Jews and Muslims throughout
         the world and a further shift of Jewish populations from Muslim countries in the Middle
         East to Israel. Because of this, the second largest population of Jews is now in Israel,
         totaling about five million. Jews of European origin are now estimated to make up
         about half of the Israeli Jewish population; so-called “oriental” Jews are the other
         half. The remaining Jewish populations, country-wise, range from about a half-million
         each in France and Russia to a few hundred.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In comparison with the South Asian and Asian traditions, the most striking features
         of Judaism are its concern with the community more than the individual and with the
         nature of morality more than the nature of mind. For the group to survive, in the
         Jewish view, it had to have common rules. To have common rules it had to have a common
         God—one singular God.
      

      
      At the time of the Babylonian exile, when the prevailing mythologies were polytheistic,
         this idea-complex articulated a strategy for survival for the exiles by voluntary
         separation. It called upon Jews to think of themselves as having a separate history
         (as other peoples also had separate histories) and to have separate ceremonies. Separateness
         was identified with righteousness and with internal cohesion. Subsequently, as Jews
         become a minority sect in the expanding covenantal tradition, the idea of voluntary
         separation generated a larger logic of involuntary exclusion. One of the responses
         to exclusion, in turn, was still more separation from within.
      

      
      This long-standing historic situation has now changed. With the spread of secular
         government and especially the recognition that international order and rule of law
         depends fundamentally on support for human rights, the imposition of separation from
         without, especially by the state, is rapidly fading.
      

      
      Judaism today is undergoing serious internal reassessment and readjustment. There
         is an evident commitment to preserve something, but a great churn of opinion over
         what and how. In the United States, according to recent studies, 50 percent of Jewish
         marriages are with non-Jews. Should rabbis officiate at such weddings? If they do
         not, what will happen? If they do, what will happen?
      

      
      If we listen in on conversations about what makes a person Jewish now, it seems to
         me that the two marks with the widest acceptance are the idea of the synagogue and
         the idea of a Jewish household. In synagogues themselves, formal discussions rarely
         turn on theology but often turn on ethics, culture, tradition, the meaning of history,
         and Judaism’s place in the world.
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      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Hebrew has no capitalization and no convention like it to distinguish between ordinary
                  nouns and names, but it is common practice to capitalize “One” along with the proper
                  names in these translations.
               

            

         

         
            2. Many key terms like this have multiple forms and multiple transliterations in English.

            

         

         
            3. Wars of the Jews, Book 2, Chapter 5.
               

            

         

         
            4. Hebrew nouns generally end in consonants and take “-im” to make their plural.

            

         

         
            5. Her name is related to Astarte and Ishtar. It appears in the Hebrew Old Testament
                  as Ashtoreth. There are similar representations of a female goddess symbolized by
                  a tree on Indus Valley seals.
               

            

         

         
            6. The magi of Marduk seem to be the same as the magi associated with Zoroastrianism, although it is not clear that Marduk is the same
                  as or a variant of Ahura Mazda. There are statements by Cyrus that imply that he identifies
                  Marduk with Ahura Mazda, but it is not clear. Like the koheins and nabis, magi appear to have been a tribal or occupational group of ceremonial specialists associated
                  with numerous different types of ritual activities.
               

            

         

         
            7. The term is from the Greek synedrion, meaning “their council.”
               

            

         

         
            8. Sephardic Genealogy Resources.http://www.orthohelp.com/geneal/popul.HTM
               

            

         

         
            9. Note that his name is Greek.

            

         

         
            10. 1 Kings 6:7 describes the temple of Solomon as being built “prepared at the quarry,
                  and there was neither hammer nor axe nor any iron tool heard in the house while it
                  was being built.” Josephus, Wars of the Jews, Book 2, Chapter 5, paragraph 6 says the altar was of un-hewn stone, and iron had
                  never touched it.
               

            

         

         
            11. By the same token, as Cyrus Gordon points out, Isaac’s partially divine ancestry makes
                  him a natural leader in terms of the widespread mythology of the region, exactly as
                  we see in the Greek stories of the partial divine ancestry of Agamemnon, Paris, and
                  Ulysses.
               

            

         

         
            12. According to Neusner, associated works with the same arguments and ideas are the Tosefta (Commentaries in the nature of marginal notes), the Sifra (a Commentary on the Book of Leviticus), Sifré to Numbers, and Sifré to Deuteronomy, all dating to about 200 CE. For the Jerusalem Talmud they are Genesis Rabbah, Leviticus Rabbah, and Pesiqta deRab Kahana, all dating between 400 and 500 CE (1992: 8).
               

            

         

         
            13. Bernice was Agrippa’s sister, political partner, and presumed lover. They often appear
                  together at important events in Josephus’ histories.
               

            

         

         
            14. The Khazar kingdom was in southern Russia, between the Black and the Caspian seas
                  and north of Caucuses Mountains. The Khazars were ethnic Turks who established a kingdom
                  in 652. The rulers converted to Judaism in about 838 CE. Much of the population followed,
                  but those who did not were protected in whatever they chose. The kingdom lasted until
                  about 1000 CE, when they were defeated by the Scandinavian Rus kingdom spreading down
                  from the north. While the kingdom existed it served as a haven for Jews who had been
                  driven out of other places, and when the kingdom was finally defeated it appears that
                  many Khazar Jews in turn joined other Jews in Lithuania, Poland, and Germany.
               

            

         

         
            15. http://www.torah.org/learning/halacha/classes/class227.html.

            

         

         
            16. http://www.torah.org/learning/halacha/classes/class246.html.

            

         

         
            17. The parallel Arabic term is kahin and there is another cognate in Aramaic. The common meaning is soothsayer or seer.
                  It appears, therefore, that this was not actually a group or type of person formed
                  wholly within the Jewish tradition or restricted to it.
               

            

         

         
            18. Strictly speaking, since Judaism does not have an idea of “communion” there is no
                  “excommunication,” but there is an idea that individuals can be expelled from the
                  community.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 4

      Early Christianity

      
         
         
      

      
      Christianity began as an interpretation of Judaism in a time of turmoil. The Temple
         had been restored but synagogues had persisted and spread. The conflict between temple
         and synagogue, with their opposed views of law, is the most consistent moral and social
         thread running through Jesus’s teachings. He is clearly on the side of the synagogue’s
         conception of the law as belonging to all of the people and opposed to the idea that
         interpreting or speaking for the law is the monopoly of the temple authorities. But
         Roman power had been firmly established. The Romans supported authoritarianism and
         were not likely to be displaced. If the messianic hope of a restoration of the kingdom
         was to be realized, it would have to take a different form from the literal restoration
         of the Davidic monarchy in the geographical space it had previously occupied. Jesus’
         solution was that it would be kingdom of the spirit and not of the body. Exactly what
         this means is still being debated.
      

      
      The primary texts representing early Christianity are the Gospels, Acts, and the epistles of Peter and Paul. The Gospels describe the life, death, and resurrection
         of Jesus as the Messiah. As noted, the term “messiah” is from the Aramaic for “anointed.”
         The term “Christ,” from the Greek Christos, has the same sense. Acts and the epistles described the events of Paul and others immediately afterwards to
         stabilize and coordinate the rapidly spreading Christian community.
      

      
      The Gospels divide into the Synoptic Gospels on the one hand and the Gospel of John
         on the other. They differ in their philosophical and social assumptions. Acts, which appears to have the same author as the Gospel of Luke, is philosophically
         consistent with the Gospels, as are the epistles. There are also important historical
         sources and increasingly important contributions are being made by archaeology.
      

      
      None of the Gospels was written in Jesus’ lifetime. His birth is generally placed
         at about 4 BCE and his death at about 30 CE. Mark, the first of the Gospels, is placed
         after 66‑70 CE, the time of the siege of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Second
         Temple. Mark is described in several ancient sources as the apostle and interpreter
         of the Apostle Peter. It is assumed that the words of the Gospel are substantially
         Peter’s. The Gospel of John is the last and is generally considered on textual grounds
         to reflect conditions after Christians were formally expelled from synagogues by the
         Rabbinical Council of Yavne (also rendered as Jamnia). The first references to such
         an expulsion by later texts date to about 140 CE. So the Gospel is dated between about
         90 CE and 120 CE. The Epistles of Paul, written between 52 CE and Paul’s death between
         65 and 68 CE, thus predate the Gospels.
      

      
      The synoptic gospels appear to present three views of the same thing. They are independent
         from one another but they share a larger similarity of perspective and method and
         probably some common sources that are now lost. First and most simply, they all describe
         three main episodes. The first is Jesus’ miraculous birth from the Virgin Mary accompanied
         by a vision or divine revelation identifying him as the Messiah. The second is his
         mission beginning from his recognition by John the Baptist, carrying through with
         his gathering of the Twelve Apostles, and ending with his last meal as the Passover
         Seder and his subsequent capture, trial, and execution on the day of the Passover.
         They all consistently describe Jesus’s conflict as being with the Temple authorities:
         usually the “Chief Priests,” the “scribes and Pharisees,” or the “Sadducees and Pharisees.”
         The third is his resurrection after death and subsequent appearances. Along the way,
         many of the specific incidents are the same, as are many of the parables that Jesus
         is described as having used in his teachings. The manner of presentation is reportorial.
         That is, even though a major purpose is to record supernatural events, the evidence
         is presented in such a way that the readers can imagine what they would have seen
         or heard had they been there and make up their own minds about the meaning or cause.
      

      
      Compared to these similarities the differences are relatively minor, often stylistic.
         Matthew and Luke give Jesus’ genealogy. Matthew begins with it, Luke includes it later.
         Luke describes the circumstances of the birth of John the Baptist as a very close
         parallel to that of Jesus and attaches significance to the parallelism as reflecting
         divine purpose. The others do not. With Matthew, there is greater emphasis on the
         similarities between Jesus’ position and Isaiah’s on the interpretation of law, and
         more of the prophecies are specifically linked to Isaiah. Matthew includes the story
         of Herod‘s murder of the first-born, while Jesus’ family fled to Egypt. The other
         two do not. For Matthew, it was “wise men from the East” who came to the birthplace
         of Jesus in answer to prophecy. In Luke shepherds were told of it by an angel. Mark
         has no such episode. Mark focuses more on Jesus’ miraculous cures and dwells much
         more on their interpretation by those who witnessed them in terms of the idea of casting
         out demons. The implication is that demons, being supernatural themselves, recognize
         other supernatural beings (that is, Jesus as a supernatural being) more readily than
         humans do.
      

      
      The Pharisees and Sadducees were two major sects or parties. Josephus describes them
         as two of the three—the third being the Essenes. Taking Josephus’ description together
         with the Gospels, the main differences between the Pharisees and Sadducees turned
         on the ideas of an afterlife and their attitude toward religious innovations. The
         Pharisees held that the soul persisted after death and was judged and either punished
         or rewarded according to its good or bad deeds in life—an idea which is not in the
         Tanakh. They also introduced many “innovations” not in the Tanakh. The Sadducees rejected the idea that there was a soul that continued after death,
         punishment and reward after death, and innovations in custom or law not in the “Law
         of Moses.” It also seems that the Pharisees were more firmly connected with the synagogues
         and the synagogue ceremonies, the Sadducees with the Temple.
      

      
      From the descriptions in Acts, especially, it appears that the Pharisees had a much larger popular following. Among
         the elite and in the courts, the parties were about evenly divided. At one point in
         Acts, when Paul is brought before the Sanhedrin on charges of spreading unacceptable
ideas, he describes himself as a Pharisee and says the Pharisees on the court should
         support him. They agreed and their ensuing quarrel with the Sadducees disrupted the
         proceeding.
      

      
      Scholars generally agree that the stories in the Synoptic Gospels were circulated
         as an oral tradition within and around the new and spreading Christian movement from
         the time of Jesus until their different authors recognized a need to set them down
         in writing in the spirit Luke describes in his opening passages:
      

      
      
         Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set forth in order a declaration of those
            things which are most surely believed among us, even as they delivered them unto us,
            which from the beginning were eyewitnesses, and ministers of the word; It seemed good
            to me also, having had perfect understanding of all things from the very first, to
            write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus. (Luke 1-3, King James Version)[1]    
         

         
      

      The Synoptic Gospels also agree in describing Jesus as a social revolutionary and
         in describing the charges of blasphemy against him as unjust, trumped up, and not
         really believed even by the temple priests who instigated them. Jesus was offering
         a new transformation of the covenant, hence of the Jewish community as whole, symbolized
         by a new interpretation of the Passover. They are quite clear that the new community,
         spoken of symbolically as the resurrected body of Christ (or the new body of the resurrected
         Christ), was not just something to be sought in the afterlife by adopting some new
         rituals but something to be created here and now by adopting Jesus’ views of law,
         society, and history. It evoked political as well as religious opposition to Jesus’
         mission in his lifetime, resulting in his persecution and death, and it continued
         to evoke opposition to his successors.
      

      
      The Gospel of John is quite different, much less another effort to commit the oral
         tradition to writing than a cosmological framing or interpretation of the written
         tradition in response alternative cosmologies that were by then being offered. Most
         obviously it is a response to the Hellenistic cosmologies underlying Marcionism and
         Gnosticism. It focuses far more tightly than others on the last days of Jesus and
         the resurrection and far less on the earlier missions that led up to them. Moreover,
         the emphasis on cosmological ideas, and particularly on the idea of divine control
         over all that happens, logically deemphasizes the idea that Jesus represented a social
         revolution that one should join in favor of the suggestion that he represented cosmic
         forces one should accept and submit to.[2]  John has, accordingly, consistently been considered the most “profound” of the gospel
         writers by the advocates of church authoritarianism. The Synoptic Gospels have been
         favored by proponents of Christian communitarianism, democracy, and socialism.
      

      
      It is also in John that we see the beginnings of doctrinal anti-Semitism. The Synoptic
         Gospels describe Jesus’s opponents as the Herodian monarchy, Sadducees and Pharisees,
         and the Chief Priests and scribes. John makes no mention of the Sadducees, mainly
         describes Jesus’ opponents as “the Jews,” and describes the Pharisees and Priests
         as though they were the accepted representatives of all of them.
      

      
      Core Ideas

      
      The main obstacle to understanding the Gospels, for Westerners, is that they are far
         too familiar. One has so much exposure to the story that there is a strong tendency
         to focus only on the odd details and look past the broad commonalities that carry
         its larger message.
      

      
      The story of the Gospels has two main dimensions: worldly and otherworldly, or social
         and theological. The worldly and social argument is carried by the story of the human
         Jesus’ life and self-sacrifice, and by his arguments about the interpretation of substantive
         law along the way. The theological argument is made more by the imbedded accounts
         of miracles and, much more strongly, by the attestations of his resurrection.
      

      
      The Life of Christ

      
      Since the Synoptic Gospels are generally accepted as having come before the Gospel
         of John and having been most important in the original consolidation and expansion
         of the tradition, we will begin with the main events of the life of Christ as they
         describe them.
      

      
      Birth

      
      In all the Gospels Jesus was born of Mary, who was married to Joseph but had not had
         sexual relations with him. They were a poor family; Joseph was a carpenter and considerably
         older. Joseph was initially disturbed when he saw that his new bride was pregnant
         but was assured by an angel, visiting him in a dream, that the child was the Son of
         God. Joseph accepted this. Jesus’ birth was accompanied by further signs of divine
         intervention and indications that it was in fulfillment of prophecies regarding the
         coming of a Messiah.
      

      
      Although Joseph and Mary lived in Galilee, Jesus was born in Bethlehem in Judea. The
         Old Testament identifies this Bethlehem[3]  as the city King David was from. The circumstances of Jesus birth are described
         in such a way as to support the idea that he was David’s descendant.
      

      
      The Gospel of Matthew[4]  contains the further story of King Herod hearing of Jesus’s birth as the birth of
         a new king and messiah from the “wise men of the east.” He asked them to tell him
         where Jesus was if they found him. They found Jesus and recognized that he was the
         person whose birth was foretold, but realizing Herod’s purpose they did not go back
         to him. Herod therefore ordered all newly born male children to be murdered. An angel
         warned Joseph of Herod’s plan and told him to flee to Egypt. Later, the Angel told
         Joseph it was safe to return. After this, the account skips to the story of John the
         Baptist. The other Gospels go directly from his birth to his recognition by John the
         Baptist.
      

      
      Baptism

      
      John wore a camel hair shirt, ate honey and locusts. He prophesied in the wilderness
         before coming to the Jordan River to baptize people and, in Luke’s words, “prepare
         the way for the Lord.” He preached mainly against greed, selfishness, and corruption
         and argued for a new order in which people would take only what was their due and
         share what they did not need with others. When Jesus was thirty years of age, he went
         to John on the banks of the Jordan and asked to be baptized. John replied that instead
         he should ask Jesus to baptize him. The general sense that attaches to the act of
         baptism is renewal or rebirth, a purification leading to a new state of individual
         and social life. The sense of this conversation seems to be that John is the counterpart
         to Elijah while Jesus, although often taken for Elijah, is, in John the Baptist’s
         words, the “One greater than I.”
      

      
      

      Temptation

      
      Upon being baptized, Jesus immediately began his mission. The first step was to wander
         in the wilderness, and (in Luke’s words) be “forty days tempted by the devil” eating
         nothing and praying.
      

      
      

      Galilean Mission

      
      Jesus next returned to Galilee and preached in the synagogues. According to Luke,
         in Nazareth, his own home, he opened the Torah and read the words of Isaiah, “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he hath
         anointed me to preach the gospel to the poor; he hath sent me to heal the brokenhearted,
         to preach deliverance to the captives, and recovering of sight to the blind, to set
         at liberty them that are bruised” (4:18. King James). He closed the book and added:
         “This day is this scripture fulfilled in your ears.” According to Matthew he said:
         “Repent: for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” This caused great consternation. He
         was almost thrown off a cliff, then expelled from the city. He had a similar reception
         in Capernaum. The text does not explain these reactions.
      

      
      Eventually, according to Luke, he was preaching at the lake of Gennesaret, where he
         saw two boats fishing. One was Simon Peter’s. Simon had fished all night and caught
         nothing. Jesus told him to let down his nets a little farther out and he caught a
         great quantity of fish. Recognizing that this was miraculous (and probably also a
         metaphor for Jesus’ teaching), Simon became Jesus’ first disciple, giving up his nets
         to become “a fisher of men.” Jesus was also joined by Simon’s partners, James and
         John, the sons of Zebedee. According to Matthew, he was also joined by Andrew, who
         was Simon’s brother. From here Jesus and the disciples traveled throughout Galilee
         curing people of diseases, making lunatics sane, preaching, and answering challenges
         from opponents of his teaching. He gathered a following. His fame spread from Galilee
         into Syria and a great many people came from all the major cities in the area to see
         and hear him. Then, according to Matthew, book five:
      

      
      
         And seeing the multitudes, he went up into a mountain: and when he was set, his disciples
            came unto him:
         

         
         And he opened his mouth, and taught them, saying,

         
         Blessed are the poor in spirit: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

         
         Blessed are they that mourn: for they shall be comforted.

         
         Blessed are the meek: for they shall inherit the earth.

         
         Blessed are they which do hunger and thirst after righteousness: for they shall be
            filled.
         

         
         Blessed are the merciful: for they shall obtain mercy.

         
         Blessed are the pure in heart: for they shall see God.

         
         Blessed are the peacemakers: for they shall be called the children of God.

         
         Blessed are they which are persecuted for righteousness’ sake: for theirs is the kingdom
            of heaven.
         

         
         Blessed are ye, when men shall revile you, and persecute you, and shall say all manner
            of evil against you falsely, for my sake.
         

         
         (Matthew 5:1-11, King James Version)

         
      

      Book five concludes:

      
      
         Ye have heard that it hath been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour, and hate thine
            enemy.
         

         
         But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them
            that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use you, and persecute you;
         

         
         That ye may be the children of your Father which is in heaven: for he maketh his sun
            to rise on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust.
         

         
         For if ye love them which love you, what reward have ye? do not even the publicans
            the same?
         

         
         And if ye salute your brethren only, what do ye more than others? do not even the
            publicans so?
         

         
         48 Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect. (Matthew
            5:42-48, King James Version)
         

         
      

      The listing goes on through books 5 and 6. This is the Sermon on the Mount. It is generally understood to be a summary of the main points of many different
         speeches rather than a literal record of just one. Matthew 6:9-13, part of this same
         sequence, is the Lord’s Prayer. In compressing it into one event this way, the imagery takes on an obvious parallelism
         to Moses giving the law to the Israelites on Mount Sinai.
      

      
      As can be seen, Jesus is saying three things. First, he is the Messiah. Second, he
         is not violating the law but saying how it is to be followed. Third, he is adding,
         very clearly, a new interpretive principle: love. Love one another, but more than
         that, love your enemies.
      

      
      Coming down from the mountain, Jesus again returned to his own city. This time he
         performed more miraculous cures and was joined by more disciples. It was here that
         Matthew, a tax collector, left his counting-table to follow him (Matthew 9:9). How
         the rest of the Apostles were collected is not described but in Matthew 10 all twelve
         are listed and Matthew says that Jesus sent them to “go to the lost sheep of the Kingdom
         of Israel”:
      

      
      
         And as ye go, preach, saying, The kingdom of heaven is at hand.

         
         Heal the sick, cleanse the lepers, raise the dead, cast out devils: freely ye have
            received, freely give. (Matthew 10:7-8, King James Version)
         

         
      

      

      The Death of John the Baptist

      
      The next episode returns to the story of John the Baptist. Although John was in prison
         he had heard of Jesus’ activities and sent two disciples to ask, “Art thou he that
         should come, or do we look for another?” (Matthew 11:3) Jesus’ response was to ask
         them to report back the cures they had seen and that “the poor have had the Gospel
         preached to them” (11:5). After the disciples left he described John as a prophet
         and as the returned Elijah, berated those who had not listened to him, and referred
         to himself as God’s son.
      

      
      Soon thereafter, John the Baptist was beheaded in prison. Herod had imprisoned him
         because he had preached against Herod’s corruption and condemned as “unlawful” Herod’s
         marriage to Herodias, who had formerly been married to his brother Philip.
      

      
      From this point on Jesus is described as being thought to be not only Elijah but also
         John the Baptist returned from the dead. He is also described as supported and followed
         by “multitudes” of ordinary people, but “tested,” and challenged by the Sadducees
         and especially the Pharisees, whom Jesus opposes and condemns in turn. The constant
         theme in the description of their criticism is that they focus only on the letter
         of the law rather than any social or human purpose. They make large offenses out of
         small actions that are wholly reasonable, like eating some grain out of a field as
         the disciples walk through it on the Sabbath and they use the law to prohibit actions
         that are beneficial and motivated only by good will, like curing somebody of a disease
         on the Sabbath. Jesus constantly argues in reply that such actions are lawful. This
         implies an entirely different approach to the idea of lawfulness itself.
      

      
      

      Transfiguration

      
      Matthew 17 describes Jesus as then taking Peter, James, and John his brother upon
         a high mountain. There they saw a vision of Jesus transfigured in a bright light and
         speaking to Moses and Elijah and heard a voice out of the clouds say “This is my beloved
         son, in whom I am well pleased.” Jesus commanded them to tell no one about this vision
         “until the Son of Man is risen from the dead.” The meaning is explained further on
         in the same chapter:
      

      
      
         And while they abode in Galilee, Jesus said unto them, The Son of man shall be betrayed
            into the hands of men:
         

         
         And they shall kill him, and the third day he shall be raised again. And they were
            exceeding sorry. (Matthew 17:22-23, King James Version)
         

         
      

      Judean Mission

      
      Leaving Galilee, Jesus went to Judea. The cures continued and Jesus continued to say
         that it is not he that cures people but their own faith. The questions from the Pharisees
         continue. Jesus continues to argue that he is following the law and they are not,
         because the law must be put in a human context and applied with compassion.
      

      
      Traveling in Judea, Jesus comes to Jerusalem. He rides in on a donkey but is welcomed
         like a king, which many in the crowd declare him to be. People throw down their garments
         and wave leafy branches. For those hearing this story with knowledge of Greek mythology,
         which would have been nearly everyone, it would be impossible to avoid the parallelism
         between this imagery and the very similar imagery associated with Dionysus in processions
         connected to the Eleusinian mysteries. It would therefore also be impossible to avoid
         the parallelism between Dionysus as the dying and rising god and Jesus’s own prophesied
         death and resurrection. The death and resurrection of Dionysus is strongly associated
         with the cycle of death and rebirth in agriculture.
      

      
      Jerusalem

      
      In Jerusalem, Jesus went directly to the Temple and drove out “all those who bought
         and sold,” the “money-changers,” and those who sold doves. This led directly to a
         confrontation with “the chief priests and the elders of the people” (Matthew 21:23),
         who saw his ideas as a threat and his following as his protection. They—especially
         the Pharisees—“plotted how they might entangle him in his talk.” They tried three
         major ways: to force him to admit that he defied the law, to force him into defying
         Roman authority, or to force him into defying royal authority. They made no headway.
         He would not change his position and he continued to have the support of the multitudes.
         He continued to preach and prophesy. His prophecies again included his own death and
         resurrection. With respect to the Temple authorities, Matthew says:
      

      
      
         Then spoke Jesus to the multitude, and to his disciples,

         
         Saying The scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat:

         
         “All therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe and do; but do not ye
            after their works: for they say, and do not.
         

         
         For they bind heavy burdens and grievous to be borne, and lay them on men’s shoulders;
            but they themselves will not move them with one of their fingers.
         

         
         But all their works they do for to be seen of men: they make broad their phylacteries,
            and enlarge the borders of their garments,
         

         
         And love the uppermost rooms at feasts, and the chief seats in the synagogues,

         
         And greetings in the markets, and to be called of men, Rabbi, Rabbi.

         
         But be not ye called Rabbi: for one is your Master, even Christ; and all ye are brethren.

         
         And call no man your father upon the earth: for one is your Father, which is in heaven.

         
         Neither be ye called masters: for one is your Master, even Christ.

         
         But he that is greatest among you shall be your servant.” (Matthew 23:1-11, King James
            Version)
         

         
      

      
      The Temple, too, would be destroyed.

      
      Finally, two days before the Passover, Jesus said to his disciples that on the Passover
         he would be delivered up to be crucified. At about the same time, the “chief priests,
         the scribes and the elders of the people” assembled at the place of the chief priest,
         and planned how to kill him. They agree that it could not be during the Passover itself
         “lest there be an uproar among the people.” It would be after.
      

      
      While Jesus and the disciples were preparing for the Passover, there was an incident
         in which a poor woman poured fragrant oil on Jesus’ head as he sat at table. His disciples
         objected on the ground the money could have been given to the poor, but Jesus silenced
         them saying that in pouring it the woman had prepared him for his burial. Just thereafter,
         one of the disciples, Judas Iscariot, went to the chief priests and agreed to betray
         Jesus for thirty pieces of silver—to identify him for capture at a time when he might
         be taken into custody.
      

      
      Last Supper; New Covenant

      
      Jesus’ last supper is the Passover meal, a Seder. It is described in terms of two
         intimately interrelated themes: Jesus’ predictions of his own death and resurrection
         and his redefinition of the traditional Passover symbolism. His death is associated
         with betrayal by one of the disciples and the breakup of the group; his resurrection
         is associated with the group coming back together in a new form—or with his leadership
         in a new form. The symbolism of the Seder is redefined to make it portend and then
         represent this transformation. The bread of the Seder—in Jewish terms the bread of
         affliction—will become his body. The wine of the Seder will become his blood. Thus
         the elements of the Seder that previously symbolized the community formed in anticipation
         of the return to a promised land identified geographically with Judea, now, in Judea,
         are made to represent yet another community defined spiritually by identification
         with the resurrected Christ. If we ask why not identify it with the living Christ,
         there is an obvious answer. Living things die. Resurrected divinities do not.
      

      
      In various forms and under various labels—such as the Eucharist, the Communion, the
         Love Feast and the Lord’s Table—a reenactment of the last supper is the ceremony most
         consistently regarded as emblematic of the Christian community across all the varieties
         of Christianity.
      

      
      Death and Resurrection

      
      Early the next morning, after holding a vigil all night, Jesus is taken captive. Jesus
         prevents his supporters from attacking his captors, saying “But all this was done,
         that the scriptures of the prophets might be fulfilled. Then all his disciples forsook
         him, and fled” (Matthew 26:46, King James Version). He is brought to the temple. The
         high priest demands he say if he is the Messiah: “I adjure thee by the living God
         that thou shalt tell us whether thou be the Christ, the Son of God” (Matthew 26:63,
         King James Version)
      

      
      Jesus replies either “It is as you said” or “You have said it.” They respond that
         this is blasphemy and that he should be sentenced to death. Peter, who has been back
         in the crowd watching, is also pointed out and accused. He denies his relation to
         Jesus and runs away, as Jesus had previously told him he would. The next morning Jesus
         is taken to the Roman governor, Pontius Pilate. Pilate asks if he is King of the Jews
         and Jesus again replies enigmatically “It is as you say.” In answer to all the further
         charges and accusations, he says nothing. According to Matthew, Pilate “marveled greatly.”
         Mark’s text is almost identical. Luke and John have Pilate saying he finds no fault
         in Jesus. In the end, however, the crowd, led by the temple authorities, insists on
         Jesus’ death. He is tortured, ridiculed, made to carry his own cross to the execution
         site and crucified. It is a terrible death and made to appear as such, with his mother
         and others watching. His last words are “Father, into Your hands I commend My spirit.’’
         According to Luke, a centurion who saw this, “glorified God, saying ‘Certainly this
         was a righteous Man!’” According to Matthew he said “Truly this was the Son of God.”
      

      
      His mother, family, and some of the Apostles then take down his body, clean it, and
         place it in a tomb sealed with a heavy stone (according to Matthew). Because of the
         predicted resurrection, the temple officials set a guard to watch the tomb until the
         third day. On the morning of the third day there was a great earthquake. An angel
         of the lord appeared and opened the tomb. The guards were frightened but the angel
         told the women, who had come to visit the grave, not to be afraid, that Jesus was
         gone. They entered and found it empty. The Angel said:
      

      
      
         And go quickly, and tell his disciples that he is risen from the dead; and, behold,
            he goeth before you into Galilee; there shall ye see him: lo, I have told you.
         

         
         And they departed quickly from the sepulchre with fear and great joy; and did run
            to bring his disciples word.
         

         
         And as they went to tell his disciples, behold, Jesus met them, saying, All hail.
            And they came and held him by the feet, and worshipped him.
         

         
         Then said Jesus unto them, Be not afraid: go tell my brethren that they go into Galilee,
            and there shall they see me. (Matthew 28:7-10, King James Version)
         

         
      

      
      In the remaining few verses Jesus meets his disciples once again in Galilee and tells
         them what to do to spread the message that his resurrection signifies. This is the
         Passion, reenacted and recalled in the ceremonies of Easter (in Latin Pascha, cognate with the Hebrew Pesach, which is Passover).[5]

      
      The Gospels in the Context of Judaism

      
      No statement about the Gospels will be undisputed, but it seems relatively safe to
         describe the story as developing six major ideas: prophecy, kingship, the apocalypse,
         monotheism and ethical dualism, messiahship, faith and law. I will briefly describe
         them and then the way they pull together on the various levels.
      

      
      Fulfillment of Prophecy or Scripture

      
      In all three of the Synoptic Gospels, but especially in Matthew, Jesus is repeatedly
         described as saying he is doing some specific act “in order that the prophecy may
         be fulfilled.” (Luke often says, “in order that scripture would be fulfilled.”) Other
         characters also say that some event in Jesus’ life was “as prophesied,” fulfills the
         prophecy, or fulfills scripture. The theme has two main kinds of implications: contextual
         and motivational.
      

      
      Contextually, the implication is that if an action fulfills a prophecy or some aspect
         of scripture, it must take its meaning from that prophecy or scripture. The gospel
         with the most references of this sort is Matthew, followed by Luke and then Mark.
         Matthew also has the greatest number of citations where the source of a prophecy is
         actually named. It is Isaiah in four instances and Jeremiah in two, both of whom complained
         bitterly of the corruption of the temple and urged a return to individual responsibility.
         In a few more instances, references were to “the prophets” without naming any. In
         Luke there are about seven citations and the only named sources are Moses and the
         psalms. Mark, with just four such references, names no sources.
      

      
      Closely related to these instances are others in which a forecast of what is to happen
         is brought by an angel or a vision. These include the births of Jesus and John the
         Baptist, the passion, and the resurrection. It is possible, in the view of some scholars,
         that this reflects the ideas of the Essenes or some similar group. And finally, there
         is the instance of the prophecy described by the “wise men from the east” at the beginning
         of Matthew, which suggests a Babylonian or Zoroastrian context. These three sources
         of prophecy—the prophets, the apocalyptic cosmologies of contemporary groups like
         the Essenes, and Zoroastrianism—are not mutually exclusive. Most likely, the intention
         is to suggest an agreement among them.
      

      
      The most obvious overall sense of the allusions to prophecy is to convey legitimacy.
         If what is being done is either predicted or required by God or the law, then it should
         be accepted. Extending this, opposition to what is being done would be opposing scripture
         and the law.
      

      
      

      Kingship

      
      Modern commentators do not seem inclined to make much of the idea of Jesus as the
         new king of Israel. It appears in the text mainly at the beginning and at the end,
         in the descriptions of Jesus’s birth and baptism and in his trial and in the Roman
         mockery. Yet it is far from tangential to the story if we see it from the point of
         view of the contemporary Roman and Jewish law.
      

      
      One implication of a “new” king has to be the deposition of the old king. This is
         the implication that Herod focused on in the Gospel of Matthew. But there is more.
         In the general conventions of the time the king was the chief magistrate, the chief
         judge. He did not make the law, but he said what it was. So to say Jesus is the king
         of the Jews necessarily means he speaks for Jewish law. But Jesus also says two other
         things that at first seem contradictory. First, that his kingdom is not of this earth;
         second, that it will come after his death. Finally, add the idea that the community
         who accept his teachings (or more exactly who accept God as he describes God) is to
         be equated with his resurrected body and you have an equation between Jesus’ kingdom
         which is not of this earth and the body of his followers which is. The logical result
         is a new community in which the people and the sovereign are unified. That is, you
         have a reconstituted Jewish community in which the power to interpret the law lies
         with the people as a whole rather than a temple or monarchial authority separate from
         the people. It is what the synagogue communities in the exile had already become in
         fact, but here was a legal charter to fit the social reality.
      

      
      It seems to me very difficult to interpret the immediacy and vehemence attributed
         to Jesus’ priestly opponents in the Gospels as anything but the authors’ way of calling
         our attention to this aspect of his program. They considered him their enemy because
         he was their enemy.
      

      
      

      Apocalypse and Day of Judgment

      
      The Day of Judgment is mentioned several times in Matthew but not in the other Gospels.
         In subsequent Christian developments it was widely accepted that the death and resurrection
         of Christ would be followed by a “second coming” that would lead to a Zoroastrian
         end of time and ultimate establishment of God’s kingdom. Matthew’s usage, however,
         is different. He uses the phrase in two different senses common in later Judaism:
         as a personal day of judgment after death and as a day of judgment on the community
         but not on all of creation. The example given several times is Sodom and Gomorrah.
      

      
      

      Monotheism and Ethical Dualism

      
      In the Synoptic Gospels, God is clearly represented as a powerful anthropomorphic
         figure and Jesus is described as his son. Yet Jesus seems careful to avoid saying
         this directly. It is something others say about him and something he occasionally
         seems to acknowledge once someone else says it. Jesus is not, however, the only son of God. The idea continues to cling to the miraculous birth of Isaac from Abraham
         and Sarah and all the kingly line claiming descent from him; none of this is ever
         rejected in the Gospels. Moreover, Luke describes a very similar miraculous birth
         for John the Baptist. Luke also describes Adam as the son of God in so many words.
      

      
      Nor is it really clear in the Synoptic Gospels that the God of the Jews is the only
         God in an absolute sense as opposed to simply their particular God or the truest or
         most powerful god.
      

      
      The radical emphasis on the absolute singularity of God as the sole creator of the
         universe and Jesus as his only son is only found in the Gospel of John, whose underlying
         cosmology seems clearly to be Stoic rather than Jewish or Zoroastrian:
      

      
      
         In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.

         
         The same was in the beginning with God.

         
         All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was made.

         
         In him was life; and the life was the light of men.

         
         And the light shineth in darkness; and the darkness comprehended it not.

         
         There was a man sent from God, whose name was John.

         
         The same came for a witness, to bear witness of the Light, that all men through him
            might believe.
         

         
         He was not that Light, but was sent to bear witness of that Light.

         
         That was the true Light, which lighteth every man that cometh into the world.

         
         He was in the world, and the world was made by him, and the world knew him not.

         
         He came unto his own, and his own received him not.

         
         But as many as received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God, even
            to them that believe on his name:
         

         
         Which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man,
            but of God.
         

         
         And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the glory
            as of the only begotten of the Father,) full of grace and truth. (John 1:1-14, King
            James Version)
         

         
      

      There can only be one God because God is logos (translated here as “the Word”), which
         is utterly singular in the nature of the case, the one creative force in the universe.
         Jesus is born of God in the sense of created of the substance of God (again, logos),
         and since this substance is absolutely singular there can, therefore, be only one
         of him as well. Hence Jesus is both the Son of God and God—because, again, God (logos)
         is creative singularity as such. It does not make biological sense and it does not
         make traditional Hellenic mythological sense, but it makes Stoic sense.
      

      
      Since the view of monotheism in the Synoptic Gospels is different from the view in
         John, it is not surprising that there is also a different view of the contrast between
         good and evil. In the Synoptic Gospels, as already noted, the division is legal and
         social. Adhere to God’s nature in interpreting the law as taught by Isaiah, Jeremiah,
         and Jesus (among others) and the community will survive. Do not and you will be punished.
         Hence the struggle between good and evil is the struggle between good and evil people,
         which is also the struggle between the force for cohesion in the community (love)
         and the forces for corruption, selfishness, and thoughtlessness. With John, by contrast,
         the dualism is Neo-Platonic and cosmic, the forces of goodness and light against the
         forces of evil and darkness, even though ultimately even evil and darkness are created
         by logos.
      

      
      

      Messiah

      
      The theme of the Messiah is straightforward. As noted, all the Gospels contain the
         story of the transfiguration of Jesus, in which he is joined, recognized, and in effect
         blessed by Moses and Elijah. The equation of Jesus with Elijah in the minds of the
         crowds is a repeated theme. The implication is unambiguous: Elijah was the Messiah
         and if Jesus is Elijah returned then Jesus is the Messiah, who would finally bring
         the people to the Promised Land. Hence Jesus’ new community was the new Promised Land—again,
         not just a place to go to in the next world but a community to build in this one.
      

      
      

      Faith

      
      The theme of faith is closely connected to the idea of the Messiah. In a way, the
         entire story is about the difference between those who accept Jesus as the Messiah
         and those who do not, who are equated with those have faith and those who do not—specifically
         faith in God and faith that Jesus is or represents God. For those who are cured, the
         constantly repeated theme is that it is their faith that cures them not Jesus personally,
         just as for the first Passover Moses’ constant theme was that it was God’s power that
         rescued Israel from Pharaoh, not his own. For the future it will be faith that leads
         to salvation. Conversely, at many points where the disciples are unable to do what
         Jesus does, or even understand what Jesus says, it is because of their lack of faith.
         Faith is not blind acceptance and neither is it merely a professed acceptance. It is consistently equated with a kind of straightforwardness and honesty
         of character, even in those seeking miraculous cures, and set off against those without
         faith who often represent attitudes of hypocrisy and greed.
      

      
      

      Law

      
      Finally, law, as already noted, was to be the Torah taken out of the hands of the “scribes and Pharisees” of the temple. It was to be
         interpreted through what Jesus described in some places as his new commandments and
         elsewhere as the most important commandments. The version in Mark shows exactly where
         the disagreement was:
      

      
      
         And one of the scribes came, and heard them questioning together, and knowing that
            he had answered them well, asked him, What commandment is the first of all?
         

         
         Jesus answered, The first is, Hear, O Israel; The Lord our God, the Lord is one:

         
         and thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and
            with all thy mind, and with all thy strength.
         

         
         The second is this, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. There is none other commandment
            greater than these.
         

         
         And the scribe said unto him, Of a truth, Teacher, thou hast well said that he is
            one; and there is none other but he:
         

         
         and to love him with all the heart, and with all the understanding, and with all the
            strength, and to love his neighbor as himself, is much more than all whole burnt-offerings
            and sacrifices.
         

         
         And when Jesus saw that he answered discreetly, he said unto him, Thou art not far
            from the kingdom of God. And no man after that durst ask him any question. (Mark 12:28-34)
         

         
      

      The other prong of this argument concerned who was to do the interpreting. Isaiah
         and Jeremiah had both complained of the corruption of the temple administration. Jesus
         is arguing for the same thing but does not attack the temple administration by name.
         Rather, this is implied in his condemnations of “scribes and Pharisees,” lawyers,
         and Sadducees.
      

      
      Since Jesus’ cosmological views were generally similar to those of the Pharisees,
         this condemnation would be puzzling on doctrinal grounds. The explanation must be
         that the condemnation is not about doctrine but about who interprets it and for what
         purpose. Jesus is on the side of the numerous poor rather than the wealthy few, and
         of common sense. The charge is not error. It is arrogance and corruption.
      

      
      With the Sadducees there were two disagreements. The first was that they did not accept
         the idea of resurrection. Jesus disputes with them separately on this point, but he
         lumps them with the Pharisees in the discussions of the corruptions of the law. Conversely,
         they are described as joining with the Pharisees in attacking him and in his ultimate
         arrest, trial, and execution. In Matthew 16:
      

      
      
         The Pharisees also with the Sadducees came, and tempting desired him that he would
            shew them a sign from heaven.
         

         
         He answered and said unto them, When it is evening, ye say, It will be fair weather:
            for the sky is red.
         

         
         And in the morning, It will be foul weather to day: for the sky is red and lowering.
            O ye hypocrites, ye can discern the face of the sky; but can ye not discern the signs
            of the times?
         

         
         A wicked and adulterous generation seeketh after a sign; and there shall no sign be
            given unto it, but the sign of the prophet Jonas. And he left them, and departed.
         

         
         And when his disciples were come to the other side, they had forgotten to take bread.

         
         Then Jesus said unto them, Take heed and beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and
            of the Sadducees.
         

         
         And they reasoned among themselves, saying, It is because we have taken no bread.

         
         Which when Jesus perceived, he said unto them, O ye of little faith, why reason ye
            among yourselves, because ye have brought no bread?
         

         
         Do ye not yet understand, neither remember the five loaves of the five thousand, and
            how many baskets ye took up?
         

         
         Neither the seven loaves of the four thousand, and how many baskets ye took up?

         
         How is it that ye do not understand that I spake it not to you concerning bread, that
            ye should beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees?
         

         
         Then understood they how that he bade them not beware of the leaven of bread, but
            of the doctrine of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees. (Matthew 16:1-12, King James
            Version)
         

         
      

      Again, this cannot logically be understood as being aimed at the Pharisees’ and Sadducees’
         eschatological beliefs, since they held opposite views. It must be aimed at their
         way of interpreting them. The flavor is the same as when American political non-conformists
         condemn the Democrats and Republicans in the same breath. The focus has to be on what
         they share, from the viewpoint of the critic.
      

      
      Christianity beyond the Jewish Context

      
      The transition of Christianity from a movement among those who identified themselves
         as Jews to a community apart from and independent of the Jewish community is mainly
         attributed to the reforms and missionary activities of Paul of Tarsus (also called
         Saul) and the Apostle Simon Peter (also called Simon or “Simon surnamed Peter”). The
         central texts that describe the process are Acts and the letters of Paul and others to the new Christian communities around the Mediterranean
         world, usually in response to questions or disputes about how they were to be governed.
         The central text that eventually was used to provide a basis for complete Christian
         separation, Christian hostility to Judaism, and also for the increasing centralization
         and authoritarianism of the Western church in particular, was the Gospel of John.
      

      
      It is clear from the accounts of Roman, Greek, and Jewish historians and chroniclers
         from the second century BCE to the second century CE that Jewish communities in cities
         outside of the Jewish state were largely self-governing. Their synagogue was their
         place of meeting and decision-making. The rabbis and other prominent people were their
         representatives and spokesmen, although they also had recourse to the town authorities.
         The organization of the early Christian communities was the same, simply replacing
         Jewish officials with Christian, Jewish ceremonies with Christian, Jewish titles with
         Christian, and Jewish law with Christian. This was the revolution of Paul of Tarsus.
      

      
      If we recognize that Jesus’ central teaching on the law is to interpret it as you
         would have it applied to you, then we also have to recognize that there is no reason
         to restrict this interpretive doctrine to Jewish law in particular. It was applicable
         in all local communities under their various systems of personal law that the Roman
         Empire recognized, as well as to Roman law itself. Essentially, what Paul did was
         find a way to articulate this while at the same time founding a system of communities
         for whom the articulation served as an important organizational charter.
      

      
      

      The New Community

      
      Acts describes the spread of Christian teachings after the death of Jesus. It says very
         little about the discussions that were involved in this process, although it is clear
         that they were two-sided. One side is legal and organizational, questions of the law
         and community organization and what the difference would be between the old social
         order and the new. The other is mystical, miraculous, and psychosomatic. The first
         is represented mainly in the questions and objections brought to Paul and the other
         Apostles, in which the Christian view is presented entirely by way of responses. The
         other is presented as what Peter, Paul, and the others more explicitly argue for and
         demonstrate. They say they offer baptism in Jesus to those who have already accepted
         the baptism of John. They lay on hands. They bring the dead back to life and cure
         the sick and the lame, and in their presence people repeat the experience of the Apostles
         at the Pentecost and Paul on the Damascus road: they collectively see blinding lights,
         feel a sense of divine presence, and talk in tongues.
      

      
      Key points on the legal and organizational side are in Acts 10 and 11. In 10 Peter is challenged for consorting with and welcoming non-Jews,
         for not keeping himself separate. His main response is:
      

      
      
         Then Peter opened his mouth, and said, Of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter
            of persons:
         

         
         But in every nation he that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with
            him.
         

         
         The word which God sent unto the children of Israel, preaching peace by Jesus Christ:
            (he is Lord of all) (Acts 10:34-36, King James Version)
         

      

      
      Book 11 does not continue with the same incident but it stays on the theme. This is
         where Peter sets aside the requirements of circumcision and adherence to the dietary
         laws. The two requirements are connected by the idea that circumcision is the mark
         of the covenant. It is the overt sign that one is obeying the laws.
      

      
      From this point on the story revolves around three main populations: disciples who
         go on to preach only to Jews, disciples and others (mainly Paul and Silas) who preach
         to Jews and non-Jews, often together and in synagogues as well as other public places,
         and Jews (of several kinds) who continue to argue for separation and for following
         the old law in opposition to both. A significant point is that many of the Jews described
         as accepting Jesus are described as something else “by race,” usually reflecting where
         they come from, such as Pontus or Cyprus. Greeks are identified “by race” the same
         way. The implication is that in our terms “Greek” and “Jew” would be referring to
         cultural affiliation, while “race” would, seemingly, be descent. So at this time being
         Jewish, by itself, evidently did not imply common descent.
      

      
      The description of the events of the Pentecost, and Peter’s view of it’s meaning,
         is in Acts 2:
      

      
      
         
         And when the day of Pentecost was fully come, they were all with one accord in one
            place.
         

         
         And suddenly there came a sound from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind, and it filled
            all the house where they were sitting.
         

         
         And there appeared unto them cloven tongues like as of fire, and it sat upon each
            of them.
         

         
         And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other tongues,
            as the Spirit gave them utterance.
         

         
         And there were dwelling at Jerusalem Jews, devout men, out of every nation under heaven.

         
         Now when this was noised abroad, the multitude came together, and were confounded,
            because that every man heard them speak in his own language. (Acts 2:1-6, King James
            Version)
         

         
      

      They all asked the meaning of this, and Peter explained:

      
      
         And it shall come to pass in the last days, saith God, I will pour out of my Spirit
            upon all flesh: and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your young men
            shall see visions, and your old men shall dream dreams:
         

         
         And on my servants and on my handmaidens I will pour out in those days of my Spirit;
            and they shall prophesy:
         

         
         And I will shew wonders in heaven above, and signs in the earth beneath; blood, and
            fire, and vapour of smoke:
         

         
         The sun shall be turned into darkness, and the moon into blood, before the great and
            notable day of the Lord come:
         

         
         And it shall come to pass, that whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall
            be saved. (Acts 2:17-21, King James Version)
         

         
      

      On the surface the connection between the two sets of ideas is only that the miraculous
         events and powers of the disciples serves as proof that God is with them and, therefore,
         that their claims are true while their opponents’ claims are false. But if we think
         about the implications of each set of ideas and the nature of the community that is
         being formed, there is more to it. On the legal side, the message is clear that the
         new community, unlike the old, is universal. The idea of a community created by a
         command of God and defined by acceptance of God is retained; the idea of descent from
         a specific individual is rejected. And if we ask what the implications of the description
         of talking in tongues are, they are the same. It is clear in Peter’s words and it
         becomes even clearer when we remember that biblical accounts (and evidently the common
         sense of the time) connect the idea of language with the idea of descent; people speak
         a common language because they have common ancestry. So an experience of common understanding
         that crosscuts all languages necessarily also crosscuts all descent lines.
      

      
      That this community is a “church” first appears in the Gospels and continues to be
         developed in Acts. In the Gospels, however, it seems only to mean the universal body. In Acts it is used for both the universal body and the individual local community, and this
         usage continues thereafter.
      

      
      Alan Watson, Professor of Law at the University of Georgia, has argued that Jesus
         was not really knowledgeable in Jewish law and that the Pharisees’ initial attitude
         at this was perplexity and an effort to correct him. This only turned to hostility
         when he proved unresponsive. On the surface this seems to flatly contradict my argument
         here, but the argument turns on what we mean by “law.”
      

      
      As an example of the common view that Jesus was knowledgeable in Jewish law, Watson
         cited an argument by Geza Vermes (1996:2). Vermes argued that Jewish law covered much
         more than simply ritualistic matters and none of the Gospels indicated that Jesus
         rejected it in this larger sense. Watson’s response is that:
      

      
      
         The issue is not whether Jesus followed the rules of morality that would be thought
            appropriate for all peoples but whether he observed the rules arising directly or
            indirectly from the covenant that made the Jews God’s chosen people. Very specifically,
            the focus should be precisely on those legal rules such as Sabbath observance and
            ritual purity, that have no obvious ethical content and would have no real significance
            apart from this covenant. The problem facing the Pharisees was much more serious than
            someone committing adultery. Their concern over Jesus related to the future of the
            Jews. The fundamental question for them concerned what marked out a Jew as a Jew.
            (1996: 2-3)
         

         
      

      I agree that this is the precise location of Jesus’ disagreement with the temple authorities
         and the focus of their final hostility, but I disagree with the claim that Jesus entered
         this conflict out of ignorance. Jesus’ attack seems way too many-sided and thorough
         to be blundering.
      

      
      

      Ceremonies

      
      The Greek Orthodox Church describes itself as the first church in Christendom and
         probably best preserves the liturgical tradition that developed in Christianity’s
         first two hundred years. The basic church service has two parts. Each has a different
         origin in Jewish practice. The first is an adaptation of the Jewish synagogue service
         and centers on a sequence of week-by-week readings from the New Testament as the Jewish
         service centered on a week-by-week sequence of readings of the Torah. The second part is the Eucharist. This is understood as recreating the Last Supper,
         in which Jesus gave the Passover symbols of wine and unleavened bread new meanings
         as his own blood and body. It therefore represents the new covenant.
      

      
      In the Orthodox tradition, the liturgy is celebrated on Sunday morning and all Holy
         Days. Sunday is the usual Sabbath for Christians, but some sects use other days. Of
         the major Holy Days, the most important is Easter. There are twelve other “great feasts.”
         Eight of these celebrate events in the life of Christ from conception to resurrection
         and four pertain to the Virgin Mary. Mary is much more prominent in the Orthodox and
         Roman Catholic liturgies and iconographies than in the Gospels, although the Catholic
         and Orthodox representations also differ from one another.
      

      
      Organizations

      
      Where the professional personnel came from in the new community is not an explicit
         topic in the Acts, but it is dealt with by implication. They carried over from the previous communities
         and continued to adhere to the notions of social class in Hellenistic society generally.
         When an entire synagogue accepted the new teaching, it appears that their rabbis and
         other leaders would have remained the leaders as before with appropriate changes of
         title. When a learned Centurion who was Jewish and well respected in the community
         accepted the new teaching, then he was still a learned Centurion and well respected
         in the community as a Christian, and so on.
      

      
      There are four major types of building used as early churches. The first was a portion
         of an ordinary house. The second was a purpose-built building with generally the same
         ground plan as a synagogue, mainly meaning an orientation in which the officiants
         would occupy one end and the congregation would face them while also facing toward
         Jerusalem. Since among Jewish Christians there was initially no sharp division between
         churches and synagogues, we might suppose that many buildings of this sort reflect
         Jewish affiliations. In fact, early Christian worship sites included the “temple courts”
         of the Jerusalem temple itself (Acts 2:46). The third type consists of converted Roman or Greek temples. Figure 4.1 is
         an example in Rome, not far from the Forum. Evidently a small Roman temple was remodeled
         as a church by bricking in walls between the columns and then extending the walls
         by carrying on the column-and-fill motif in the new brickwork. It seems unlikely that
         this physical conversion would have occurred without the social and intellectual conversion
         of those who maintained and supported it. Such conversions were so common that many
         buildings purpose-built as churches were deliberately made to look like them.
      

      
      
         Church built on converted Roman temple.

         

      

      The fourth type consists of Roman military or governmental buildings converted to
         churches, to which steeples were often added. Finally, in the fourth century, the
         custom developed of building Western churches on a ground plan in the shape of the
         Latin cross. This was by no means required or uniform. The basilica of Saint Peter
         that preceded the present structure, in Rome, utilized a rectangular ground plan.
      

      
      As for the church offices, there are mainly two: bishops and deacons. A bishop is
         the religious head of a congregation or group of congregations. In some traditions
         they must be ordained priests. Deacons are lay officers. In sects with ordained priesthoods,
         the powers of the priests vary greatly and are a major focus of doctrinal contention.
         The terms “bishop,” “episces,” “Episcopal,” and “presbyter” all have same Greek root,
         which means overseer and also has a sense of elder.
      

      
      It is not clear whether bishops and presbyters were the same office in the early Christian
         communities or two offices of different rank. The method of selection is also unclear.
         According to Acts, when the apostles had to choose someone to replace Judas they decided on two candidates,
         Joseph called Barabbas and Matthias. They then allowed God to show his choice between
         them by drawing lots, which fell to Matthias. In local communities, however, the various
         descriptions in Acts and in the Epistles indicate that the main method of choice was consensus in some
         form. There is clearly a sense that they are chosen but no mention of a formal election
         process. Instead, questions focused more on the type of person they should be and
         the scope and the basis of their authority.
      

      
      The title “bishop” first appears in Acts 20, where Paul is in Miletus and addresses a group of them, first described as “the
         elders of the Church.” His remarks imply that they are prominent and wealthy individuals
         of the region. He urges them to exercise their leadership unselfishly: “Take heed
         unto yourselves, and to all the flock, in which the Holy Spirit hath made you bishops,
         to feed the church of the Lord which he purchased with his own blood”(Acts 20:21). The conversation goes on to involve the laying on of hands and praying together.
         He did the same thing in many of the other stops in his travels. The descriptions
         imply that this had become a formal ceremony, although they do not make clear whether
         it was one of ordination or simply mutual recognition. In Philippians Paul mentions both Bishops and Deacons, again without a description of their manner
         of selection. In Timothy 1, Book 3, he sets out what he considers their qualifying
         characteristics in considerable detail. They should be married to one wife, of sober
         and grave demeanor, honest, not greedy, blameless, and well respected by others. No
         terms of office are mentioned; it is commonly assumed that service was for life.
      

      
      

      Constituency

      
      The more difficult questions regarding the rapid spread of early Christianity concern
         the interests of the mass of followers and supporters. Acts says that many of the Apostles’ journeys were in response to invitations. Their task
         was to “strengthen” the communities, offer advice, and, often, literally to bless
         them by laying on hands. That is, the ideas were spreading on their own. The apostles
         had to run hard to keep the spread from producing disorder or confusion. What would
         have made the ideas this attractive?
      

      
      It is not plausible to suppose that people were attracted by a promise of eternal
         life in heaven or eternal torment in hell after death, for two main reasons. First,
         they were not actually a major initial theme but rather became important once Christianity
         was established. They loom large in the Orthodox liturgy, for example, but not in
         Acts or the epistles. Second, it was not a new idea and Christianity had no monopoly on
         it. Also, most people are not that easily attracted or frightened. There was massive
         skepticism about life after death then as there is now. To account for the attractiveness
         of Christianity we need to identify some more pressing set of concerns or needs that
         the new teaching was addressing and that others were not.
      

      
      The answers emerge if we remember the situation of the Roman Empire at the time. While
         we speak of it as though it had just one administrative system, in fact it had two.
         One was the Roman Imperial system proper, administered from the Provincial level by
         Pro-Consuls appointed by the Roman Senate. This was strictly hierarchical. The second
         was the “colonies,” colonia. They had first been sent out by the Roman republic and continued to be established
         on the same pattern under the Empire. Some, such as Londinium (London) and Lutetium
         (Paris), were conquered communities settled by large numbers of Roman immigrants to
         serve as military and agricultural outposts. The immigrants were allocated a portion
         of the land, usually a third, and they lived among the conquered people as a new ruling
         elite, although the conquered people were not enslaved and generally retained their
         own laws. Exact situations varied according to the law that set up each colony. Later,
         under the empire, colonial status was sometimes granted to already existing cities
         like Beyritus (Beirut). Colonia had republican political organizations and all that that entailed, including Roman
         commercial and connubial law and Roman courts under local control.
      

      
      The Roman Empire had carried on the Alexandrian and Persian practice of allowing each
         nation it ruled to adhere to its own law, but repeated incidents described in the
         Gospels and in Acts convey the sense that Roman law guaranteed to Roman citizens certain very definite
         rights, while other systems of law seem only to describe an onerous list of duties. By the
         same token, Roman law subjected citizens to judges of their choosing by election for
         fixed terms. In other legal systems, the magistrates were appointed or hereditary.
      

      
      From about 300 BCE Roman law and the laws of non-Romans under Roman authority were
         increasingly unified. The principal Roman official who heard legal cases was the Praetor.
         Under the Republic, Praetors were elected for one-year terms. They would hear the
         initial charges or pleas and then turn the matter over to a judex with instructions on how to decide on the basis of the findings of fact. Initially,
         Praetors only heard cases among Roman citizens. In 242 BCE, however, the Romans made
         a distinction between the Praetor Urbanus and the Praetor Perigrinus. The first supervised cases among Roman citizens and the second oversaw the administration
         of law in the provinces and between Romans and non-Romans in Roman territories. Over
         time, more Praetors of both types were added. Some of these were specifically appointed
         to serve as provincial governors.
      

      
      The cases of the Praetor Perigrinus gave rise to a body of law called the Lex Perigrinus. This grew in importance as Roman conquests and trade expanded. In about 180 BCE,
         there was a major reform in which the original jus civile, dating from the origin of the Republic, was superseded by the jus honorarium, incorporating many specific rules as well as general attitudes from the Lex Perigrinus. The jus honorarium remained in place until about the second century CE, when it was supplemented by
         the Lex naturae. This had strong Stoic associations, and under it power was increasingly stripped
         away from the Senate and assigned to the Imperial bureaucracy, who would decide cases
         on the basis of supposed universal rules of reason.
      

      
      Thus by the second century CE the Romans had created a body of increasingly standardized
         law for the Empire as a whole. Necessarily, then, there would come a time when non-Romans
         would have to ask why they should maintain their own systems rather than opt for the
         Roman system—particularly if there were features of their own law they were not happy
         with.
      

      
      While the boundary between Roman and non-Roman was thus being blurred in law, the
         boundary between Greek and non-Greek was being blurred in philosophy and general letters.
         By the second century CE, the language of the Eastern Roman Empire was much more Greek
         than Latin. It had been four hundred years since the Septuagint had been written in
         Greek, the Gospels were in Greek, Roman law and philosophy were in Greek, and of course
         Greek philosophy was in Greek.
      

      
      Important centers of Greco-Roman learning developed in the Middle East. Virtually
         at the beginning of the Empire, the Emperor Augustus had granted Beirut the status
         of a Roman colony and Herod the Great sponsored lavish building projects. An extremely
         influential Roman law school was established there and two of the greatest Roman jurisprudents
         of the early Imperial period taught there, Papinian (140–212 CE) and Ulpian (b. 228
         CE). Both were Phoenician by birth.
      

      
      In 320 CE the Emperor Constantine made Constantinople (Nova Roma) his second capital. The towns described in the Acts as being visited by Paul, Peter, and the other early Christian leaders are primarily
         in the Eastern portion of the Empire.
      

      
      In 410 CE, Rome was conquered by the Visigoths. This should not be thought of as an
         invasion by an entirely alien group. It was part of a complex set of movements within
         the Empire in which central power was gradually dissolving while regional powers were
         building up. Germanic groups had been entering the Empire since about 200 BCE. A treaty
         with the Emperor Theodosius in 382 CE had granted the Visigoths the right to remain
         in the Empire and live under their own laws. Tribal military units of the Visigoths
         became units of the Roman armies with their tribal leaders as their generals, and
         the Visigoths became Christians.
      

      
      Later, in the Visigoth, Burgundian, and other Germanic codes of the fifth through
         the ninth centuries, the power relations were reversed and the Germanic rulers guaranteed
         the same rights and protections to Romans.
      

      
      In short, Hellenistic culture and Roman political universality had created a unified
         cultural framework around the Mediterranean world in which the different local nationalities
         had a place but also within which people from these various backgrounds could participate
         in the whole. The Christian view of religion was similarly encompassing and universal,
         a single community of all people created by God, the creator of all peoples. It is
         easy to see how this could be attractive to Jews repelled by efforts of zealots to
         equate Judaism with radical social separation and the blind following of ritual rules,
         which is the portrait painted in Acts, but we should also recognize that the same choice between parochialism and universalism
         existed for all other ethnic and social groups. The problem of accommodating locally
         rooted traditions to this new wider world was not just a Jewish problem, but the Jewish
         version is what we have one of the best records of.
      

      
      

      Doctrine

      
      Every community must have some way of allowing its members to talk about how they
         expect each other to behave and what their organizations should be. In the Jewish
         tradition this was done by talking about law and history. When Paul, Peter, Silas,
         and others held that adherence to Jewish law was no longer essential for this community,
         they were also saying that Jewish history was not relevant. It followed, therefore,
         that Christians would have to talk about their mutual expectations in some other way.
         This new way was the distinctive Christian focus on “doctrine.” Since such doctrine
         clearly could not be considered to be based on evidence, or at least not evidence
         alone, it had to be based on dogma.
      

      
      Doctrinal disputes began as soon as the Christian ideas began to spread. The first
         major disputes focused on conceptualizing the Christian ecclesiastical organization.
         This required differentiating Christianity from Marcionism, Gnosticism, Manichaeism,
         and Arianism.
      

      
      

      The Beginning of Systematic Theology

      
      By the second century CE Stoicism was well established as a popular philosophy among
         influential Romans. One of the first and most important thinkers to adapt it to Christian
         argument was Oregenes Adamantius, usually known simply as Origen (c. 180–253 CE).
         Origen was a layman but a student of Ammonius Saccas (c. 175–242 CE) and Clement of
         Alexandria (died in 215 CE). His writings were voluminous and his methods of analysis
         were at least as important as his specific cosmological claims, but his most overarching
         contribution was that he developed a Christian version of Stoic cosmology, treating
         God as light and using an emanation theory as the basis for a hierarchy of supernatural
         and natural beings, beginning with God and going down through angels and other beings.
         Origen is also responsible for the Christian distinction between exoteric doctrines
         or discussions and esoteric doctrines or discussions, basically meaning those for
         the outside and those for the inside, with “outside” being the laity and non-Christians
         and the inside being the professionals. The distinction is apparently drawn from the
         contemporary mystery religions.
      

      
      The Neo-Platonist Plotinus was also a student of Ammonius Saccas and produced a similar
         scheme. Although these ideas were subsequently also taken up by some Jewish religious
         philosophers, they never attained the centrality in the Jewish tradition that they
         did in the Christian tradition just as the idea of doctrine itself did not.
      

      
      The Gospel of John, cited above, was contemporary with Ammonius Saccas, Origen, and
         Plotinus. It uses the same Stoic Neo-Platonic language and has the same cosmological
         purpose. This imagery and system of reasoning became fundamental to the arguments
         behind the formulation of the creeds and the definition and rejection of the first
         heresies.
      

      
      A different doctrinal stream begins with Saint Augustine of Hippo (354-430 CE). He
         was born in Tagaste, a Roman city in present-day Algeria, and his father was of the
         Senatorial class. Augustine’s mother was Christian and his father pagan, although
         he eventually converted. Augustine received a Christian primary education and his
         father wanted to send him off for a legal higher education.
      

      
      Like the other foundational writers, Augustine is arguing for a “universal” church
         in the sense of providing reasons to prove that absolutely everyone should belong
         to it, not just some. His reason rests not on the nature of the world but rather on
         the nature of sin. His principal work is the Confessions, a series of letters to his mother that describe his unending and almost unbearable
         sense of sin.
      

      
      Augustine says that when he was sixteen, waiting to be sent for legal training, he
         had a sexual liaison which resulted in a son and that he lived with this woman for
         fifteen years. He does not deem her to be his wife, although under Roman law there
         was ample justification for doing so. He did not continue his schooling but did eventually
         become preoccupied with seeking moral justification or purification, turning eventually
         to Manichaeism and finally to Christianity.
      

      
      Granted that this was not a particularly admirable pattern of behavior, it is nevertheless
         not obvious what the sin was. Was it his licentiousness, sexual desire itself? Was
         it living with a woman he loved? Was it having a son out of marriage? Was it having
         a sexual relationship at too young an age? Was it something about the way he treated
         them or thought about them? Or was it something else, like not finishing his schooling
         or something about the relationship to his parents or their relationship to each other?
         He described having stolen pears and the sense of guilt from this. Was this it? From
         a modern point of view, the most sinful thing he did would probably not be falling
         in love and living with his wife and child while the boy grew up but rather later
         repudiating them, or perhaps his all-consuming self-involvement. Augustine specifies
         none of these. Rather, he quite literally blames himself—his inner nature as such.
      

      
      Sin, for Augustine, is not something definite we may or may not do but something very
         indefinite we all bear, and it is because of this that we all must turn to the church
         for redemption. This is the doctrine of original sin.
      

      
      Augustine’s argument for original sin has two main parts: emotional and doctrinal.
         The emotional part is Augustine’s direct description of, and appeal to, a personal
         sense of sin or guilt. For Augustine, sin is not a matter of the consequences of actions
         but of the quality of the felt or suspected motivations for them. The implicit claim
         is that we are sinful if we act from sinful motives—and since you can never tell when
         you are not acting from sinful motives, you almost always probably are. The doctrinal part is
         to reconcile this inherent sinfulness with the idea that our creator is a God who
         is all-powerful, all knowing and all good. Augustine’s answer was “the Fall”—variously
         conceived as man’s original creation involving matter in terms of the emanation theory
         or Adam’s action of disobedience in the Garden of Eden. Most Christian denominations
         still accept some version of this. Interpretations of it have been important in most
         major doctrinal disputes.
      

      
      The First Heresies

      
      As the idea of doctrine developed so did the idea of heresy. In the general opinion
         of the time, the greatest threat to the early church was Marcionism, mainly because
         of its very strong, but separate, ecclesiastical organization. Marcion of Pontus (100–160
         CE) was the son of a Christian bishop and apparently a bishop himself. His views are
         described by several of the church fathers of the second through fourth centuries.
         He held that God was love (only) and advocated complete separation and opposition.
         He condemned the Jewish scriptures along with some of the Gospels. His main text was
         Luke, which he rewrote according to his own understanding of what Luke actually meant.
         He argued that God the father of Jesus was a different god from the God of the Old
         Testament, and equated the latter with Satan, “the author of evils.” Against this
         God he juxtaposed the Good God he saw as portrayed in his rewritten New Testament
         texts. One problem with this from the Christian perspective was the implication that
         Christianity could not, then, be seen as the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophecies
         and Jesus could not be seen as the promised Old Testament Messiah. Another, according
         to Bishop Polycarp of Smyrna (69–155 CE), was that this amounted to saying that the
         God of Jesus was not the true God but rather a creation of yet another God behind
         him. Marcion was expelled from the Roman church in 144 CE. By the third century CE
         Marcionism had from a doctrinal perspective merged with Manichaeism.
      

      
      Manichaeism was not a variant interpretation within early Christianity but a separate
         competing religion outside of it. It was equally in competition with Zoroastrianism.
         Its founder, Mani (b. 215/216), was an actual person whose parentage is known although
         his given name is not—Mani being a term of great respect in the terms of the Manichaean
         cosmology, meaning something like “Lord of Light.” He was born in a village in northern
         Mesopotamia. Early in life he moved south, to Babylon, and Babylonia became the main
         center of the religion. Claiming to represent the more complete and true version of
         the same prophecy as had previously appeared in the forms of Buddhism, Zoroastrianism,
         and Christianity, he combined elements from all of these and others in a moral and
         cosmological dualism juxtaposing, again, a God of Light, Good, and the rest to a God
         of Darkness, Evil, and the rest. The argument was that Good and Evil had become mixed
         in the world through the action of the Evil Principal and salvation would lie in separating
         them back out.
      

      
      Manichaeism persisted for a thousand years, during which time Manichaean ideas continued
         to pop up in various Christian dissident movements. But for the early church, probably
         its greatest significance lies in the fact that Augustine was a Manichaean before
         he became a Christian, and while he brought many Manichaean interests with him, he
         also brought a clear sense of what points of doctrine had to be excluded. What seems
         to come from Manichaeism is the unrelenting focus on the reality of Evil and the need
         to separate it from Good. What was not acceptable was the Manichaean notion of two
         equal and opposed gods rather than one all-powerful God. Although very little survives
         of its own literature, from the comments of Christian, Muslim, and Zorostrian critics
         and historians it appears to have been regarded as exceptionally well worked out and
         coherent. “It had a ready answer to offer for everything, even for the most vexing
         problems. Its assertions were complete, minute, and consistent (apparently), and it
         thus captured even those of able intellect, such as Augustine” (Pavry, 1937: 167).
      

      
      Marcionism and Manichaeism are often described as major parts of the larger “Gnostic”
         tradition as noted in chapter 2. So is Coptic Christianity and Ismaili Islam, and
         the distinctive and evidently ancient Mandean religion, in Southern Iraq. Their texts
         are in Aramaic and are vigorously anti-Christian as well as anti-Jewish. They practice
         baptism and list John the Baptist among their prophets but not Jesus (Jonas 1958:
         39).
      

      
      The name Gnostic is from the Greek gnosis, as I have said. It means knowledge of a particular kind, which is not based on outward
         experience and aimed at explaining that experience (which would be theoria in Greek). It is rather a response from an inner inspiration and aimed at salvation.
         Gnostic cosmologies most commonly propose a radical dualism between Good and Evil
         in some form and an even more complete and radical dualism between the world of our
         experience and the “real” world of gods and cosmological forces beyond it. Many Gnostic
         traditions, but not all, also argue that the one God they speak of is not the same
         as the God of the Old Testament, but a different God.
      

      
      Finally, Arianism is different from all of these. Arius was a priest in the Christian
         community at Alexandria. He was born in Egypt in 256 CE and studied under St. Lucian
         of Antioch, the founder of the influential School of Antioch (240–312 CE). Lucian
         was the first Christian scholar to make a systematic comparative study of the Greek
         and Hebrew texts of the Old Testament. On this basis, he had argued for the primacy
         of literal interpretations as opposed to symbolic or allegorical interpretations.
         This same no-nonsense spirit evidently carried over into his theology and ethics.
         A number of his students, Arius among them, argued that only God was God, uncreated
         and self-subsistent, while Jesus, even as the son of God, was a created being but
         not God and not divine. The Catholic Encyclopedia is an authoritative source on what the Catholic Church regards as heresies. The heading
         of the article on Arianism is “a heresy which arose in the fourth century and denied
         the Divinity of Jesus Christ.” Here is a key part of the description:
      

      
      
         The drift of all he advanced was this: to deny that in any true sense God could have
            a Son; as Mohammed tersely said afterwards, “God neither begets, nor is He begotten”
            (Koran, 112). We have learned to call that denial Unitarianism. It was the ultimate
            scope of Arian opposition to what Christians had always believed.[6] 
         

         
      

      There were two main kinds of reasons for the Arian position. The first was that the
         Trinitarian position is patently self-contradictory. It was saying both that Jesus
         was a God and was not, and that Jesus was the same as God or an incarnation of God
         and also separate from God, while God was by definition unitary and singular. You
         can say that you believe it, but for many this is like saying you believe that two
         plus two is six. The ordinary idea of “belief” cannot attach to such a statement.
         The other reason was that saying Jesus was a God stripped his sacrifice of all or
         most of its moral force. For a human, there can be no greater sacrifice than his life.
         For a God, who is immortal, life cannot be sacrificed at all.
      

      
      Arian Christianity was the main form adopted among the Germanic tribes entering Roman
         Europe in the first centuries after Christ: the Goths, Visigoths, Ostragoths, Lombards,
         and Vandals. It was brought to them in part by Ulfila, who translated the Greek Bible
         in Gothic in the mid-fourth century, and it was spread by them into southern Europe
         and into north Africa. It still persists as a thread in several Christian socialist
         and Utopian traditions and most explicitly in Unitarianism. It could hardly be otherwise,
         since the humanity of Christ is such an evident and important theme in the Gospels
         themselves.
      

      
      The Councils

      
      Arianism was the focus of the first of the great church councils. The reason was that
         the different views of the nature of Jesus in relation to God had quite different
         implications for the nature of church governance in the emerging conflict between
         the power of the central authorities as against the power of the local communities,
         and of the priesthood as against the populace. To emphasize the humanity of Christ
         and the historicity of the Gospels was to narrow the gap between Jesus and ordinary
         people and argue for the church governance grounded in the ability of each person
         to interpret and apply Jesus’ example. To emphasize the divinity of Christ and the
         importance of first principles that were beyond ordinary human experience was to widen
         the gap between Jesus and ordinary people and to argue for Church governance based
         on subordination to church authorities who claimed knowledge beyond ordinary experience.
      

      
      The Emperor Constantine called the First Council of Nicaea in 325 CE, primarily to
         condemn Arianism and Arius. The official report from the Council notes that this question
         was considered in the presence of the Emperor. This produced the first creed—the Creed
         of Nicaea. This is not exactly the present-day Nicene Creed but is the basis for it.
         All subsequent councils have been called by the church authorities themselves and
         continue to serve as the ultimate authorities on matters of Christian doctrine. The
         Councils of Ephesus (431 CE) and Chalcedon (451 CE) declared that the decisions of
         Nicaea were unalterable and this came to be assumed for all Councils.
      

      
      The Canons (rules) published by the Council of Nicaea included a provision that divided
         the authority for approving the appointment of Bishops between what eventually became
         the Roman and Orthodox churches. In Canon VI, the Bishops of Rome, Alexandria, and
         Antioch were confirmed in their respective authorities to confirm Bishops in their
         areas. Without this confirmation, appointments could not take effect.
      

      
      The Eastern Orthodox churches recognize seven councils before the schism of 1054 as
         Ecumenical, meaning that their decisions apply to all of Christianity. The Roman church
         recognizes an eighth, the fourth Council of Constantinople (869–870). This excommunicated
         Photius, the patriarch of Constantinople. This was the first in the chain of actions
         leading to the schism. The Roman Catholic Church also considers the thirteen Councils
         after 1054 as ecumenical, meaning that they think they apply to the Eastern Church
         as well as to themselves. The Eastern Church does not agree.
      

      
      The issue in the council of 1054 that led to the split was a change in the parts of
         the wording in the Nicene Creed that had been aimed most directly at the Arian arguments.
         This is what is called the filioque clause. It introduced the phrase of “and the son” to make the first sentence of the
         third section read:
      

      
      
         We believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the giver of life,who proceeds from the Father
            [and the Son],who with the Father and the Son is worshiped and glorified,who has spoken
            through the prophets.
         

         
      

      Or alternatively in English:

      
      
         We believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the giver of life,who proceeds from the Father
            and the Son.With the Father and the Son he is worshiped and glorified.He has spoken
            through the Prophets.
         

         
      

      The first section of the Creed deals with God; the second with Jesus; and the third
         the relation between the two. The imagery of the first and second sections uses the
         emanation theory of the Gospel of John: everything comes from God. The new imagery
         of this third section is not a clear contradiction, but also not the same. It had
         been introduced by the Roman church and gradually spread through their congregations.
         The purpose, from the Roman point of view, was to decisively oppose the “error” that
         the Holy Spirit proceeded from God alone.
      

      
      Photius took the new wording as implying two gods and rejected it as heretical on
         that ground, but the underlying issue was not really the procession of the spirit
         as such—since this could not be known—but what it implied about the role of formal
         church authority in establishing the basis of faith and law. The key is the way the
         imagery seems to shift to the notion of a line of succession from God to Jesus and
         then onward rather than the idea of a spirit emanating from God directly. The effect
         of the imagery, as Photius recognized, was to continue to say God was supreme but
         also to say, at the same time, that Jesus was. The further implication for the Roman
         Church was that as Jesus’s earthly successor they in turn must be supreme as well.
      

      
      After this split the Roman church moved consistently toward centralization and authoritarianism
         while the Orthodox Church continued to adhere to the earlier pattern of a federation
         of national churches each developing somewhat differently in its own cultural and
         linguistic context: Nestorian, Ethiopian, Greek, Syrian, Armenian, and so on.
      

      
      In addition to crystallizing organizational and policy differences as conflicts between
         creeds, the councils inevitably set up a more fundamental opposition between creed
         and conscience. Was being a Christian a matter of accepting Christian authority or
         following Christ’s example? Was it a matter of performing rituals or arriving at personal
         understanding? The councils recognized that they did not want either extreme; the
         problem was to find a formula to balance them. On the surface the battles over the
         creeds were about reconciling esoteric points of doctrine far beyond ordinary experience,
         but all the participants understood that underneath they were at least as much about
         church organization and the relations between the religious professionals and their
         publics.
      

      
      

      Formation of the Canon

      
      The Christian “canon” is the corpus of texts recognized as essential or genuine. Since
         the Reformation, it has generally been settled that it consists of thirty-nine books
         of the Old Testament and twenty-seven of the New Testament. Criteria for acceptance
         included historical authenticity, apostolic origin or acceptance, and “internal witness”
         to the “Holy Spirit,” which mainly means a kind of moral consistency with the core
         texts. This can be illustrated by comparing two texts that had been included in the
         past but are not now: Thomas’ Gospel of Infant Jesus and Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians. 
      

      
      The first is a story from the beginning of Thomas’ Gospel that describes the behavior of Jesus as an infant:
      

      
      
         III. 1 But the son of Annas the scribe was standing there with Joseph; and he took
            a branch of a willow and dispersed the waters which Jesus had gathered together. 2
            And when Jesus saw what was done, he was wroth and said unto him: O evil, ungodly,
            and foolish one, what hurt did the pools and the waters do thee? Behold, now also
            thou shalt be withered like a tree, and shalt not bear leaves, neither root, nor fruit.
            3 And straightway that lad withered up wholly, but Jesus departed and went unto Joseph’s
            house. But the parents of him that was withered took him up, bewailing his youth,
            and brought him to Joseph, and accused him ‘for that thou hast such a child which
            doeth such deeds.’
         

         
         IV. 1 After that again he went through the village, and a child ran and dashed against
            his shoulder. And Jesus was provoked and said unto him: Thou shalt not finish thy
            course (lit. go all thy way). And immediately he fell down and died. But certain when
            they saw what was done said: Whence was this young child born, for that every word
            of his is an accomplished work? And the parents of him that was dead came unto Joseph,
            and blamed him, saying: Thou that hast such a child canst not dwell with us in the
            village: or do thou teach him to bless and not to curse: for he slayeth our children.[7] 
         

         
      

      Contrast this with Clement’s description in his first Letter to the Corinthians, chapter
         16, urging them to give up “faction” and settle on a leader who will be “humble” in
         the way that Christ was humble:
      

      
      
         16:1 For Christ belongeth unto them that are humble, not unto them that exalt themselves
            over his flock.
         

         
         16:2 Our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the sceptre of the majesty of God, came not in
            the arrogance of boasting and pride, though he was able to do so; but in humility,
            even as the Holy Spirit spake concerning him.
         

         
         16:3 For he saith, Lord, who hath believed our report, and to whom hath the arm of
            the Lord been revealed? Like a child have we delivered our message before him; he
            is as a root in a thirsty land. There is no form nor glory in him, and we beheld him,
            and he had neither form nor comeliness, but his form was despised, lacking comeliness,
            beyond the form of the sons of men. He was a man stricken and in toil, knowing how
            to bear infirmity, for his face was turned away; it was dishonoured and held in no
            reputation.
         

         
         16:4 He beareth our sins and suffereth pain on our account, and we esteemed him as
            one in toil, stricken and afflicted.
         

         
         16:5 He was wounded for our sins, and for our transgressions did he suffer infirmity;
            the chastisement of our peace was upon him, and by his stripes we were healed.
         

         
         16:6 All we, like sheep, have gone astray, every one hath erred in his own way,

         
         16:7 and the Lord hath given him up for our sins; and he, through affliction, openeth
            not his mouth. He was led like a sheep to the slaughter, and as a lamb before its
            shearers is dumb, so openeth he not his mouth.
         

         
         (http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/1clement-hoole.html)

         
         . . .

         
         16:17 See, beloved, what is the example that hath been given unto us; for if the Lord
            so humbled himself, what shall we do who have through his mercy come under the yoke
            of his grace? (Charles H. Hoole, trans. 5)
         

         
      

      Every virtue attributed to Jesus in the second portrait is denied in the first, while
         every power and behavioral characteristic that seems to be praised in the first is
         denied in the second. In the first, young Jesus is an arrogant and willful god with
         no sense of justice who does not hesitate to kill or injure others and threaten his
         own father. In Clement’s picture the virtues are those of the most humble of men who
         seeks nothing but the betterment of others. So, comparing them, why are they not in
         the canon? The simplest answer is this inconsistency itself. They present too wide
         a range of views to be part of one picture. But there is also a more complete answer:
         each in its own way is too far from the balance of characteristics that the mainstream
         is seeking to define in order to define itself. In terms of what most people, then
         as well as now, take as moral behavior, striking down innocent children who simply
         interfere with one’s play is not acceptable behavior. On the other hand, it is not
         hard to imagine Clement’s portrait of church leadership being almost equally unacceptable
         to a clergy arguing for their own authority in order to build a centralized administration
         along Roman Imperial lines.
      

      
      Christianity’s Two Idea Systems

      
      By the fourth century, Christianity seems to have evolved the conceptual structure
         it still retains. This rests on two foundational idea systems, not just one. The two
         are logically distinct and imply different organizational and moral values. They can
         be reconciled in the sense that individual sects can bring them into a practical balance,
         but they cannot be merged logically.
      

      
      The first Christian idea system is the imagery and ideas in the story of Jesus, the
         Apostles, their efforts to reform a community, and the reception of those efforts.
         In this Jesus is at once the chief formulator, the quintessential teacher of what
         the formulation is and what it means, and the model of how to apply it in life. The
         fundamental message is social, legal and moral but not primarily cosmological. It
         is that the meek shall inherit the earth. By living according to Jesus’ example, in
         humility, piety, and a spirit of love for one another, people can build a community
         that regulates and secures itself and cannot be divided by those who would corrupt
         justice for their own advantage. There are cosmological arguments involved in the
         idea that this community is eternal and is a community of law but not of specific
         laws, but the focus is still on the community and not the cosmology as such. It is
         an imagery of people talking and working together, reciprocally. Its conception of
         teaching is teaching by example, rather than by command. It is a community in which
         the “elect” are self-declared and consensually accepted and are the servants of the
         whole rather than the commanders of the whole. This is the model of the Synoptic Gospels
         but not the Gospel of John.
      

      
      The second is the entirely different imagery of absolute and universal hierarchy that
         we see in John that comes from Plato, Platonism, Neo-Platonism, and Stoicism. Cosmologically,
         it is the hierarchy of creation with God on top (or the Holy Trinity), the angels
         next, then man, and then the other created beings. Organizationally, it is a church
         hierarchy with God, again, on top, Angels and other such supernatural beings next,
         the church authorities beneath them and the laity beneath them. Commands go down this
         chain, but not up. Legally it became Aquinas’ hierarchy of laws of God’s nature on
         top, natural law as the order of his creation next, natural law in a social sense
         as part of this larger natural law, and civil law as local convention on the bottom.
         And socially it was the idea of God, again, ruling the church (as interpreted by the
         church authorities) and the church ruling its members. This is the model of the great
         councils and the creeds that emerged from them leading to the Great Schism of 1054
         and then continuing on to the Councils of the Roman church that declared more and
         more heresies and gave the church authorities more and more powers to suppress them.
      

      
      The model of the Gospels has often been associated with arguments for the separation
         of church and state, as represented by Jesus’ admonition to “Render unto Caesar that
         which is Caesar’s.” The hierarchical model has usually been associated with the idea
         that church and state must stand in some relation of subordination: either the church
         had to control the state or the state had to control the church. It is possible to
         construe the idea of consensus so as to accept some authority, as Clement did, and
         it is possible to construe the hierarchical model to allow or require responsiveness,
         but it is equally possible to construe each so as to entirely exclude the other.
      

      
      Conclusion: The End of Early Christianity

      
      The first two centuries after Christ were also the first two and half centuries of
         the Roman Empire. In this period Christianity swept through the Empire as a wave of
         local social reforms. Judaism and some of the mystery cults spread in the same ways.
         As Christianity spread, Imperial policy vacillated at first between tolerance and
         repression but eventually Christianity became a fact that the imperial powers had
         to recognize.
      

      
      The Christianization of the Empire at the highest levels began with Emperor Constantine
         (c. 274-337 CE), who made it a state religion without excluding other usages. Constantine
         also began a pattern of Imperial involvement in religious disputes. This involvement
         continued to intensify until Justinian, whose Code of Civil Law of 533 CE declared him the protector of Christianity and incorporated Christian marriage
         and family law in place of the old Roman marriage and family law. The main point of
         difference was that marriage would be an indissoluble bond between husband and wife
         as individuals, whereas the Roman forms had been based on the idea of the transference
         of a woman into the patria potestas, the power of the male head of the groom’s household.
      

      
      The last Western Roman emperor, Romulus Augustulus, abdicated in 476 CE. Justinian
         subsequently tried to regain control but failed. By this time the population was substantially
         Christian and Christianity continued to spread. For 326 years thereafter, the only
         universal authority in Western Europe was the Catholic Church and the Church assumed
         many of the duties formerly carried on by the imperial administration—mainly maintaining
         what was left of the legal system. Roman law continued to be upheld by the populations
         of the Roman towns while Germanic tribal customs slowly evolved in such a way that
         the two cultural and ethnic streams eventually merged, making the present European
         nationalities.
      

      
      When Charlemagne restored the use of imperial titles in 800 CE, the Western empire
         was rechristened the Holy Roman Empire. This time, however, its political theory and
         structure were a development out of Germanic tribal organization rather than the original
         Roman constitution. The imperial office was not hereditary and the administration
         and military system was decentralized. The emperor was designated by a college of
         electors and crowned by the pope. The electors were specific princes, both secular and ecclesiastical,
         representing key political families in key jurisdictions. From the time of Charlemagne
         until the Reformation, the Roman Catholic Church was the state church for this Western
         imperial system. By contrast, the Eastern (Orthodox) Church was the state church for
         the Eastern claimants to Imperial authority, which continued in the Byzantine Empire
         for a thousand years after the Western Empire ended.
      

      
      The efforts to impose ideological uniformity in the West led to two characteristic
         organizations for that branch of Christianity: the Inquisition and the Crusades. However,
         since both of these are more readily understood in the context of the conflict with
         Islam, they will be discussed in chapter 12.
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            1.  Scholars argue for the existence of several earlier Gospels or texts, now lost, such
                  as the “Gospel of Signs” which some see the Gospel of John as alluding to, or a Passion
                  Narrative that some see behind parts of the Gospel of Mark.
               

            

         

         
            2. For example, where the Synoptic Gospels all make Jesus’ last meal the Passover Seder,
                  John replaces this episode with the incident of Jesus’ foot washing and places the
                  day of his execution not on the Passover but on the day before it.
               

            

         

         
            3. There is also a Bethlehem in Galilee, not far from Nazareth, where Jesus grew up.

            

         

         
            4. The Ethiopian Orthodox Church, historically centered in Egypt and also known as the
                  Coptic Church, describes themselves as specifically founded by Saint Matthew and considers
                  his Gospel to be of particular significance.
               

            

         

         
            5. The name “Easter” itself is unrelated and comes from the name of the Saxon dawn goddess,
                  Eostra (with many variants).
               

            

         

         
            6. http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/01707c.htm.

            

         

         
            7. From “The Apocryphal New Testament” M.R. James-Translation and Notes. Oxford: Clarendon
                  Press, 1924. (http://gnosis.org/library/inftoma.htm, accessed 23 Jan 2014).
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      Islam

      
         
         
      

      
      Islam is the third major member of the covenantal family. Those who adhere to it are
         most generally termed Muslims. The term “Mohammedan,” seen frequently in older European
         writings, is offensive insofar as it suggests the object of attention is the prophet
         Muhammad, a person, rather than God.
      

      
      In its origins Islam drew from Judaism and Christianity as well as the penumbra of
         folk-traditions they both share, but adapted to conditions on the Arabian margins
         of the former Roman world. Subsequently, as it expanded into Asia and Africa, these
         original influences were combined with still others. At the present time, John Esposito
         appears to be the most accessible and cogent translator of the ideas of Islam in ways
         that accurately relate them to their Western and particularly Christian counterparts.
         See especially What Everyone Needs to Know about Islam (Esposito, 2002).
      

      
      The word “Islam” has the same root as salām and the Hebrew word shalom, meaning “peace.” The Muslim greeting “salām aleichem” is exactly cognate with the Hebrew shalom aleichem, and means “the peace of God” with the sense being that you wish the peace of God
         for the person you greet. “Islam” itself is most often translated as “submission,”
         but in a special sense. With its other associations it is clear that the term should
         not be taken as indicating any sort of blind obedience or subservience. It rather
         carries the sense of willing submission, hence peaceful submission.
      

      
      Islam is like Christianity in proclaiming itself a universal religion open to all
         peoples and all races and it is like Judaism in retaining a definition of itself as
         a historical religion and as a body of law reflecting this history. The main difference
         is that the history is considered to have taken a new shape with a new Prophet, Muhammad.
         The central statement of Islamic belief is the shahada, comparable to the shema in Judaism and the creeds of Christianity. The shahada is: La ilah ha il Allah, Muhammadan Rasul-Allah: “There is no God but God and Muhammad is His prophet.” The Koran, the sacred text,
         is taken as the literal word of God as dictated to Muhammad by the angel Gabriel (Jibril in Arabic). The explanation or demonstration of its meaning lies in the history of
         the events surrounding these revelations and what Muhammad did on the basis of them.
      

      
      Foundation

      
      The life of Muhammad, like the life of Jesus and the Jewish prophets, exemplifies
         and explains the doctrinal ideas associated with it. In the Islamic tradition, however,
         this life is not itself the subject of the principle text. The principle texts are
         the Koran and Hadith. The history is separate and explains how the texts were created.
         I will first summarize the history, then discuss the texts.
      

      
      One central theme is Mohammad’s struggle to replace tribal feuding with rule of law
         under judges based on the idea of a universal God and universal law. Another set of
         themes revolves around his unexpected death and the struggle for succession that followed.
         This frames the difference between the Sunni and Shia views of Islamic political authority.
         Since Mohammad was an administrative and military leader as well as a religious teacher,
         the content of his message is very different from that of Jesus and in many respects
         more like that of the Old Testament.
      

      
      Muhammad was born about 570 CE in Mecca. His father died around the time of his birth
         and his mother about when he was six. Little is known about them. He is described
         as having grown up as an orphan and in poverty.
      

      
      Meccan government was tribal government, essentially a balance of power among clans
         in which law was whatever customs the clans could enforce upon their own members and
         each other. Mecca was primarily a trading city and the clans competed with one another
         in this trade. Each person’s rights depended on the strength of his clan to support
         him with force. Muhammad was of Hashim clan of the Quraysh tribe. While the Hashim
         were only moderately prominent, the Quraysh were very powerful and had a particular
         association with the pre-Islamic development of the Ka’aba as a pilgrimage center.
         His father’s father, ‘Abdul Muttalib, was prominent but not dominant in local politics.
         After ‘Abdul Muttalib died his son, Abu Talib, became the head of the clan and took
         Muhammad on trading journeys to Syria.
      

      
      In about 595 CE, when Muhammad would have been about twenty-five, he met the widow
         of a wealthy merchant on such a journey. She was Khadijah of the clan of Asad. His
         conduct so impressed her that she offered marriage. She is said to have been about
         forty, but she bore Muhammad at least two sons and four daughters. The sons died young
         but his daughters lived and married. Of these, the most important historically is
         Fatimah, the only one who gave birth to her own son in turn.
      

      
      Arabic tribal and clan membership is based on lineal descent through males, as is
         inheritance. Women have the same right to own property as men. The marriage rule is
         to prefer marriage between father’s brother’s children. That is, a man would marry
         his father’s brother’s daughter; and she, reciprocally, would marry her father’s brother’s
         son. In anthropological terms, this is a system of preferential patrilateral parallel
         cousin marriage. The purpose is to allow property to be kept within the clan. If a
         woman married outside of the clan she would take her property with her and upon her
         death it would go to her children or husband. Khadijah’s property made Muhammad wealthy.
         After they married, she lived twenty years and in this time Muhammad took no other
         wives. After she died, however, he had as many as fifteen, along with many concubines.
      

      
      Muhammad describes himself as having received his call to prophecy in 610 CE. While
         meditating in a cave in the hills outside Mecca, he had a vision of the angel Gabriel
         and heard a voice say, “You are the Messenger of God.” Since he was illiterate, he
         was commanded to commit the visions and revelations to memory. The first person he
         told was Khadijah, who reassured him. Beginning about 613 CE, as he repeated the revelations
         to others, he began to attract a following.
      

      
      Muhammad’s theology offered a consistent monotheism in the Jewish and Christian sense
         in place of the prevailing Arab polytheism. There is one God who is the creator of
         the universe and the source of all commands, which are law. There are also angels,
         including Gabriel as noted, and there is Satan, who as in the Christian cosmology
         is commander of hell to which sinners and all non-Muslims are doomed to go for eternity,
         after they die. For the faithful, by contrast, there is the reward of paradise. There
         will also be a final day of judgment, although this idea is less consistently developed
         than paradise and hell. On the social side, the implication is that as there is one
         God and one law for all there also has to be one system of judgment for all. The system
         of justice based on the tribal and lineage feud was thus equated with polytheism and
         idolatry and rejected, while a centralized law for all with common administration
         was equated with monotheism and advocated.
      

      
      Muhammad’s attack on idolatry had clear political implications. The reason lies in
         the importance of the Ka’aba. Long before Muhammad’s time the Ka’aba had become an
         important pilgrimage site with two sacred associations. One comes from a mysterious
         black stone, generally thought to be a meteorite, which is built into its wall near
         one corner. Another is with the story of Abraham as it pertains to the history of
         the Arabs in relation to the Jews. The legend of the Ka’aba is that it was originally
         built by Adam as the first house on earth and rebuilt by Abraham on orders from God,
         as a counterpart of the house of God in heaven.
      

      
      In the Old Testament story of Abraham, after Isaac was born and was accepted by Abraham
         as the one who would inherit his legacy, Sarah demanded that Abraham compel Hagar
         and Ishmael to leave. The story associated with Mecca and the Ka’aba picks up their
         story after this expulsion. They wandered in the desert until, near death and with
         several miraculous events along the way to guide and preserve them through their hardships,
         they came here. The sense of the story is that it accounts not only for the origin
         of Mecca but also for the Arabs association with it. They are Hagar and Abraham’s
         descendants through Ishmael just as the Jews are his descendants through Isaac. It
         therefore follows, by a combination of biblical law (recognizing primogeniture) and
         Arab customary law (recognizing polygamy), that since Ishmael was Abraham’s first
         born, the Arabs are the actual inheritors of his legacy.
      

      
      Muhammad’s lineage is held to trace back to Ishmael. He is, therefore, not only a
         representative of Abraham’s prophetic line in a functional or legal sense but also
         in a biological sense. Accordingly, as Esposito points out and explains, “Contrary
         to the biblical tradition, (Genesis 22:1-2) most Islamic scholars designate Ismail
         [Ishmael] rather than Isaac as the intended victim in the story of Abraham’s willingness
         to sacrifice his son at God’s command (Quran 37:99-113)” (2002: 5-6; internal references
         are Esposito’s). In commemoration of this, Muslim custom requires male circumcision
         just as Jewish custom does. In some schools of law in some regions, circumcision is
         also required for females, although what it involves is unclear and the topic is contentious.
      

      
      Despite its association with Abraham, however, in Muhammad’s time the Ka’aba was associated
         with the worship of idols representing many different gods (perhaps representing different
         tribes or lineages). Management of the shrine and the pilgrimages was in the hands
         of the Quraysh. Thus the idolaters Muhammad was condemning would not have been just
         the odd traditional Arab here or there, or even the apparently large crowds who came
         to pay their respects to the Ka’aba, but the Quraysh themselves. Muhammad’s views
         clearly implied that they were corrupting the meaning of the shrine. This was a challenge
         to their right to control it. The conflict over the Ka’aba, in turn, could not be
         separated from a conflict over Arab leadership in general.
      

      
      As Muhammad‘s following increased, so did the hostility of the Quraysh and other Meccans.
         The followers were threatened, attacked, robbed, tortured, and even killed. In 615
         CE, to escape this persecution, he ordered them to leave for Abyssinia. He stayed
         in Mecca, however, protected by his clan relations. Muhammad was offered inducements
         to modify his position. He refused. His uncle Abu Talib was pressured to hand him
         over to be killed. Abu Talib refused. Finally, however, Khadijah died and then Abu
         Talib. Muhammad’s clan then withdrew its protection. He was attacked several times
         until, facing imminent assassination, in 622 CE he fled Mecca for Medina. This flight
         is the hijrah, and marks the beginning of the Muslim calendar.
      

      
      The Arab clans of Medina had been engaged in an ongoing civil war since 618 CE and
         hoped that Muhammad would mediate a solution. He did so. The Constitution of Medina,
         of 622-623 CE, established a confederation between Muhammad’s Meccan followers and
         the eight Arab clans of Medina. In this, Muhammad is referred to as “the Prophet”
         but not given political authority. From Medina, Muhammad launched raids against the
         caravans of his Meccan opponents. His battles were generally successful and he consistently
         gained strength and followers.
      

      
      While in Medina, Muhammad‘s daughter Fatimah married Muhammad’s father’s brother’s
         son, ‘Ali, the son of Abu Talib. ‘Ali was one of Muhammad’s first converts and most
         constant supporters. Muhammad himself married Aisha, the daughter of Abu Bakr, Muhammad’s
         first convert and closest supporter.
      

      
      Medina also had a large population of Jews, mainly engaged in farming. Muhammad initially
         expected their support, largely because of the agreement between his own teachings
         and Jewish teachings but also because of his ceremonial usages. The Jews had welcomed
         Muhammad and listened to his views. The initial direction in which Muslims prayed
         was toward Jerusalem. But, Muslim accounts say, they “stubbornly refused” to convert.
         Muhammad’s disappointment turned to anger. In a series of battles the Jewish Banu
         Nadir tribe was expelled from Medina in 625 CE. Some fled to Syria, others to the
         Jewish oasis town of Khaybar. They then formed an alliance with Meccan forces that
         led to the subsequent “Battle of the Ditch” in Medina in 627. Muhammad’s forces won.
         The Jewish tribe of Banu Qurayza, who had remained in Medina but had not supported
         Muhammad’s forces (or had not supported them strongly enough), were destroyed soon
         after.
      

      
      The Battle of the Ditch is considered the last major effort of the Quraysh in opposition
         to Islam. After this, the way was open to retake Mecca. After establishing a treaty
         with the Meccans, Muhammad reentered Mecca in an unarmed pilgrimage in 628. But the
         treaty broke down and he reentered with an armed force in 630 CE. At this time his
         opponents formally submitted. Muhammad in turn declared a general amnesty, with some
         exceptions. From this point on, his life was devoted to rebuilding the Ka’aba and
         removing the idols and idolatrous practices associated with it, establishing a government
         in Mecca, and building mosques and organizing the military and diplomatic campaigns
         to spread Islam throughout Arabia.
      

      
      With the return to Mecca Muhammad‘s forces were reconciled with the Quraysh and there
         has been a close association between descent from the Quraysh and religious and political
         leadership in the Arab world ever since. The founders of the Umayyad, Abbasid, and
         Fatimid dynasties were of Quraysh origin as are the modern Hashemite rulers of Jordan,
         the former Imam of Yemen, and the king of Morocco.
      

      
      The Division Between Sunni and Shia 

      
      Muhammad died in Medina in June, 623 CE, in the arms of his wife Aisha. His death
         was sudden. He had made no preparations for a successor. The term for successor is
         caliph. This left the problem of succession in the hands of Muhammad’s “companions,” his
         long-term and close supporters who were now also his advisors, generals, and administrators.
         The crucial question was the principle upon which they would base their choice. There
         were two alternatives: election and inheritance. Election was the position termed
         Kharadji, or the position of the Kharidjites. Strictly following the logic of the
         idea that since Muhammad was the last prophet and no prophetic claims or qualities
         could attach to his successors, the position is that there should be a complete separation
         of religious from political succession. As the phrase has it, the caliph “might even
         be an Abyssinian slave.”
      

      
      Inheritance, in the clearest case, would have meant the first-born son, but since
         Muhammad had no son who lived, the logical successor on this principle was taken to
         be ‘Ali, Muhammad’s father’s brother’s son and the husband of his daughter, Fatima.
         This makes it unclear whether the most important rule of inheritance is that it goes
         to the son of one’s father’s brother or to the husband of one’s daughter. Esposito
         describes the latter (2002: 46). Either way, however, succession would have passed
         their son in turn. This position is termed “Shia,” from Shi’at ‘Ali, “the party of
         Ali.”
      

      
      The two sides could not come to agreement. To avoid dividing the community, which
         would have meant war, Abu Bakr was proposed by Uthman as the successor. Abu Bakr,
         the father of Aisha, was not a lineal descendant or ancestor, but was of the clan
         of the Quraysh and Muhammad had previously designated him to conduct religious observances
         in his stead. Abu Bakr thus became the first caliph. After his accession, he completed
         the subjugation of Arabia in less than a year. The position his selection represents
         is termed Sunni, literally meaning the chosen path and having a sense of being the middle ground
         between pure election and pure succession. The principle is stated as election with
         the proviso that the “imamate belongs to the Quraysh,” meaning that some deference
         should be paid to their religious preeminence. The term imam literally means leader, and in Sunni usage it particularly means the man who leads
         the prayers in the mosque. By extension the term is also used to designate important
         religious scholars and the leader of the Muslim community as a whole in a religious
         sense. The title caliph, by contrast, indicates leadership in a practical, military,
         and administrative sense.
      

      
      Abu Bakr was succeeded as caliph by Umar ibn al-Khattab, followed by Uthman ibn Affan.[1]  Finally, after Uthman was assassinated, ‘Ali the son of Abu Talib became caliph
         in 656 CE. His rule was opposed from the beginning, however. An initial rebellion
         instigated by Aisha, Muhammad‘s widow, was put down at the Battle of Basra, but this
         was followed by a long siege intended to crush a second rebellion by Muawiyah, who
         had become governor of Syria. ‘Ali initially did well in the battle, but then the
         soldiers of Muawiyah reminded ‘Ali’s forces of Muhammad’s injunction that Muslims
         should not fight Muslims and efforts were undertaken to settle the dispute by arbitration.
         In the negotiations, ‘Ali was betrayed by his representative, who proclaimed Muawiyah
         caliph. This was not the end of the matter but it cost ‘Ali support. Meanwhile, Kharidjites
         had decided among themselves to assassinate ‘Ali and Mauwiyah both, for creating feuds
         among the faithful. They succeeded only in regard to ‘Ali, who died at Kufa, in modern
         Iraq, in 661. Mauwiyah thus became caliph, founding the Ummayyad dynasty. Hasan, ‘Ali’s
         son, was induced to go into retirement—or decided on his own to prevent further bloodshed.
         After Hasan died, his brother Husain led a rebellion but on October 10, 680 CE he
         was defeated and beheaded at Karbala, also in modern Iraq. Most of his family were
         killed as well. This date is remembered as a major Shia holiday, called Aashurah. In some countries, the celebration includes processions in which large numbers of
         men flagellate themselves with a special type of whip until blood flows, as an expression
         of mourning and devotion. The underlying idea is that Husain’s martyrdom was not just
         a personal death but also a mark of divine sacrifice, as some Christian traditions
         view the passion of Christ. The idea extends to the other imams descending from ‘Ali
         as well, all of whom are said to have been murdered.
      

      
      With the establishment of the Umayyad dynasty, the party of ‘Ali was definitively
         cut off from the possibility of leading the entire Muslim community. Thereafter Shia
         Islam evolved as a separate sect with distinctive doctrines and organizations. There
         are several subtraditions. The most prominent are the “twelvers,” revolving around
         the idea of the twelfth or “hidden” imam. Twelvers hold that the Koran as it stands
         is incomplete, having only about two-thirds of the verses it should have. It will
         be completed by the twelfth Imam when he appears.
      

      
      The hidden imam is said to be the last of a line of legitimate descendants from ‘Ali,
         who has been hidden since his birth. ‘Ali himself was the first imam. His sons Hasan
         and Husain were the second and third. Husain’s son, Zaing al-Abideen was the fourth.
         He married Hasan’s daughter, Fatima. Their son, Muhammad Baqar, was the fifth imam.
         All the others down to the eleventh were descended from him. The eleventh imam, Hasan
         Askari, was born in Medina in 232 AH (“After the Hijrah,” equivalent to 842 CE). He
         died at twenty-eight years of age in Samara, of poisoning. After this the line of
         known descendants ended.
      

      
      There are further divisions among twelvers over alternative views of what came next.
         The dominant view is that of the Imami sect, also called “twelvers.” In their view
         the eleventh Imam did indeed have a son, who is the twelfth Imam. He is Muhammad al
         Mahdi (Mahdi means “divinely guided one” and directly parallels the Jewish and Christian ideas
         of the Messiah). His birth is said to have occurred on Friday the 15th of 255 AH (869
         CE). He is said to be still alive. It is said that he appeared once at age six to
         confirm his claim to the imamate but this is disputed. His reappearance will signal
         the Day of Judgment.
      

      
      The line of imams is the prototype for the lineages of ayatollahs who currently exercise religious as well as substantial political control in Iran.
         Ayatollahs are by definition “twelvers” who are preparing for the return of the imam
         and will identify him when he emerges. The view of society associated with them argues
         for the complete dominance of religious authority over the secular—the imam over the
         caliph. It implicitly rejects Sunni leadership in doing so. “Whosoever dies without
         knowing the true imam of his time dies an unbeliever.”
      

      
      Shia Islam has always had an ethnic association with Persia and Iraq and there are
         important thematic carryovers into Shia Islam from the Zoroastrian religion. These
         include much stronger emphasis on an apocalyptic conflict between good and evil and,
         very importantly, the resemblance between the Ayatollahs as a hereditary priesthood
         and the earlier Zoroastrian magi. The first supporters of ‘Ali, according to Shia
         accounts, were three men: Salman al Farisi, Abu Dharr, and al Mikdad bin al Aswad
         al Kindi. Salman al Farisi looms the largest (Gibbs and Kramers, 1961: 534). The name
         means Solomon the Persian.
      

      
      An important alternative to the twelvers is the “seveners” also known as Ismailis.
         Splitting off from the main branch of Shia Islam after the death of the sixth Imam,
         their position is that the true seventh imam was not Musa al Kazim but the sixth imam’s
         eldest son, Ismail. The sixth imam passed over Ismail in favor of Musa, Ismail’s younger
         brother. The Fatimid Caliphs[2]  who ruled Egypt from 969 to 1171 CE were Ismailis. In the Fatimid system the Caliphs
         were also Imams. The Fatimids competed with the Abassid Caliphs, who were Sunni, for
         control of the Muslim world and nearly won.
      

      
      The Ismailis have a distinctive view of the way the Koran should be interpreted. They
         hold that it actually has two kinds of meaning, not just one. There is a literal meaning
         (zahir) but behind every written word is also a hidden (batin) meaning. Mohammad’s revelation was only of the literal meaning. The hidden meaning
         is passed on only by the Ismaili Imams. The ideas that make up the hidden meaning
         are drawn from many pre-Islamic sources including Judaism, Christianity, Manichaeism,
         Gnosticism, and Neo-Platonic emanation theory.
      

      
      In 1094 a further dispute split the Ismaili community into an eastern branch centered
         in Syria and Iran, called Nizaris, and a western branch centered in Cairo, called
         Musta’lis. The dispute arose over who would succeed the Fatimid Caliph al-Mustansir
         after he was murdered, apparently at the instigation of his Wazir and military commander.
         The Caliph had designated his elder son, Nizar. The Wazir supported his younger son,
         Musta’li.
      

      
      Nizar soon disappeared mysteriously. Leadership of the Nizaris fell to Hassan ibn
         al-Sabbah, a Fatimid official in Iran. Al-Sabbah was also Iranian by birth. He broke
         with Cairo and established a base at the powerful fortress of Alamut in the Elburz
         Mountains of northern Persia. From there the Nizaris waged an aggressive campaign
         of missionary activity and sectarian murder primarily aimed at the opposing Abbasid
         Caliphate. A society of Nizaris, known as the Assassins, specialized in individual
         murders of both Christian and Abbasid leaders, from which we get the word “assassinate.”
         Their doctrinal position was that it was legitimate to murder those whom one could
         not otherwise convince. According to one common account, the name is said to have
         come from hashish, taken by the assassin in preparation for his mission as a foretaste of paradise to
         come. According to another account, the term assasseen is Arabic for “guardian.” The Assassins continued to be active against the Crusaders
         through the twelfth century. In 1255, Alamut was conquered and destroyed by the Mongol
         forces of Hulegu Khan. The survivors fled to Afghanistan and, mainly, to Sindh in
         present-day Pakistan.
      

      
      Hassan al-Sabbah argued that every Muslim was in need of a divinely appointed religious
         guide and only the Ismaili Imam fulfills this role. The Imam reveals himself intuitively,
         with no need for external proof. Since Hassan al Sabbah, there has been an unbroken
         line of successive Ismaili Imams that claims to go back through ‘Ali and Muhammad
         to Ishmael, son of Abraham. In 1840, the Imam Hassan ‘Ali Shah settled in India and
         took the title of Aga Khan, which his successors still carry.
      

      
      Nizari Ismailis hold that the Koran was not meant to have one meaning for all time
         but rather that it should be interpreted progressively as times change. Under this
         view, they have in the last century or so taken on the character of a general progressive
         Muslim reform movement, rather than a secretive sect of dissidents. Today there are
         distinct Ismaili mosques in which men and women pray together. They also have coeducational
         schools. The present Nizari Imam, considered to be the forty-ninth Imam, is Aga Khan
         IV, one of the world’s wealthiest men. In addition to establishing an international
         development trust and funding numerous charitable public works including the construction
         of entire universities and hospitals, he has consistently spoken out against “attempts
         at transforming what are meant to be fluid, progressive, open-ended, intellectually
         informed and spiritually inspired traditions of thought, into hardened, monolithic,
         absolutist and obscurantist positions.”[3]  
      

      
      In addition to Ismailis in a general sense there are four main distinctive offshoots
         of the tradition and many other even smaller and more local communities that introduce
         further nuances to the line of succession from Muhammad. The four are Alawi, Druze,
         Khoja, and Bohra. Alawi is an explicitly syncretic sect that combines Shia and Sunni
         ideas as well Christian and is mainly located in Turkey and Syria. The Druze accept
         Hakim, the third Fatimid Caliph, as divine. Because of this, other Muslims regard
         them as heretical. Scholars often associate them with the Gnostic tradition because
         they place great emphasis on keeping their doctrine and ritual secret. What is made
         available to outsiders appears to draw heavily on pre-Islamic Platonism for its ideas
         of eternally reincarnated souls, Neo-Platonism and other types of emanation theory,
         and Iranian folk-religion. They are concentrated in communities in the mountains of
         southwestern Syria, Lebanon, and Israel
      

      
      The Khoja are Nizaris of Indian origin. Although they are now widespread around the
         world, particularly in the Middle East and East Africa, they remain particularly numerous
         in the Indian states of Gujarat and Maharashtra, where they originated. Khojas describe
         themselves as converts from a specific Hindu caste-group mainly associated with mercantile
         activities. The Ismaili teacher credited with the conversion is Pir Nuruddin, who
         assumed the title Pir Satgur. Pir means master or teacher; Satgur means “True Guru”
         or “True Teacher.” His tomb is a shrine near Surat, on Pakistan’s coast. The inscription
         on it places his death in the year 1095 CE.
      

      
      The way the conversion came about is considered to account for the many Hindu as well
         as Sufi themes and associations in Khoja ceremonies and mythology. Essentially, Pir
         Satgur found a sect of Hindus defined by a mythology revolving around the idea of
         succession of avatars of Vishnu and worked with them to transform this into a version
         of the Ismaili idea of the succession of Imams. The term “Khoja” was applied to them
         by Pir Satgur after the conversion; its root is the term for “search” and has the
         sense of one who is absorbed in meditation. Recognizing these associations, Khojas
         in India today generally do not try to draw a sharp line between Hinduism and Islam.
         When British India was partitioned into India and Pakistan, Gujarati-speaking Khojas
         were divided. Some stayed in India while others migrated to Pakistan. Those in Pakistan
         now make up a distinctive ethnic/religious minority and are sometimes subject to discriminatory
         treatment by officials and threats from extremist groups of the larger sects. There
         are about three million in all.
      

      
      Bohras are also an Indian group who describe themselves as converts from Hinduism,
         but in this case of Brahmin caste background. They identify themselves with the Musta’li
         tradition, and their leader is the Da’i Mutlaq “Absolute Preacher,” who is a reincarnation
         of the previous leader who was ultimately a reincarnation of ‘Ali. While they are
         now self-consciously more “Islamicized” than Khojas, they are also self-consciously
         more progressive and “modern,” universalistic and explicitly supportive of the idea
         of a pluralist civil society. They are centered in the city of Mumbai (Bombay), and
         number about a million.
      

      
      Texts

      
      Islam has two main bodies of texts, Koran and hadith. Koran, as noted, is taken as
         the literal word of God, dictated to Muhammad by Gabriel and subsequently written
         down by others, since Muhammad could not write. Hadith is a body of sayings and judgments
         of Muhammad, including but not limited to his decisions and advice in answer to legal
         and ethical questions or problems.
      

      
      Although the Koran constantly refers to events in the Old and New Testaments, its
         subject matter is not presented in the form of stories arranged chronologically. It
         is presented as a series of exhortations by God, arranged roughly in order of length
         beginning with the longest. However, since each verse always includes a notice of
         when and where it was revealed, it is possible to arrange them chronologically if
         one wishes. ‘Ali is credited with having made a collection in chronological order.
      

      
      The Koran construes the Old Testament as a history of the development of prophecy,
         rather than as a history of the development of the Jewish people and their constitution.
         A central theme is that as there is one and only one God there is one and only one
         revelation. This revelation has been delivered in different languages and in different
         ways down through history according to people’s ability to accept it, but ever more
         fully and completely. The Koran is its last form and also the final and complete form.
         Jesus is among the prophets of God and the Christian revelation is a part of this
         line of revelations, but there is no idea that Jesus or anyone else could be a son
         of God. God, as the creator of the entire universe, now and forever, is not the sort
         of thing that would need to have a son. Another major theme is that God cannot be
         represented in objective form and any effort to do so is not only misunderstanding
         but also idolatry, which all the revelations of God have condemned.
      

      
      The Koran constantly describes Muslims as commanded by God to convert non-Muslims.
         Violent methods are not ruled out, but a distinction is made between “idolaters” on
         the one hand and Jews and Christians as “people of the book” on the other. If the
         latter do not convert they are to be charged a special tax but protected. Idolaters
         can be converted by violence, or killed. Opinions have always differed widely on how
         literally these ideas are to be taken and what they ought to mean in practice.
      

      
      There is a strong tradition associating the Koran with the Arabic language and a sense
         that rendering it into another language automatically made it not the authentic Koran
         and was disrespectful, even blasphemous. “Classical” Arabic is explicitly that of
         the Koran; the Koran defines the language, crystallizing it out of a variety of colloquial
         Arabics or, according to one theory, out of a “lingua franca” developed for trade
         and general communication among the many nomadic groups of this desert region. For
         this reason, until recently there have been no English translations produced under
         Muslim scholarly auspices. The only rendering in English that was generally accepted
         as accurate and authoritative in a non-religious sense was by George Sales, dating
         from the early 1700s. In recent years this attitude has softened and Muslim scholars
         have now produced or assisted in the production of several modern translations as
         well as scholarly publications and introductory websites that present parts of it.
      

      
      Elements of Doctrine

      
      Strictly speaking, there is very little in Islam that corresponds to doctrine or dogma
         in the Christian sense. In the first few centuries after the founding, a tendency
         began to develop in that direction, with conflicts developing over different views
         of the nature of God, of the authority of the caliph, and so on, but this was stopped
         by a general agreement to focus on the fundamentals and leave all else as a matter
         of “opinion.” Opinion is a matter of individual belief or understanding that there
         is no need for everyone to agree on.
      

      
      The Five Pillars of Practice

      
      The basic requirements of Islam, of being a Muslim, are expressed in terms of the
         “Five Pillars of Islam,” which are matters of practice, and the “Six Pillars of Faith,”
         which are matters of belief. These are considered obligatory for all Muslims although
         there is variation between Sunni and Shia in what they mean.
      

      
      The five pillars of Islamic practice are established in a specific hadith of Muhammad.
         They are:
      

      
      
         	
            
            The Shahada (Witness)

            
         

         
         	
            The Salat (Prayer) 

            
         

         
         	
            The Zakat (Alms) 

            
         

         
         	
            The Sawm or Siyam (Fasting) 

            
         

         
         	
            The Hajj (Pilgrimage) 

            
         

         
      

      
      Some also add a sixth,

      
      
         	
            
            6. Jihad (Struggle)

            
         

         
      

      
      The shahada, as noted, is the Arabic declaration that means “There is no God but Allah
         and Muhammad is His Prophet.”
      

      
      Prayer means stopping to perform five specific prayers at fixed times from morning
         to evening. The prayers are Fajr (early morning before the sun rise), Zuhr (afternoon),
         Asr (later afternoon), Maghrib (after sunset), and Isha (evening). The prayers are
         said facing in the direction of Mecca. On Fridays, the prayers are the same but they
         are congregational and must be said in a mosque. Those in attendance stand, bow, and
         kneel in uniform rows. Mosques also usually have a pulpit or dais at the front of
         the assembly hall from which a leader delivers a sermon.
      

      
      The zakat (alms) is the requirement to give to the poor 2.5 percent of wealth and
         assets in excess of what is required for one’s own livelihood. This is done before
         the beginning of the new year. Zakat is considered an act of worship, a form of offering
         thanks to God.
      

      
      Sawm (fasting) is another form of offering thanks to God. It is also usually described
         as a way to promote reflection on what is important in life. The main fast is during
         the month of Ramadan, the ninth month in the Islamic calendar. Fasting involves taking
         neither food nor drink during daylight hours, although one can work. Exceptions are
         made for those in ill health, pregnant women, and travelers, although one is to make
         up lost days of fasting at a later time. In the evenings, meals are traditionally
         elaborate and accompanied by much visiting. It is a time for family reunions.
      

      
      Hajj (Pilgrimage) is specifically a pilgrimage to Mecca. The pilgrimage season begins
         in the month after Ramadan and lasts through the middle of the twelfth month, Dhu
         al-Hijja. This requires all Muslims who are physically and financially capable to
         make the Hajj to Mecca once during their lives. The ceremonies and prayers of the
         Hajj reenact the stories associated with the founding of the Ka’aba by Abraham and
         the wanderings and hardships of Hagar and Ishmael.
      

      
      Although jihad (striving) is mentioned in the same hadith that establishes the five
         pillars, it is not considered a pillar but rather a duty in a more general sense.
         In the most widespread view, Jihad is not conducting a war, holy or otherwise. Rather,
         it has the sense of striving for moral and religious perfection. The broader meaning
         of the term encompasses one’s life and community. It is the constant striving to remain
         on the path of Islam by observing the five pillars. The person who strives is mujahid. Being a Mujahid also excludes doing what is forbidden, which includes theft, murder,
         fornication, adultery, lying, cheating, and wrongly accusing or testifying. Without
         a doubt, however, at the present time there is a significant minority of Muslim religious
         figures who use the idea of jihad to mean war in a very direct and unrestrained sense
         against anyone defined as a threat to Islam.
      

      
      The Six Pillars of Faith

      
      The six pillars of faith are established in another hadith, Arkan al-Iman, which is compact enough to quote entirely. It is:
      

      
      
         Umar ibn al-Khattab said: One day when we were with God’s messenger, a man with very
            white clothing and very black hair came up to us. No mark of travel was visible on
            him, and none of us recognized him. Sitting down before the Prophet, leaning his knees
            against his, and placing his hands on his thighs, he said, “Tell me, Muhammad, about
            submission.”
         

         
         He replied, “Submission means that you should bear witness that there is no god but
            God and that Muhammad is God’s messenger, that you should perform the ritual prayer,
            pay the alms tax, fast during Ramadan, and make the pilgrimage to the House if you
            are able to go there.”
         

         
         The man said, “You have spoken the truth.” We were surprised at his questioning him
            and then declaring that he had spoken the truth. He said “Now tell me about faith.”
         

         
         He replied, “Faith means that you have faith in God, His angels, His books, His messengers,
            and the Last Day, and that you have faith in the measuring out, both its good and
            its evil.”
         

         
         Remarking that he had spoken the truth, he then said, “Now tell me about doing what
            is beautiful.”
         

         
         He replied, “Doing what is beautiful means that you should worship God as if you see
            Him, for even if you do not see Him, He sees you.”
         

         
         Then the man said, “Tell me about the Hour”

         
         The Prophet replied, “About that he who is questioned knows no more than the questioner.”

         
         The man said, “Then tell me about its marks.”

         
         He said, “The slave girl will give birth to her mistress, and you will see the barefoot,
            the naked, the destitute, and the shepherds vying with each other in building.”
         

         
         Then the man went away. After I had waited for a long time, the Prophet said to me,
            “Do you know who the questioner was, ‘Umar?” I replied, “God and His messenger know
            best. “He said, “He was Gabriel. He came to teach you your religion. “[4] 
         

         
      

      What this means, in the general view, is that a Muslim should believe in the following:

      
      
         	
            
            God and His Attributes

            
            
         

         
         	
            Prophets 

            
            
         

         
         	
            Angels 

            
            
         

         
         	
            Sacred Books 

            
            
         

         
         	
            The Judgment Day 

            
            
         

         
         	
            Predestination 

            
            
         

         
      

      
      Anything else, and exactly what each of these means, is opinion. It is up to the individual
         to figure out for themselves—particularly in the Sunni tradition.
      

      
      Islamic Law

      
      Islamic law is called fiqh. Proceedings under Islamic law are analogous to those under Western law in that they
         involve two opposed parties appearing before a judge who decides between their cases.
         They may also have advisors and advocates. The procedures are unlike Western courts
         in that they do not rely on physical evidence but rather concentrate on testimony
         of witnesses. Also, the judge places a greater priority on trying to bring the two
         parties to reconciliation than on deciding for one and against the other. Islamic
         law judges are called Kadis (Qadis). For most of history in most Islamic governments, appointment to such a position
         depended on the possession of formal education and the appropriate academic degrees,
         as well as some type of examination system.
      

      
      Unlike law in the secular sense, Islamic law is not comprehensive. There is no Islamic
         law of industrial standards; it does not apply to building codes or traffic. The substance
         of Islamic law is mainly concerned with inheritance, marriage, adoption, and related
         matters, and with the maintenance of religious trusts and institutions. There is also
         a relatively small amount of economic law dealing with lending and making contracts,
         and criminal law. For this reason, most Islamic countries maintain both Islamic law
         courts and non-Islamic law courts, not Islamic courts alone.
      

      
      Like law in the secular sense, Islamic law is mainly concerned with behavior rather
         than belief. “The Shariah as forum externum regulates only the external relations of the subject to Allah and his fellow-men,
         and ignores his inner consciousness, his attitude to the forum externum” (Gibbs and Kramers, 1961: 525). As Islam spread through the Hellenistic world around
         the southern and western Mediterranean, the centers of learning that had been developed
         by the Greeks and the Romans were taken over and often expanded. They adopted new
         subjects such as al chemie, al gebra, and fiqh, in addition to such older topics as astronomy, physics, and medicine, and it appears
         that it was in these universities that the idea of a system of formal “degrees” was
         first developed. When Europeans in Christian countries began to build universities
         starting in the twelfth century, they took the Islamic universities as their model.
      

      
      There are four main schools of fiqh associated with the Sunni tradition. These are
         called the four madhahib. A fifth school, Jaferi, is primarily associated with the Shia tradition. Because
         the Shia tradition leans much more toward theocracy, the Jaferi approach to the interpretation
         of law as not set off from other religious matters in the way that is usual in the
         Sunni schools. It is also not so firmly and extensively codified, since the Ayatollahs
         reserve for themselves a great deal of flexibility.
      

      
      Each of the four Sunni schools is named after their founder. Hanbali is the school founded by Ahmad ibn Hanbal (d. 855 CE). Shafii is the school founded by Muhammad ibn Idris al-Shafi’i (767-819), who was brought
         up in Mecca. Maliki is that of Malik ibn Anas (c. 710-795), of Medina, and Hanafi that of Abu Hanifa, born in Kufa, Iraq. They differ systematically and anyone trained
         in Islamic law would be expected to know them all. The differences are stated mainly
         in terms of the uses each makes of the four traditional “roots“ (usul) but up to six “sources” of law.
      

      
      The four roots of Islamic law are:

      
      
         	
            
            Koran

            
            
         

         
         	
            Hadith (Sunna)

            
            
         

         
         	
            al-Ijima (Consensus of Opinions)

            
            
         

         
         	
            al-Qiyas (Analogical Deduction)

            
            
         

         
      

      
      The first, the text of the Koran, is recognized as having very little actual legal
         content. The main points are the requirement of alms, recognition that women can own
         property on the same footing as men, the preference for marriages between a man and
         his father’s brother’s daughter, the rule making the testimony of two women equal
         that of one man as witnesses, some rules concerning divorce, and the well-known stricture
         that the punishment for theft should be the removal of the thief’s hand.
      

      
      The great bulk of the rules of Islamic law are established in hadith, also referred
         to as Sunna, meaning the established path. As Islam expanded, so did the volumes of hadith, until
         there were twenty-four major collections and over ten thousand individual hadiths.
         Eventually, different scholars and different Islamic rulers made efforts to winnow
         and arrange them, separating the “true” from the “false” and putting them in different
         logical orders for different purposes. There are now two main lists, one of four collections
         and one of six. Many are available in translation.
      

      
      Ijima, consensus of opinions, is based on a hadith in which Muhammad is approached
         by a representative of a distant community, who relates that a problem came up that
         they had to decide. They could not find guidance in the Koran or anything already
         established, although they looked carefully. Yet the matter could not wait, so they
         decided and now they would like to know if they did so rightly. Before the speaker
         could go ahead, however, Muhammad stopped him and said: “My community shall not agree
         on an error.” Although the precise sense of the statement is much debated and it is
         sometimes taken to imply a doctrine of Christian-like inerrancy for Muslim opinion,
         the simpler and more practical sense is ethically more compelling. It is that if pious
         people make a sincere effort to decide fairly, as the actions and words of the speaker
         indicated they had, they will decide fairly. It is not that Allah makes them do so, as some commentators say. It
         is simply that this is how a fair decision is arrived at. Interestingly, this is generally considered to be
         a false hadith.
      

      
      Finally, Qiyas, analogical deduction, is based on another historical instance in which
         jurists from a city in Iraq argued for a substitute for the Koranic punishment for
         theft. Cutting off a hand, they argued, might be reasonable as a punishment for theft
         in a society where people earned a living herding or on trading caravans, but in cities
         with settled populations it was excessively cruel and could very likely prevent a
         person from earning a living entirely. Therefore, in cities, where jails existed and
         occupations required manual dexterity, a term in jail was the analogical equivalent
         of cutting off the hand in a pastoral society.
      

      
      In addition to these “roots,” of law, an important “source” of law is al-It jihad,
         personal reasoning or analysis. Shiites, however, hold it to be only the prerogative
         of their Imams, who are infallible.
      

      
      Of the four schools, Hanbali is the narrowest and the “hardest” in terms of personal
         rules. It allows only the Koran and is known for intolerance of other schools. The
         opinion of the companions may be considered but if they differ, the one that is closest
         to the Koran should be taken. It is, however, mainly confined to Arab cultural areas
         where the Koranic rules correspond to local custom, most importantly to Saudi Arabia.
         Under Hanbali interpretation, judges may discount the views of non-practicing Muslims
         or Muslims not of the correct faith, and on this basis courts in Saudi Arabia often
         discount the testimony of those who do not follow the Saudi government’s specific
         view of Sunni Islam. Other Muslims find this contrary to the spirit of Islamic universality.
      

      
      The Shafii tradition is considered the “easiest” school in terms of personal requirements,
         in opposition to Hanbali. The school is predominant in southern Arabia, Bahrain, lower
         (northern) Egypt, and parts of Syria, parts of central Asia, Indonesia, Malaysia and
         the Philippines. It accepts Koran and hadith, with literal interpretations of both,
         and makes a very limited use of Qiyas. It allows no reasoning apart from Qiyas. It
         rejects Itjihad on the ground that is the same as Qiyas.
      

      
      The Maliki or Malikite School formed at Medina. It has been described as presenting
         an “organic synthesis” of all four roots: Koran, hadith, qiyas, and itjihad (Gibb
         and Kramer, 1961: 104). It is also less focused on distinguishing these types of reasoning
         than on building up a very reliable body of hadith. Al Muwatta, the collection of hadith by Malik ibn Anas, is considered the oldest and generally
         the most authentic. It reflects an especially high regard for the traditions of Medina.
         For establishing consensus, in the Maliki view, only the opinion of the jurists of
         Medina can be considered.
      

      
      Finally, the Hanafah School is considered the most liberal. It is also the most widely
         held. It first introduced the idea of analogical deduction, with the case noted. In
         the Hanafi view the accepted sources are Koran, some hadith, analogical deduction,
         personal reasoning, and consensus of qualified jurists. To establish consensus, the
         opinions of any qualified jurists can be taken into account. Hanafis do not recognize
         blasphemy as a crime that can be punished by the state. In their view, the state should
         be concerned only with human affairs and human relationships. This was the legal tradition
         of the Ottoman and Moghul empires and persists in the areas they occupied.
      

      
      The different schools of law support great differences in such matters as marriage
         and family law, inheritance, the relation between fiqh and faith or belief, the relation
         between church and state, the powers of religious authorities and religious courts,
         and the status of local custom in comparison to Koranic prescription.
      

      
      One of the areas where there is relatively little disagreement concerns dietary laws.
         Muslim dietary law is similar to Jewish dietary law in being grounded in a basic distinction
         between what is clean and unclean, which is also what is permitted and forbidden.
         As for Jews, swine and blood are forbidden, and also anything killed in a cruel manner.
         Muslims also do not eat things that eat carrion or carnivores (the formula is animals
         with fangs). Slaughtering must be done in prescribed way by specialized persons. Other
         than that, however, the general tone of the passages of the Koran that are cited in
         this connection is that the hearers are aware of the Jewish rules and are being told
         that God is merciful and kind, and will not forbid things that are good. Thus Islam
         is explicitly less restrictive or legalistic. The term for what is permitted is hallal, as opposed to harram.
      

      
      Sufi

      
      Finally, the last major subtradition of Islam crosscuts and at the same differs from
         both the Sunni and Shia traditions. This is Sufi, or Sufism. This difference is not so much sectarian as philosophical, with Sufi
         thought being clearly monistic while the two sectarian mainstreams are most often
         dualistic. As its proponents often say, Sufi is not a religion but the basis of all religion.
      

      
      There are two major views of the basis and origin of Sufism, associated with two different
         derivations of its name. The more common derivation is from the word suf, for wool. A Sufi is thus one who wears woolen garments. This connects the practice of Sufism with
         tasawwuf, “the practice of wearing the woolen robe (labs al-sufi)’ hence the act of devoting oneself to the mystic life on becoming what is called
         in Islam a Sufi” (Gibb and Kramers 1961: 579). The image is of a figure like John
         the Baptist, wearing a hair shirt, having visions, preaching, and claiming mystical
         union with God.
      

      
      The alternative view is that of the eleventh-century Arab historian and geographer
         al Baruni. Baruni said that the name was not from an Arabic root at all but from the
         Greek sophos (σοφός), meaning wisdom—and by implication related to Sophism, which al Baruni rightly
         sees as underlying or resembling the basic assumptions of Buddhism. Al Baruni traveled
         and wrote in Afghanistan and South Asia. His explanation was that before the area
         from Afghanistan to the Middle East was Islamic it was Buddhist. The Sophist ideas
         that had been taken up into Buddhism carried over into Islam as Sufism. Gibb and Kramers
         dismiss the idea that Sufi comes from sophos on the ground that there is no intermediate Aramaic word. What
         al Baruni is implying, however, is that the transmission was not through the Aramaic,
         which we might expect in the Near East, but directly from the Greek, which is what
         we would expect in the area he is speaking about. In what is now Afghanistan, Muslims
         directly encountered the Gandharan Greco-Buddhist culture that formed in the wake
         of the conquests of Alexander, with its strong links southward to the Buddhist centers
         of India. As Islamic culture developed upon and preserved Hellenistic scholarship
         and philosophy in the Mediterranean world, it preserved the particular Greco-Buddhist
         version of that scholarship and philosophy here.
      

      
      Although there are Sufis who fit the stereotype associated with the imagery of the
         term tasawwuf, there is far more than this to Sufism. As al Baruni recognized, there is a detailed
         correspondence between the concerns and ideas of Sufi philosophy and basic Theravada
         Buddhism, Sophism, and the larger Bhakti tradition that Buddhism and the underlying
         Vedantic philosophy gave rise to.
      

      
      There are many ways one can see oneself to be united with God; the Sufi way is very
         definitely the same as the Bhakti and Buddhist way. God is conceived as within oneself,
         as the basis of one’s own mental and physical existence, and also as the formless
         basis of everything else and everybody else in exactly the same sense. As Vedanta
         describes why all religions are the same from the Vedantic point of view, so Sufism
         is described by Sufis as the basis of all religions in virtually the same terms.
      

      
      The first major Sufi was al Hallaj, born in 858 CE. In 922 CE he was crucified in
         Baghdad for having declared “I am God.” The statement was evidently taken as rejecting
         the idea that Muhammad was the last prophet of God. Actually, this was not his meaning
         at all and what he did mean as well as the personal example he set in his devotion
         to it inspired many others. Of these, the two whose poetry and writings cover the
         widest range of topics and thereby present the Sufi philosophical vision most clearly,
         are Jalal al-Din al Rumi (1207-1273) of Balkh in present-day Afghanistan and al Ghazali
         of Tus (1058-1128), in present-day Iran bordering Afghanistan. The following is a
         statement of al Hallaj in appreciation of al Rumi, which expresses their agreement:
      

      
      
         “Before” does not outstrip Him,

         
         “after” does not interrupt Him

         
         “of” does not vie with Him for precedence

         
         “from” does not accord with Him

         
         “to” does not join with Him

         
         “in” does not inhabit Him

         
         “when” does not stop Him

         
         “if” does not consult with Him

         
         “over” does not overshadow Him 

         
         “under” does not support Him

         
         “opposite” does not face Him

         
         “with” does not press Him

         
         “behind” does not limit Him

         
         “previous” does not display Him

         
         “after” does not cause Him to pass away

         
         “all” does not unite Him

         
         “is” does not bring Him into being

         
         “is not” does not deprive Him from Being.

         
         Concealment does not veil Him

         
         His pre-existence preceded time, 

         
         His being preceded non-being,

         
         His eternity preceded limit.

         
         If thou sayest “when,” 

         
         His existing has outstripped time;

         
         If thou sayest “before”, 

         
         before is after Him;

         
         If thou sayest “he”, 

         
         “h” and “e” are His creation;

         
         If thou sayest “how”, 

         
         His essence is veiled from description;

         
         If thou sayest “where”,
 
         
         His being preceded space;

         
         If thou sayest “ipseity” (ma huwa),

         
         His ipseity (huwiwah) is apart from things.
 
         
         Other than He cannot

         
         be qualified by two (opposite) qualities

         
         at one time; yet With Him they do not create opposition.

         
         He is hidden in His manifestation,

         
         manifest in His concealing.
 
         
         He is outward and inward,

         
         near and far; and in this respect He is

         
         removed beyond the resemblance of creation.

         
         He acts without contact,

         
         instructs without meeting,

         
         guides without pointing.

         
         Desires do not conflict with Him,

         
         thoughts do not mingle with Him:

         
         His essence is without qualification (takyeef),

         
         His action without effort (takleef).

         
         (al-Kalabadhi, 1989)

         
      

      
      The resemblances between this idea of god and that in the Upanishads are unmistakable
         and far-reaching. This is not God as a remote commander or judge. Nor is it an anthropomorphic
         god in whose image man is made in any sense. It is god as the formless basis and ground
         of life and of mind and, therefore, of existence as we experience it. In this view,
         when Hallaj said “I am God” he meant the same thing as the Buddha of the Lotus Sutra:
         if God is in you and if you and I are but a manifestation of god, then of course it
         is also perfectly true that I am God—and so are you.
      

      
      In another very well-known poem, Rumi uses another image also prominent in the Bhakti
         literature, the imagery of lover and beloved:
      

      
      
         One went to the door of the Beloved and knocked. A voice asked, “Who is there?” He
            answered, “It is I.”
         

         
         The voice said, “There is no room for Me and Thee.” The door was shut.

         
         After a year of solitude and deprivation he returned and knocked. A voice from within
            asked, “Who is there?” The man said, “It is Thee.” The door was opened for him.
         

         
      

      Who is the lover? The self. Who is the beloved? God. Why won’t God let the lover enter
         when the lover says “It is I”? Because the lover is separating himself from God. Why
         can he enter when he says “It is Thee”? Because in recognizing the unity, one becomes
         unified.
      

      
      Al Rumi is also credited with founding the Sufi order of Melveli or Maulvani (from
         the word for teacher), although the actual organization seems to begin with his son.
         They are otherwise known as the “whirling dervishes,” whose devotional activity centers
         on a special kind of passionate but precise whirling dance and the trance-like psychological
         states associated with it.
      

      
      As in the Bhakti tradition, such metaphors of love and yearning are prominent in Sufi
         writing as a way to express the yearning of the soul for God. The Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam, perhaps the best-known example of Islamic poetry in the West, exemplifies
         this imagery.
      

      
      Another of the Sufi masters was Ibn El-Arabi, born in Spain in 1164. Arabi’s poetry
         also makes great use of the imagery of love, but in the instance I most particularly
         want to cite ties it to yet another of the major themes of the Bhakti tradition and
         strikes a theme that is central to Sikhism: the unity of all religions as separate
         paths to God, and the superiority of no one of them. God, which is love, condemns
         no form of devotion:
      

      
      
         My heart is capable of every form:

         
         A cloister for the monks, a fane for the idols,

         
         A pasture for gazelles, the votary’s Ka’ba,

         
         The tables of the Torah, the Quran.
         

         
         Love is the creed I hold: wherever turn

         
         His camels, Love is still my creed and faith.

         
         (Shah, 1971: 165)

         
      

      Al Ghazali of Tus was a great systematizer of Islamic thought. More than anyone else,
         he was responsible for stopping the drift into doctrinal disputation and schismatics.
         His first interest was primarily in law (fiqh). From there he went into a systematic attack on the contemporary Neo-Platonism of
         al Farabi (870-950) and Ibn Sina (980-1037). Ibn Sina has an important place in the
         history of Western philosophy and Christian thought under the name of Avicenna. His
         combination of Neo-Platonic emanation theory with Aristotelian conceptions of a logical
         hierarchy of knowledge was a starting point for Thomas Aquinas’ Summa Theologica. 
      

      
      Al Ghazali’s criticisms were primarily religious, but also logical. He showed first
         that the Neo-Platonic arguments did not actually support the conception of God presented
         in the Koran and secondly that they generated multiple implications that were mutually
         contradictory on their own. Within the Islamic tradition, the critiques were considered
         devastating and ended this line of intellectual development.
      

      
      It was only after this journey into philosophy that al Ghazali turned to Sufism, after
         a crisis in which he felt himself so assailed by doubts that he was unable to continue
         teaching. His solution was to retain the Neo-Platonic emanation theory but to internalize
         it. He still spoke of God as light and as illumination and the source of all illumination,
         and of all other things as ordered in relation to God by their degree of illumination,
         but he located God not outside and beyond the world of experience but within himself—and
         within all of ourselves. Thus the world, and Islamic cosmology, was not organized
         from the top down by some mysterious external being but from within out by a perceiving
         mind. God was not beyond experience but in it and the basis of it (see Fakhry 1970:
         276-282). Since al Ghazali, it has been accepted by most Muslim thinkers that Sufism
         is at least consistent with the words of Muhammad in the Koran, and a few scholars
         contend that Muhammad actually was a Sufi.
      

      
      Probably the best-known modern Sufi writer in the West is the late Idries Shah (1924-1966).
         Shah, in addition to discussing all these clearly Muslim writers, also goes on to
         see Sufi ideas in Christian and Gnostic traditions. He makes a very convincing case,
         for example, that Saint Francis of Assisi was a Sufi—not only in spirit but in his
         actual intellectual background and training (Shah, 1971: 257f). John Holland Smith’s
         biography of Francis agrees that he could be seen as Sufi-like (1972: 130). But he
         sees this Sufi-like character of Francis’s teachings as having been developed wholly
         within his Christian intellectual context, primarily in his rejection of violence,
         advocacy of universal love, and personal effort to identify with God, whom he further
         identified directly and wholly with the actual Jesus as described in the Synoptic
         Gospels.
      

      
      Although Sufism is in principle universalistic rather than exclusive and Sufi teachers
         and ideas are known throughout the Islamic world, it represents more of the mainstream
         of Muslim thought and practice in South Asia and Southeast Asia. This popular Sufism
         is strongly associated with the veneration of the tombs of pirs, historic Sufi teachers--also called sants (“saints” in English). The title and the characteristics that attract it are directly
         comparable to those who earn the same title in Hindu sects. Living teachers regarded
         as pirs are of course also treated with great respect, but are less numerous. Historic
         pirs are often associated with well-defined orders or lines of succession. Two of
         the more famous are Pir Satgur, noted above in connection with the Khojas in Gujarat,
         and Nizamuddin Auliya (1238-1325), whose tomb is in Delhi. While many mosques are
         restricted only to Muslims, or only to Muslim men, tombs of pirs are considered equally
         welcoming to all people of all religions.
      

      
      Wahhabism

      
      At the other end of the range of Islamic approaches to questions of religious toleration
         and the relationship between Islam and government is the position associated with
         the teachings of ‘Abd ul-Wahhab (1703-1792). These in turn are based on those of Ibn
         Taimiyya (1263-1328). Adherents to ul-Wahhab’s views call themselves Wuwahiddidun,
         literally translated as Unitarians. The term “Wahhabi” is mainly applied by others.
         It originated as a term of derision. Wahhabism is closely associated with the rulers
         of the kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Esposito describes it as “ultraconservative” (2002:
         50).
      

      
      Ul-Wahhab copied and circulated the works of Taimiyya. Although Taimiyya followed
         Hanbali legal theory, he also claimed to be a mujtihad, a person who can give independent decisions. The character of these decisions was
         to reject all four schools in place of a very literal reading of the Koran without
         regard to precedent. Where the Koran was not explicit, one’s duty had to be obtained
         from it by deduction. The result has been described as a kind of Muslim Puritanism,
         rejecting luxury, the loose administration of justice, wine, impurity, treachery,
         and any usage deemed to have been brought in by foreigners. Ul-Wahhab sought influential
         patronage and ultimately converted Muhammed Ibn Saud, the founder of the Saudi royal
         lineage. Saud married Wahhab’s daughter, so both their descendants are intertwined
         in the present ruling family. Wahhabism then became a theory of a specific kind of
         Islamic nationalism under which the Saudi royal family first established a program
         to unify the Arab clans of the Arabian peninsula under one rule, just as Mohammad
         had done originally, and then claimed a much larger position as a unifying and reforming
         force in Islam as a whole. Until the 1990s Wahhabis were consistently appointed to
         the highest posts in the Saudi religious bureaucracy.
      

      
      The Wahhabis’ central text is ul-Wahhab’s Kitab al-Tawhid, or Book of Unity. This argues that the unity of God is absolute and that this unity of God entails
         the absolute unity of doctrine. The power of God cannot be shared. Accordingly, the
         veneration of tombs of saints, the authority of Shia imams, Sufism, and even celebrations
         of Mohammad’s birthday are all rejected as varieties of shirk, or polytheism. Women are strictly excluded from activities in the Mosque and all
         public affairs. There can be only one set of Islamic practices, and no religious authorities
         except those set out in the Koran. All unbelievers are to be put to death. In this
         view, the first Caliphate, for about the first three decades after Muhammad, was “rightly
         guided,” but nothing thereafter has been. The aim is to return to this rightly guided
         rule in a state with a single Caliph and a single system of religion united with a
         single system of law, of which Saudi Arabia is both the ideal model and natural center.
         Wahhabi ideology makes outward behavior the mark of inner faith, and thereby claims
         authority to prescribe all aspects of public life.
      

      
      The Saudi royalty has promulgated Wahhabi doctrine through a large-scale system of
         madrassas, religious schools. These have been built in Saudi Arabia itself and wherever else
         they were allowed, including Indonesia, Bangladesh, and Pakistan. During the Cold
         War, this had American governmental encouragement and support on the ground that Wahhabis
         strongly opposed Communism. Unfortunately, they also oppose democracy, secular government,
         and religious toleration. Wahabbism envisions moral behavior entirely as a matter
         of obedience; there is no room for the principle of reciprocity or for consensus.
      

      
      Wahhabi madrassas became particularly important in Pakistan because of the Pakistan
         government’s failure to provide a secular alternative. Official corruption there consistently
         siphoned off money that was intended to support state primary and secondary schools.
         In the late 1990s a crackdown conducted by the Pakistan Army under the command of
         General Parvez Musharraf uncovered over 8,000 “phantom schools” that existed only
         on paper. Without publicly supported schools, the only choice for many families was
         between private schools that offered a modern curriculum but charged a relatively
         high tuition and the Saudi-sponsored madrassas, which were free. The madrassas were
         universally recognized as a distant second best as preparation for the future, but
         some education is better than no education and for many this was the only option.
         These included the very large population of Afghan refugees living in camps in Pakistan,
         driven from their homes by the ongoing war with the Soviet Union.
      

      
      Wahhabi madrassas and other madrassas promulgating the very similar Deobandi ideas
         provide the intellectual background of the Taliban movement in Pakistan and Afghanistan.
         Taliban literally means students, and in the Afghan/Pakistani context refers to products
         of these schools in particular.
      

      
      Beginning in the 1990s, the Saudi government began to de-emphasize its formal identification
         with Wahhabism and Wahhabis are no longer appointed to the main positions of religious
         leadership. Nevertheless, Wahhabi influence and ideology remains strong and there
         has been no definite move to replace it with anything else. The main geographical
         centers of Wahhabism are Mecca and Medina.
      

      
      Deobandi

      
      The second main contemporary source of Taliban and related authoritarian extremism
         is the Deobandi movement. This is significantly more prominent in South Asia than
         Wahhabism. It takes its name from Deoband, the town in the Indian state of Uttar Pradesh
         where their principal school, Darul Uloom, was founded in 1866. Darul Uloom pulled
         together a number of pre-existent anti-Western and anti-modern streams of Muslim thought.
         Its website describes it as one of the largest and most important centers of hadith and tariqh (spiritual knowledge). The website traces its intellectual “chain of authority” back
         to Allamah Jalaluddin Muhaqqiq Dawwani, who died in 1521 CE. In size and importance
         it is said to be second only to al Azhar University in Cairo. The curriculum goes
         through eight years of primary and secondary school and two years of “post graduate”
         education, comparable to an American high school. The subject matter is entirely religious
         and centered on learning Arabic. While they say they have recently begun to offer
         mathematics, there is no natural science, social science or history except for “geography
         of the Arab peninsula and other Islamic countries.” Since they do not offer approved
         academic subjects, they receive no financial support from the government of India.
      

      
      Their view of Islam and its political implications are much like the Wahhabis but
         with no association to the Saudi monarchy. The Deobandi legal tradition is Hanafah
         rather than Hanbali. It differs from the Hanafah mainstream, however, in laying great
         stress on the idea of “tradition” in opposition to what it describes as “rationalism,”
         and emphasizes that its “style of thought is not the result of mere rational deliberation
         or intellectual exercise; it is rather inspirational.”[5]  (In other places, however, the Darul Uloom website describes its jurisprudence as
         strictly logical, following in a completely “Aristotelian” manner from the basic ideas
         of the Koran.)
      

      
      Deobandi theology also stresses that the absoluteness and uniqueness of God means
         that his authority cannot be divided. On this basis, they argue for a conception of
         Islamic society very different from the South Asian Hanafi mainstream. The mainstream
         has supported the recognition of local customs very different from what one finds
         in the Koran or the established Hadith. Muslims in India and Pakistan generally follow
         what is recognized as customary law for their groups in matters such as marriage and
         inheritance just as Hindus do, and the laws are generally very similar for both. Deobandis
         reject this, arguing that all Muslims should live in the type of monolithic and paternalistic
         society that they see in the Koran. They also argue that a Muslim’s first loyalty
         must be to Islam, and only secondly to any national or other government. Muslims are
         urged to go to other countries to wage jihad for Islam, and in this case the meaning
         is not at all spiritual or metaphoric. It means armed conflict aimed at the destruction
         of Islam’s enemies.
      

      
      In Pakistan, the most prominent educational institution associated with the Deobandi
         movement is the Jamia-ul-Uloom-ul-Islamia, more commonly known as the Binnori Madrassa,
         in Karachi. It was founded in 1951 by Mulana Yusuf Binnori. In 1979, General Zia Al
         Haq, who had assumed control of the government in a military coup in 1977, appointed
         Binnori Chairman of the national Council of Islamic Ideology. In 1988, General Zia
         issued an ordinance to “Islamicise” the Pakistan government. This included the establishment
         of Shariah courts, which thereby raised the troublesome question of the relative constitutional
         status of such courts in comparison to the regular courts already established. From
         May 2000, to May 30, 2004, the madrassa was headed by Mufti Nizamuddin Shamzai. Shamzai
         was then assassinated by persons unknown on a motorbike.
      

      
      The Binnori madrassa has a long association with Sunni Islamicist elements in the
         Pakistan Army,[6] and during the war with the Soviet Union in Afghanistan received financial and other
         support from both the Saudi Arabian government and the United States. Shamzai along
         with Masood Azhar, a graduate of the Binnori madrassa, called for war against India
         over Kashmir, describing it as a jihad and working with the Pakistan Army to provide
         volunteers with military training and support. Shamzai and Azhar were also directly
         involved in founding and operating the Jaish-e-Muhammad, or Army of Muhammad, which
         provided recruits for the Taliban as well as for terroristic activities in Kashmir
         and elsewhere in India. In recent years the madrassa is said to have been enrolling
         about 3,500 students at a time. Its funding comes from overseas donations. Since September
         11, 2001, the Army of Muhammad has been officially recognized as a terrorist organization
         by the United States.
      

      
      The main representative of the Deobandi ideology in Pakistani electoral politics is
         the Jamiat-Ulema-Islami party. In April 2001 they organized a large conference in
         Peshawar, Pakistan, to celebrate Deobandi achievements on the occasion of the 150th
         anniversary of the founding of the Darul Uloom. One of the featured speakers was Osama
         Bin Laden, who said that Afghanistan was the only country in the world with a real
         Islamic government and urged international support for the Taliban. Another was the
         Taliban’s religious head, Mullah Omar. Although Omar did not attend personally for
         security reasons, his taped address described his regime in stark terms of a world
         divided between the jihad to defend Islam and the “infidel world” trying to destroy
         it.
      

      
      The Jamiat-Ulema-Islami strongly supported the Taliban while they were in power in
         Afghanistan and continues to support its remnants. The party had no national electoral
         success, however, until after the American invasion of Iraq. Then, in the 2003 elections,
         it was returned as the ruling party in the North West Frontier Province (on the Afghan
         border) while the coalition it belonged to, the Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA), gained
         enough seats in the National Assembly (the central parliament) to became the official
         opposition. Those elected to the National Assembly included Samiul Haq, the President
         of the Jamiat-Ulema-Islami. The Assembly in turn made him Chairman of the House Committee
         on Religious Affairs. This placed the Deobandi ideology in direct conflict with secularist
         inclinations represented by President Musharraf, at the center of Pakistani political
         debate. Electoral support subsequently declined. In 2014, it had nine seats, out of
         a total of 270.
      

      
      Another Pakistan political party associated with Deobandi ideology is the extremist
         Sipah-e-Sahiba, which has been implicated in numerous murders of Pakistani Shia leaders
         and attacks on Shia mosques.
      

      
      The website of the Darul Uloom has a long statement condemning terrorism as utterly
         alien to the peaceful spirit of Islam. But what they mean by this, as they explain,
         is the “state terrorism” of the “Zionists,” Israel, the United States, and other Western
         powers while:
      

      
      
         The struggle waged by Muslims of Palestine, Chechnya and Sinkiang cannot be called
            “terrorism.” That is a legitimate resistance against aggressors and oppressors for
            securing their just rights. Terrorism in the true sense of the word is an aggressive
            act against innocent persons, without legitimacy. The aim is to frighten them. Acts
            of similar type may be committed by individual, group, nation or the country that
            may be classified as terrorist activity, if the aim is to terrorize the common person
            or the opponent for achieving certain ends.[7] 
         

         
      

      That is, Muslim terrorism is not terrorism because Muslims are innocent by definition.
         Attacks upon Muslims are terroristic, by definition, for the same reason. The logic
         of the position allows no possibility of a dialogue based on the principle of treating
         others as you would be treated. What it amounts to is nothing more than an obscure
         way of saying, “We can assert whatever definitions we wish and according to our definitions,
         anything we do is right and anything anyone else does is wrong.” Although the Darul
         Uloom is doubtless correct in saying that its graduates are among the recognized leaders
         (the ulema) of Muslim communities in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Bangladesh, India, Burma, and beyond,
         they remain a small minority in the Muslim population in general. They are extremists
         and are recognized as such.
      

      
      Organizations

      
      The general term for the Muslim community is ummah. The main term for a Muslim religious personage is a mullah, the general sense of which is comparable to a Jewish rabbi or Christian preacher
         rather than a priest. Whatever authority they have is acquired by learning and public
         acceptance, rather than any kind of ordination or sanctification. The title imam is
         reserved for a person of very great religious status, such as a successor to Muhammad
         in the various Shia traditions. The Saudi royal leadership also claim this title.
         The title emir generally has the sense of “prince” and mainly means a rich person. It has no special
         religious significance. In terms of rank the title emir suggests a position below
         that of caliph or imam.
      

      
      The leading legal scholars of the community are the ulema. This is not usually a formal, organized, body, but in any area there will usually
         be a clear sense of who the leading spokesmen are and if they speak on a topic with
         some consensus it will be described as the view of the ulema. Al-Azhar University in Cairo maintains a committee of legal scholars that is generally
         recognized as the most authoritative ulema for the ummah as a whole.
      

      
      The main Muslim place of worship is the mosque, or masjid. The functions it has within Muslim communities are exactly parallel to the synagogue
         or church. It is a place of community worship and usually a place of public meeting.
         Most major mosques also maintain madrassas and charitable trusts (waqf) for supporting the destitute, widows, and orphans. Mosques are maintained by public
         subscription in the community and also, often, by donations from wealthy leaders or
         rulers. Prayer services in Mosques are usually restricted to men only. Depending on
         local tradition, women may be in a segregated area or a basement, or may not be allowed
         in the mosque at all. In the United States, women and men now often (perhaps usually)
         pray together, with the women’s ranks behind the men.
      

      
      Although there is no religious prescription for how Mosques are to be built except
         that they should have no images of God and the worshippers should face Mecca, there
         is a cultural tradition associated with them. One of the most famous examples is also
         one of the world’s most recognizable structures of any kind, namely the Taj Mahal
         (Figure 5.1), in India, built by the Mogul Emperor Shah Jehan as a tomb for his wife
         in 1630. While not a functioning mosque, it is considered to be an outstanding representation
         of what a mosque should look like, the sense it should convey. There are functioning
         mosques on either side.
      

      
      
         The Taj Mahal.

         

      

      Although the onion-shaped dome and minarets are stereotypically associated with the
         architectural idea of a mosque, there are many exceptions. A very different style
         is represented by the Jamia Masjid (Great Masjid) in the city of Srinagar, Kashmir.
         This is not topped by the usual onion-shaped dome but by a structure like the Buddhist
         pagodas of the region. Originally built in 1398 but rebuilt several times since, this
         distinctive architecture is identified with an equally distinctive Kashmiri view of
         Islam itself, in which the veneration of Sufi saints looms very large and is joined
         equally by Muslims and Hindus (Figure 5.2).
      

      
      
         Jamia Masjid, Srinagar, Kashmir. Main hall.

         

      

      At the other end of the scale of elaborateness, in the towns of northern Nigeria one
         encounters mosques along roadsides that are nothing more than a circle of stones around
         a patch of cleared earth, perhaps in the shade of a tree. The Muslim men who maintain
         it will step into it for daily prayers after removing their shoes. Women and non-Muslims
         should stay out.
      

      
      Constituency

      
      While Islam is particularly linked to the Arabic language and most Arabs are Muslims,
         the great majority of Muslims are not Arabs. The largest majority-Muslim nation is
         Indonesia, with about 185 million Muslims most of whom are Polynesian by language
         and ethnicity. The second and third largest Muslim populations are Pakistan and Bangladesh
         with about 130 million each. India is next with about 120 million. Out of a total
         world Muslim population of about 1.2 billion, Arabic speakers make up only about 20
         percent. Of these, by far the greatest single national group is the approximately
         70 million Muslims who make up 94 percent of the population of Egypt.
      

      
      A Muslim-majority state is not necessarily an Islamic state any more than a Christian-majority
         state is a Christian state. The defining feature of an Islamic state is whether Shariah
         law has equal standing with other law, which also means whether Shariah courts have
         equal powers with other courts. When they do, then it is possible for legal force
         to be mobilized to arrest, try, and punish people for such things as heresy and blasphemy.
         Persecution of Muslim minorities and non-Muslims sometimes follows. Also, traditional
         Islamic punishments like the cutting off of a hand for theft or stoning to death for
         adultery are possible in place of punishments that are in the modern view more constructive.
      

      
      Most Muslims do not live in Islamic states. Indonesia, Bangladesh, Egypt and Turkey
         are secular republics. The only really populous Muslim-majority country that is officially
         an Islamic state is Pakistan, which became such under a long-lived military dictatorship
         which sought to claim religious legitimation because it could not claim electoral
         legitimation. The next most populous is Iran. Otherwise, Islamic states are usually
         either very small, like Malaysia (which guarantees freedom of worship to all) and
         the Sultanate of Brunei, or large but sparsely populated with paternalistic political
         institutions, like Saudi Arabia. Afghanistan under the Taliban was held by them to
         be an Islamic state but had no formal constitution. The new democratic government
         of Afghanistan has adopted a constitution which declares Afghanistan an Islamic state
         in the first article of the preamble, endorses without qualification the United Nations
         Declaration on Human Rights in the second, and goes on to prohibit any sort of religious
         or other discrimination among its citizens. Countries with predominantly Arab populations
         are not different in this from non-Arab states. Most are not Islamic states. Algeria
         is a “Peoples’ Republic,” for example. The new government of Libya is operating under
         a program to produce a constitutional representative democracy and Morocco and Jordan
         are constitutional monarchies.
      

      
      Generally speaking, when Muslims have a chance to vote, they vote overwhelmingly for
         secular, democratic governments if there is a possibility of doing so. In Pakistan,
         for example, the secularist parties generally get about 70 percent of the vote. Islamicist
         parties, meaning those who argue for a complete subordination of the state to religious
         authority, poll less than 5 percent, usually not enough to have a representative in
         the national parliament. Religiously identified but democratic parties and coalitions
         make up the remainder.
      

      
      In the last thirty years, there have been substantial streams of immigration from
         Muslim countries to the West. Contrary to what sometimes appears in the Western press,
         the overwhelming sentiment among these new immigrants has been neither hostile to
         their new environment nor insular. They have been active participants in democratic
         processes as individuals and as communities. This activism is also being communicated
         back to their countries of origin as a significant force for reform.
      

      
      Baha’i

      
      The Baha’i religion originated in Iran but has spread itself worldwide. They do not
         describe themselves as Islamic or as part of the ummah. They describe themselves as
         the world’s youngest “independent” religion. Historically and substantively, however,
         they are a universalized and modernized Islam, advocating world peace, complete sexual
         equality, complete racial equality, religious tolerance, and general enlightenment
         on a mainly Muslim conceptual foundation.
      

      
      The Baha’i argue that there is just one God and one revelation. Like Muslims, they
         argue that earlier religions present this same revelation in a less complete form.
         Unlike Muslims, however, they argue that “all previous religions” in this sense includes
         all religions worldwide and not just the covenantal religions. Like Islam, they have
         a prophet who has seen and presented this revelation in its latest and most complete
         form. This prophet is Bahá’u’lláh, and since he lived after Muhammad the implication
         is that Muhammad is not the last prophet and his revelation is not the final revelation.
         This implication was troublesome and dangerous enough in Persia when the religion
         was founded; it has become much more difficult under the present government.
      

      
      Bahá’u’lláh was born Husayn-`Alí in 1817, in Persia of an aristocratic family. According
         to Baha’i history, his father was a wealthy government minister. Husayn married in
         1835 and had two sons and one daughter. Husayn declined to follow his father into
         the government and instead devoted himself to philanthropy. He acquired a substantial
         public reputation as the “Father of the poor.” In 1844 he became the leading advocate
         of the Bábi movement. This had grown out of a wave of messianic expectation that swept
         Shia Islam at that time, leading up to the year 1000 of the Islamic calendar. Several
         mullahs, especially one Siyyid Kazim, predicted the return of the hidden Imam and
         sent their follows out to search for him. One of them, Mullah Husayn, found a young
         man, also called Siyyid, in the city of Shiraz on the evening of May 23, 1844 (the
         name Siyyid means a descendant of the Prophet Mohammed). Siyyid accepted the identification
         and set out his claims in a lengthy document that he began to write that same night.
         Thenceforth, Siyyid was the Báb, meaning “Gate.”
      

      
      Subsequent writings set out plans for a unified world society in which religion and
         science were merged and all people were subject to one single scheme of values. The
         movement spread and great opposition arose from the Shiite clergy. Much of the leadership
         was imprisoned, including Bahá’u’lláh. Many were executed. In 1848 the Báb was publicly
         condemned and sentenced to prison and torture. The movement continued to spread and
         led to widespread violence. Finally, on July 9, 1850, the Báb was executed by hanging
         and a public firing squad in the city of Tabriz. According to the Baha’i accounts,
         the execution was accompanied by several miraculous events. These included the complete
         absence of the Báb’s body once the smoke cleared.
      

      
      The Báb’s writings had included predictions of the coming of “He whom God will make
         manifest,” for whom the Báb himself was only the herald. After the Báb was executed,
         Bahá’u’lláh was brought in chains and on foot to Tehran. He was imprisoned, in heavy
         chains and in stocks, for four months. In this time he experienced the revelation
         that he was the one whose manifestation the Báb had predicted, but did not announce
         it. When he was released, he was formally exiled into Ottoman custody. He was first
         sent to Baghdad, then to a number of other places in the middle east and finally to
         Acre, a penal colony in Palestine. Although he never returned to Iran, his years under
         Ottoman authority did not prevent him from exercising leadership in the Bábi community,
         writing, and publicly corresponding with world leaders. In 1863 he announced his revelation
         that he was the one whom the Báb had foretold. This was accepted by the great majority
         of Bábis who thus became the beginning of the Baha’i community in place of the Bábi
         community. He died in Acre in 1892, appointing his eldest son ‘Abd ol-Baha, to lead
         the community in his place and interpret his writings. When he died in turn he appointed
         his eldest grandson, Shogi Effendi (1897-1957) as his successor. Shogi Affendi ended
         the line of human successors. Instead, he left in his place a self-perpetuating system
         of elected assemblies beginning with the local “spiritual assembly” and culminating
         in a Universal House of Justice. The assembly building in which it meets is located
         in Haifa, Israel. The tombs of the Báb, Bahá’u’lláh, and ‘Abd ol-Baha are nearby.
         They are important Baha’i pilgrimage sites. The governmental system, springing mainly
         from the writings of Bahá’u’lláh and ‘Abd ol-Baha, is based on a formal written constitution
         which is available on the Baha’i website on the Internet.
      

      
      
         Baha’i temple, New Delhi.

            Photo courtesy of Marie Chevrier.

         

      

      The Baha’i program is to establish a world religion in which all divisive creeds and
         irrational bases for disagreement will be erased. According to their website:
      

      
      
         The central theme of Baha’u’llah’s message is that humanity is one single race and
            that the day has come for its unification in one global society. God, Bahá’u’lláh
            said, has set in motion historical forces that are breaking down traditional barriers
            of race, class, creed, and nation and that will, in time, give birth to a universal
            civilization. The principal challenge facing the peoples of the earth is to accept
            the fact of their oneness and to assist the processes of unification.
         

         
         One of the purposes of the Baha’i Faith is to help make this possible. A worldwide
            community of some five million Baha’i, representative of most of the nations, races
            and cultures on earth, is working to give Baha’u’llah’s teachings practical effect.
            Their experience will be a source of encouragement to all who share their vision of
            humanity as one global family and the earth as one homeland.[8]  
         

         
      

      The connection between this social vision and the theology is the identification of
         God as “the light of unity.” Thus acceptance of God becomes acceptance of the unity
         of humanity and acceptance of the unity of humanity, and of all religions, is acceptance
         of God. The religion reports about 6 million members worldwide.
      

      
      Ahmadiyya movement

      
      Like the Baha’is, the Ahmadiyya movement also describes itself as based on the teachings
         of a new prophet. Unlike the Baha’is, however, they do not claim to be an independent
         religion. They say they are Islamic—indeed that they represent the true Islam. The
         prophet is Hadhrat Mirza Ghulam Ahmad, born in 1835 in the village of Qadian, in what
         is now Punjab, Pakistan. His ancestors had been Moghul landlords with large holdings,
         but they had lost most of their land while Punjab was under the rule of Maharaja Ranjit
         Singh, the great Sikh military and political leader. Ranjit Singh died and the British
         gained control in 1839. By this time, the village of Qadian was all that remained
         of his family’s former estate. Thereafter, he was constant in his professions of loyalty
         to British rule. His prophetic vision is in many ways an expression of that loyalty.
         Ahmadis are also called Qadianis, after the village.
      

      
      Ahmad preached from 1870 until his death in 1908. He explicitly described himself
         as the New Messiah (Ahmadis’ capitalization). The literature of the group focuses
         primarily on explaining this claim. They reject the idea that there could be an absolutely
         final form of God’s revelation in favor of the idea that the revelation is made continually
         more perfect. Further, they combine Muslim ideas with Christian in such a way as to
         argue that Mirza Ghulam Ahmad is both a successor to Mohammad and a reappearance of
         Jesus. The implication is that he can authoritatively reinterpret the entire covenantal
         tradition and, thereby, make it truly universal. One aspect of this reinterpretation
         is to reject all passages in the Koran describing or advocating jihad.
      

      
      The Ahmadis did well in British India and in the early years of independence, while
         Mohammad Ali Jinnah was the Chief Executive. Jinnah was secular and a secularist.
         His own family background was Ismaili and his first foreign minister was an Ahmadi.
         He was not a supporter of democracy, however, and in its absence a succession of authoritarian
         governments encouraged authoritarian interpretations of Islam. In this environment,
         Ahmadis have become a convenient target for religious demagogues. In 1974 the Pakistan
         constitution was amended to declare them non-Muslim. In 1986, a law was passed making
         blasphemy a crime. Since then, over three hundred Ahmadis have been charged with it.
      

      
      In Bangladesh, extremist groups are demanding similar legislation even though Bangladesh
         is legally a secular state. The government has resisted these demands but appears
         to be giving in to extremists in other ways. In January 2004, they banned all Ahmadi
         publications. The government also has not prosecuted those who have perpetrated physical
         attacks on Ahmadis, although their identities are well known. There are an estimated
         two million Ahmadis in Pakistan and 150,000 in Bangladesh. Ahmadis have an active
         missionary effort and claim some ten million adherents worldwide.[9]

      
      The Arab Spring

      
      Islamic civilizations began to lose ground in the Renaissance and the age of exploration.
         The losses continued through Napoleon’s conquest of Egypt (1798-1802), the British
         takeover of the Mogul Empire of India in 1857, and the defeat of the Ottoman Empire
         in World War I. For many Muslims it continues now with the frustration of the Palestinians
         in their conflict with Israel. Nor does it help that since World War II most countries
         with Muslim populations that were formerly under the control of European colonial
         powers are now independent. Their governments have been dominated by military and
         economic oligarchies unwilling to bring their populations the liberty, opportunity,
         and dignity enjoyed by citizens of many non-Muslim countries. Such conditions breed
         hopelessness and frustration. These in turn breed extremism for a few and willingness
         to tolerate it by many. But finally, they have also produced a popular revolution.
      

      
      On December 17, 2010, a Tunisian street vendor named Tarek al-Tayeb Mohammed Bouazizi
         set himself afire to protest the confiscation of his wares and public humiliation
         that had been inflicted upon him by a municipal official and her aides. This act of
         ultimate anger and despair was the catalyst for what subsequently became known as
         the “Arab Spring.” The next day, riots and protests in sympathy broke out throughout
         the nation, organized spontaneously largely through the Internet. The protests did
         not stop. They intensified after he died on January 4, 2011. On January 14, President
         Zine El Abidine Ben Ali resigned after twenty-three years in power. Opposition parties
         mobilized quickly. There were elections, and since then Tunisia has moved relatively
         steadily and peacefully toward a new age of democracy and a more responsive government.
      

      
      The details of the insults have been disputed; this is not the place to review them.
         The ultimate cause of the reaction was not the details of this one encounter but the
         daily frustration tens of thousands of other young Tunisians who saw his situation
         as their own. Finally they had enough.
      

      
      The age and educational profile of the protestors—young adults with a strong presence
         of college educated and technical backgrounds and not particularly religious—is actually
         very much like that of the 9/11 attackers, but their solution is far more rational
         and constructive and they are vastly more numerous.
      

      
      The Tunisian revolution has been followed by similarly organized movements in Algeria,
         Libya, Jordan, Egypt, and Yemen. All protest oligarchy and corruption and demand democracy
         and opportunity. All insist that Islam is compatible with pluralism, modernity, and
         progress. These are consistently characterized as revolutions of the “youth.” They
         are also revolutions of the more forward-looking, better educated, and more optimistic.
         In Egypt, President Hosni Mabarak resigned on 11 February 2011 after eighteen days
         of massive protests, centered in Tahrir Square in Cairo. In Libya, similar protests
         against Moammar Khadaffy were met with armed attacks. The protesters rapidly organized
         and fought back. Military personnel defected and joined them. Western air power was
         coordinated to suppress the Libyan air forces and the dictatorship fell on August
         23, 2011. Protests in Jordan led to the removal of several successive governments
         by King Abdulla, seeking democratic reforms that would still preserve his monarchy.
         Less massive protests have also occurred elsewhere and have generally been met with
         constructive responses. In Syria, tragically, similar protests against a similarly
         closed system of oligarchic control were met with armed attacks and have led to civil
         war, as in Libya. But in this case for various reasons European and American powers
         have not intervened to suppress President Assad’s air power, while Russia and Iran
         continue to provide Assad with military support making up for his losses. So the war
         continues.
      

      
      The processes set in motion in the Arab Spring have a long way to go, but there is
         a new consensus in the air. The focus of public action is shifting or has shifted
         from the past to the future and from grievances against the West to building effective
         governments, police systems, judiciaries, and public infrastructures. Discussions
         in the leadership of what is needed to build democracy in the wake of the Arab Spring
         are mature, sophisticated, and well informed. Religion is less salient than how to
         protect human rights, build effective democracies, establish transparency, and promote
         rule of law. In all of these cases, many people out of power have acted forcefully
         to press their demands for democratic change and in response many people in positions
         of power have acted constructively to meet these demands while preserving stability,
         as opposed to either ignoring them or trying to suppress them. Of course there are
         missteps, but people are working together in strange and exciting ways to make the
         brutal and destructive reactions of Khadafy and Assad the exception rather than the
         rule. The generally constructive role of the Arab League, on the side of democracy
         in the Libyan uprising was one example. Another is the apparently constructive role
         of the Egyptian Army in support of the massive “youth” protests and in opposition
         to the Muslim Brotherhood dominated government, once that government showed that it
         was not committed to secularism and religious equality. After a long age of decline
         and despite many ambiguous counter-currents, it is a time of hope.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      After the attacks on the United States by Wahhabi-inspired extremists on September
         11, 2001, there was prominent public discussion of Samuel Huntington’s The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order (1996). This portrayed contemporary concerns with human rights, promoting liberal
         democracy, and rule of law as local and trivial compared to the enduring and inherent
         conflicts between “civilizations” distinguished by ethnicity, region, and religion.
         “The West” was one such civilization. “Islam” was another and was inherently anti-modern
         and traditionalist. Critical responses were prompt (Sen 1999; Berman 2003; Said 2001)
         and recognized the same general points I have been arguing for here: all societies
         are pluralistic, religious ideas exist alongside others, and every major religious
         tradition itself has many subtraditions with very different moral and ethical implications.
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      Chapter 6

      Later Christianity

      
         
         
      

      
       In the development of Christianity, the greatest sectarian and doctrinal changes
         since the Great Schism of 1054 have emerged in Central and Western Europe.
      

      
      After the schism, the Eastern churches evolved steadily into more completely national
         churches in an ethnic and cultural sense as the new nationalities themselves evolved
         out of the blending of formerly separate tribal and regional cultures. The Eastern
         Roman imperial system of regional monarchies and town governments remained in place
         supporting one or another imperial claimant according to their interest and advantage.
         Where these governments evolved in the direction of respecting relatively democratic
         forms of town administration, as in Greece, the Orthodox Church accepted a substantial
         degree of community autonomy. Where the governments were feudal and strongly authoritarian,
         as in Russia, the church defined itself as speaking for the popular soul[1]  but was thoroughly entangled with the aristocracy and defended their prerogatives
         unflinchingly until the Communist revolution. Then, beginning in Russia and extending
         to the expanded Soviet Union after World War II, the Communist regimes completely
         extracted the Church from political decision making, stopped state subsidies, nationalized
         church properties, and discouraged church membership. They did not officially suppress
         the Orthodox churches themselves but they firmly stamped out church-based political
         opposition and promoted Marxist ideology as a replacement for Christian ideology.
      

      
      In Western and Central Europe, the central story of later Christianity is the rise
         of Protestantism. But everyone does not agree on what this amounted to. There are
         two main views, one “top down” and the other “bottom up.” The top down view is that
         Christianity started out as one sect and over time other sects formed and split off
         on the basis of doctrinal disagreements: first the Orthodox Church and then the various
         Protestants, each in turn. This is the “official” view of the Roman Catholic Church
         and other major denominations that largely accept Catholic theology, including Anglican
         and Lutheran churches.
      

      
      The bottom up view, focused on the concerns of ordinary people rather than the organizational
         leadership, is that Christianity started off diverse and remained diverse. As the
         Catholic Church grew and attempted to impose more and more uniformity, the consequence
         was that it created more and more alienation. First the alienation took the form of
         dispersed or localized resistance to efforts to impose centralized control. These
         were treated as heresies and suppressed by force. Violent suppression provoked firmer
         and more violent resistance. In the end, the efforts to impose control reached such
         a pitch that whole sections of the European leadership began to repudiate it: first
         England, then the northern German-speaking areas represented by Martin Luther, and
         then the northern French-speaking areas represented by John Calvin.
      

      
      While we commonly speak of Protestants as though they all owe their beginnings to
         the Reformation of Luther, Calvin, and Ulrich Zwingli, this is too simple. There are
         three major Protestant traditions based on different intellectual models.
      

      
      The first Reformation, associated with Luther, Calvin, and Zwingli is most commonly
         also described as the magisterial reformation. It is conventionally considered to
         have begun with Luther’s posting of his ninety-five theses on the door of the Cathedral
         in Wittenberg, Saxony, in 1517. It sought to set up churches associated with national
         governments and supported by the power of those governments.
      

      
      Although the magisterial reformation rejected the authority of the pope and certain
         Catholic practices like the celibate priesthood, confession, and indulgences, whose
         rationale was closely tied to the arguments for supreme papal authority, they otherwise
         were not very different from Catholicism in local organization, basic doctrines, ceremonies,
         and sacraments. This part of the Reformation is generally recognized as expressing,
         among other things, the rising power of the cities and newly consolidating European
         national identities: English, French, German, Flemish, Dutch, Swiss, Czech, and so
         on.
      

      
      The conflict between the cities and the central authorities had begun in what Charles
         Homer Haskins called the Renaissance of the twelfth century (Haskins, 1979; See also
         Pirenne, 1925). This started in the reawakened city-republics of Italy. By the fifteenth
         century there were strong commercial cities all the way north through Geneva to the
         Hanseatic League and on to London. As the cities grew as local centers of power and
         national identity, the Roman Catholic Church responded with increasing efforts to
         impose control through Crusades and Inquisitions. The cities responded in turn with
         increasing assertions of autonomy. The religious rebellions of Zwingli, Calvin, and
         Luther would not have succeeded if they had not been supported by city-based political
         powers and rural aristocrats. These religious and political powers supported each
         other, we must suppose, because each saw this local combination as stronger than the
         central church and because they saw it in the interests of themselves and their constituencies
         to act on that strength.
      

      
      The second is the English Reformation, based on Henry VIII’s repudiation of papal
         authority over himself and the assertion of the authority of the king over the English
         church in the Acts of Supremacy of 1534. While somewhat influenced by the ideas of
         Luther, the main impetus came from interacting responses to domestic political concerns.
         The Anglican Church is now a worldwide movement, or communion, but it has no central
         authority. Like the Orthodox tradition, they instead have separate local communions
         that recognize their mutual history and cultural affinity. Many contemporary English
         churches have little plaques on their doors explaining that they are not “Protestant”;
         they never protested. The have simply kept the original tradition and line of development
         that went back to the Apostles and rejected ideas inconsistent with it.
      

      
      The third reformation is commonly termed “radical.” It began at least a century before
         the magisterial reformation and provided important background conditions for it and
         ultimately a major challenge to it. Its leaders rejected the idea of established churches
         in all forms and argued for a sharp or complete separation of church and state. It
         was carried forward by a wide array of popular movements originating among regional
         populations of commoners, often peasants, who were most often trying to assert social
         and political opposition to both aristocratic and ecclesiastical authorities. Many
         of these radical movements originated in central Europe where neither Roman Catholicism
         nor Orthodox Christianity had a firm monopoly on religious authority.
      

      
      Roman Catholicism: Centralization

      
      The Biblical basis for the Roman pope’s claims for unique authority among Christian
         bishops lies in the incident in the Gospel of Matthew where Jesus renamed the apostle
         Simon as “Peter” (Greek petras, rock) and said “On this rock I will build my church.” This is taken as implying
         both temporal and prophetic succession: administrative continuity and continuing revelation
         from Jesus to Peter, and from there to Peter’s successors in turn. The legal basis
         for the same power was the pope’s assumption of the Roman title of Pontifex Maximus, the chief spokesman for the law. Subsequently, the church’s legal framework was
         fleshed out in a substantial body of canon (religious) law. The codification of this
         canon law began with the Decretum of the monk Gratian published in 1140 CE and the Summa Theologica of Thomas Aquinas (1225–1275).
      

      
      Gratian worked in Bologna, a short walk from the growing University of Bologna. The
         law scholars of the University were focused on Roman law. Their aim was to provide
         a consistent and logical exposition of its principles. Their method was textual analysis
         of the last great synthesis, the Corpus Juris Civilis and the associated Digesta that had been created by the scholars of Beyritus on the order of the Emperor Justinian
         in 534 CE. They explained both the meanings of individual provisions and the underlying
         legal principles in the material that its compilers had brought together. The explanations
         were first given in lectures, but then written in “glossae” (glosses), which they
         inserted into the margins of the texts as they copied newer and newer versions. Hence
         their name: the Glossators. After a while, the saying was that it was not law unless
         it was in the glosses. Their students were men usually already working as practicing
         judges and lawyers throughout Europe.
      

      
      Gratian was not a Glossator but knew their work. His project was to create a code
         of Canon law following their model in clarifying the Roman Code. The purpose was stated
         clearly in its longer original title: Concordia discordantium canonum (“Harmony of Contradictory Laws”). Although mainly concerned with internal church
         governance, it touched importantly on the lives of ordinary people because it included
         regulations for performing the sacraments.
      

      
      The sacraments in the Catholic Church are:

      
      
         	
            
            Infant baptism

            
         

         
         	
            Confirmation

            
         

         
         	
            Eucharist

            
         

         
         	
            Confession (Reconciliation) 

            
         

         
         	
            Unction (anointing of sick, including last rites for dying) 

            
         

         
         	
            Marriage

            
         

         
         	
            Taking Holy Orders

            
         

         
      

      
      Because they defined status in the legal community as well as the religious community,
         these gave the church great social and economic power. Baptism was not just recognition
         in the church but recognition as a legitmate child of a specific set of parents in the legal community. Eucharist (communion)
         meant you were within the church community and served much as citizenship does for
         us—conveying among other things the ability seek and hold public office. Confession
         was a general assertion of the church’s ongoing ability to say that you remained in
         the community in good standing, and the power to receive it implied that the church
         had the ability to seek out and punish sin as the equivalent of crime. Marriage was
         not just marriage in the church but marriage under law. A person whose parents had
         not been so married had no legal protection for their inheritance; such parents no
         legal claim on their children. Unction meant the power to recognize death in good
         standing in the community, and hence also the right to an enforceable will.
      

      
      Aquinas’ Summa Theologica used a hierarchical structure similar to Gratian‘s treatment of canon law. But where
         Gratian’s format was deductive, so that each topic was in principle only a part of
         the previous topic, Aquinas’ method was quasi-inductive. The argument set out a hierarchy
         of topics, like Gratian’s. Each topic was stated as claim or proposition. Then the
         arguments for and against each proposition were offered, and Aquinas then professed
         to assess each of them and conclude with the one that had the strongest support. Since
         the various arguments assessed could be anything he could find that authorities had
         opinions on, this allowed Aquinas to be far broader in scope and scale. The philosophical
         basis was found in Aristotle, who Aquinas always refers to as “the philosopher.” Aristotle
         was not at that time the church philosopher of choice; Plato was. But as I have noted
         in connection with Judaism, at this time there was an important revival of interest
         in Aristotle in areas of Spain and North Africa under Muslim political control. Aquinas
         evidently encountered Aristotle’s works in Muslim sources.
      

      
      The purpose of the Summa was two-fold, one explicit and one implied. The explicit purpose was to produce a
         single absolutely comprehensive and fixed system of law that would necessarily apply
         to all matters in God’s creation, natural and human. The implied purpose was to assert
         Church authority over it. The two purposes came together in the way this was portrayed.
         The system is strictly hierarchical and the underlying rationale is both Aristotelian
         on the side of logic and Stoic on the side of its cosmology. The highest form of knowledge
         is theology, which is to say the study of God’s nature and God’s law. Next in order
         are church law, natural law, and finally civil law. Of course this also implies a
         single hierarchy of organizations: the church leadership, the body of the church personnel
         who administered church organizations on a large scale, and the actual governments
         of individual principalities and towns. Where the emperor would fit in was not mentioned,
         but there is no sense that he would be at the level of the highest church authorities.
      

      
      The type of reasoning that the Summa embodies is called “scholasticism.” Since then the Summa and scholastic reasoning together have provided an important basis of the idea of
         Christianity as a rational religion as well as one based on faith (or perhaps better
         the idea that it is a faith based on reason). But it was in large part because of
         these same claims that Church authorities three centuries later, at the time of Renaissance,
         felt they had to control the interpretation of the expanding results of experimental
         science.
      

      
      The Crusades and Inquisition

      
      The Crusades began before these first codifications and established the idea that
         Christianity could, and even should, be imposed by force. The First Inquisition followed
         a little over a century later.
      

      
      The First Crusade was called at the Council of Clermont in 1095, presided over by
         Pope Urban II. This was just forty years after the Great Schism. Although aimed at
         recovering the Holy Land for Christianity, its victims included Christian as well
         as Muslim communities virtually from the beginning, both in the Holy Land and on the
         way to it. In many ways, rather than a war of Christianity against Islam it was an
         expansion of European feudal warfare and politics into the Middle East. The first
         “political crusade” against opposed forces that were unambiguously Christian was called
         in 1199 against the Markward of Anweiler, an official of the Imperial administration
         in southern Italy. Three years later Venetians and Crusaders sacked Zara, a Christian
         port on the Dalmatian coast (of Turkey) whose political interests conflicted with
         those of Venice. In April of 1204, the Fourth Crusade sacked Constantinople, which
         had continued to be a Byzantine (Orthodox) city. The Albigensian Crusade, which will
         be described below in connection with the Cathars, was called two years after that.
         By 1240, when Popes Gregory IX and Innocent IV called for political crusades against
         Emperor Frederick II, it was clear that the Church authorities viewed the Crusades
         as a weapon in a struggle between papal and secular power as such. The secular powers
         gradually gained the upper hand. The last Crusade ended in 1798 with Napoleon’s defeat
         of the Knights Hospitaller (an order of armed monks) on Malta.
      

      
      Inquisitions are different from Crusades in both purpose and organization. The first
         Inquisition began with Pope Gregory IX (1227–1241). The stated purpose was to inquire
         into the spread of heresies among Christians and attempt to correct errors discovered.
         In theory, its authority initially did not extend to non-Christians. The use of torture
         was authorized as a method to obtain the information sought. Many scholars have argued
         that this was common practice in other courts as well and by comparison the church
         application was relatively orderly and constrained. On the other hand, however, other
         courts did not usually concern themselves with what people thought as opposed to what
         they did. Torture was limited to one time per person and the information gathered
         had to be confirmed by additional evidence to be valid—although abuses were inevitable
         and sometimes systematic. This early Inquisition lapsed after about a century. Local
         inquisitions continued, however, including the very large-scale Spanish Inquisition.
         Many cities had permanent inquisitions as part of the city administration. The central
         Inquisition was restored in 1542, when Pope Paul III established The Supreme Sacred
         Congregation of the Roman and Universal Inquisition, staffed with cardinals, as the
         final authority over all matters of doctrine and judgments of heresy. Although its
         procedures were tightly controlled in order to avoid the excesses of the Spanish Inquisition,[2] its activities spread much more widely and inevitably merged into religious warfare
         against Protestants and other non-Catholics.
      

      
      The Supreme Sacred Congregation of the Roman and Universal Inquisition was renamed
         the Sacred Congregation of the Holy Office in 1908. It was changed to the Sacred Congregation
         for the Doctrine of the Faith in 1965, at the end of the Second Vatican Council. The
         term “Sacred” was dropped from the name in 1983.
      

      
      
         Saint Peter’s Basilica, Rome.

         

      

      The high point of centralized power for the Catholic Church was the time of the construction
         of the present Cathedral of Saint Peter, in Rome. Construction was begun by Pope Julius
         II and completed by Paul V in 1615, with Raphael and Michelangelo among its architects.
         It remained the largest church in Christendom until 1989. Lines on the floor of the
         nave show the comparative lengths of the other major cathedrals, beginning with Saint
         Paul’s in London. The efforts to fund this and other projects, however, reflected
         the same financial abuses involving indulgences that ignited and sustained the Reformation.
      

      
      
         Interior of St. Peter’s Basilica.

         

      

      Pre-Reformation Heretical Movements

      
      The major heresies before the Protestant Reformation were not by any means simply
         disagreements in beliefs about the supernatural. They were organized political resistance
         movements. Four of the most prominent were the Cathars, the Waldensians, the Lollards,
         and the Hussites.
      

      
      Cathars

      
      The Cathars and the Waldensians were contemporaries. How far back in time they go
         is unclear. Cathars especially may date from the beginning of Christianity itself,
         as a contemporary path that the main line of development rejected. The Eighth Canon
         (rule) of the Council of Nicaea deals with “those who call themselves Cathari.” It
         provides for their clergy to keep their rank and status if they “come over to the
         Catholic and Apostolic Church,” and promise in writing to follow all the dogmas of
         the Church. The wording implies that the Cathari have a Christian-like organization
         and consider themselves Christians. The same description applies to the Cathars of
         five centuries later.[3] 
      

      
      The Cathars had evident affinities with Manichaeism. Other contemporary groups in
         the same tradition were the Paulicians, who were concentrated in Armenia, and the
         Bogomils, who were concentrated in Bulgaria. Catharism spread through southern Europe
         and posed an important obstacle to Catholic efforts to extend their own power and
         control from the eleventh to the thirteenth centuries. They are most famous for being
         the object of the brutal Albigensian Crusade.
      

      
      The name Cathar may be derived from the German word “Ketter,” meaning “heretic” or the Greek word “katharos,” meaning “pure.”[4]  The sect denounced worldly pleasures as destructive temptations provided by an evil
         deity. It held that a second, good, deity created parfaits (“perfects,” meaning pure souls) that were being corrupted by the material pleasures
         of the world. Individuals who were recognized as parfaits made up the small leadership
         group. They practiced extreme asceticism and did not marry. The rest of the following
         were permitted to have families but were expected, before they died, to undergo a
         consolamentum, a form of baptism that transformed a soul back to its pure state.
      

      
      The Cathars opposed the authority, teachings, and clergy of both the Roman Catholic
         and the Orthodox churches. They rejected the Nicene Creed and Trinitarianism generally,
         as well as the Catholic Mass. Their cosmology was dualistic. The world was radically
         divided between spirit and matter, identifying sprit with good and matter with evil.
         Hence the aim of life on earth was to be as separate from it as possible. They took
         vows of chastity, poverty, and honesty. Their position on Jesus was the opposite of
         Arians: Jesus was not a human at all but an angel, and therefore could not have been
         crucified. The social and moral implication of such a position is that each individual
         is a direct participant in the cosmic struggle between good and evil, and what they
         do makes a difference. Conversely, what the community asks for from the individual
         is not submission but participation. One is not simply seeking personal salvation
         and even more strongly not personal eternal bliss.
      

      
      The Cathars were particularly strong in the foothills of the Pyrenees in southern
         France, in the region of Languedoc. The northern French called the Cathars “Albigensians”
         because of the sect’s association with the town of Albi.
      

      
      Pope Innocent III took office in 1198 resolved to end the challenge to Church authority.
         In 1208 he declared a Crusade, promising the Crusaders ownership of the lands of the
         Cathars they eliminated. The warfare began in 1209 under the leadership of Simon de
         Montfort, whose ancestral lands were near Paris. Fighting continued in various forms
         for forty-five years. Estimates of the numbers of Cathars killed range up to a million,
         mostly by execution. Nevertheless, Catharism continued to reappear until the fourteenth
         century.
      

      
      Smith, in his biography of St. Francis of Assisi, argues that an important consideration
         of Pope Innocent III and his successor in supporting Francis’s new order was that
         in emulating the leadership style of Jesus and the organization of the original apostolic
         community, it would attract the sort of individuals, especially among the poor, who
         otherwise would have been attracted to the Cathars (1972: 104-105).
      

      
      Waldensians

      
      The Waldensians take their name from Valdensius, or Waldo (Valdo). Little is known
         about him except that around 1170 he was a wealthy merchant of Lyons who arranged
         for the Gospels and some other books to be translated into the vernacular for the
         poor of the city. He backed this up with his own preaching, and thereby started a
         social movement of the poor of Lyon that was seen as showing contempt for ecclesiastical
         authority, harking back to the pro-poor and anti-authoritarian ideas and values that
         Jesus shared with John the Baptist. The movement of the “Poor Men of Lyon” spread
         into northern Italy. In 1184 the French bishops who were called to the Council of
         Verona included the Waldensians in the list of “condemned movements.” They were officially
         excommunicated either in 1184 or in 1215.
      

      
      Waldensians were included among the targets of the Crusade against the Albigensians
         and, thereby, annihilated in southern France. However, they survived in some areas
         of northern Italy. An 1832 description of sources about them by Reverend S. R. Maitland
         includes the following from Reinerius Saccho, a Cathar who became an informer for
         the Inquisition:
      

      
      
         First they say that the Romish Church, is not the Church of Jesus Christ, but a church
            of malignants and that it apostatized under Sylvester, when the poison of temporalities
            was infused into [it]. And they say, that they are the church of Christ, because they
            observe both in word, and deed, the doctrine of Christ, of the Gospel, and of the
            Apostles.
         

         
         Their second error is that all vices and sins are in the church, and that they alone
            live righteously.
         

         
         That scarcely anyone in the church, but themselves, preserves the evangelical doctrine.

         
         That they are the true poor in spirit, and suffer persecution for righteousness and
            faith.
         

         
         That they are the Church of Jesus Christ.

         
         That the Church of Rome is the Harlot in the Apocalypse, on account of its superfluous
            decoration which the Eastern Church does not regard.
         

         
         That they despise all the statutes of the Church, because they are heavy and numerous.

         
         That the Pope is the head of all errors.

         
         . . . also, they say that the doctrine of Christ and the Apostles is sufficient for
            salvation without the statutes of the church—that the tradition of the church is the
            tradition of the Pharisees; and that there is more made of the transgression of a
            human tradition than of a divine law. Matt. xv. “Why do ye transgress the commands
            of God by reason of your traditions?” Also, they reject the mystical sense in the
            holy Scriptures, principally as it regards the sayings and doings delivered in the
            Church by tradition; as that the cock upon the steeple signifies a doctor.
         

         
         (From Reinerius Saccho, “Of the Sects of Modern Heretics” [1254], quoted in S. R.
            Maitland, trans., History of the Albigenses and Waldenses[5])
         

         
      

      There are still Waldensians and there is an explicitly Waldensian Church in Turin,
         Italy (see additional readings).
      

      
      John Wycliffe and the Lollards

      
      In England, Waldensian ideas appear to have influenced John Wycliffe (c. 1330–1384).
         Wycliffe was a professor at Oxford. He argued that the Bible alone was the supreme
         authority, that the clergy should hold no property, and that there was no basis for
         the doctrine of transubstantiation. He followed through by translating the Bible into
         English and urging that it be made available to everyone.
      

      
      Rejecting the doctrine of transubstantiation meant that the communion wafer was simply
         the communion wafer, not the actual body of Christ. The implication was a general
         demystification of the mass and the associated claims of special powers and privileges
         for the priesthood, including the right to demand gifts, taxes, and fines.
      

      
      Wycliffe’s views were condemned by Pope Gregory XI in 1377. In 1382 the Archbishop
         of Canterbury condemned Wycliffe as well as his writings. But because Wycliffe had
         powerful supporters in England, he was not injured personally. Finally, forty-one
         years after he died, he was tried and condemned for heresy and his body was exhumed
         and burned along with his books.
      

      
      The Lollards were Wycliffe’s followers. Beginning with members of the royal court
         and the community at Oxford, they grew into a powerful and widespread anti-clerical
         movement after his death, connected to the Peasant’s Revolt of the same period and
         doubtless motivated by the same abuses by the church hierarchy. The movement was forcefully
         repressed by Henry IV, beginning in 1401 with an order that established burning a
         person alive as a punishment for heresy. Nevertheless, it continued up to the English
         Reformation (beginning in 1534).
      

      
      Lollard positions that were held to be heretical included that there was no basis
         for the claimed powers of the Catholic priesthood in scripture; that there was no
         basis for celibacy in scripture and that it induces sodomy in the church; that the
         doctrine of transubstantiation amounted to idolatry; that priests should not hold
         secular office; that prayers for the dead, prayers and offerings on pilgrimages, and
         the like were of no use and simply a pretense for collecting money; that confession
         is not necessary and priests have no power of absolution; that the Crusades and other
         forms of religious “manslaughter” were contrary to the teachings of Christ; that women
         should not make vows of continence; and that the great “multitude” of arts and crafts
         that were absorbed by the church were wasteful and “nourished much sin.”
      

      
      Hussites

      
      The Hussite movement built on Waldo and Wycliffe. It is named after John (Jan) Hus,
         a professor at the newly founded University of Prague. Hus translated Wycliffe’s Bible
         into Czech and preached in Czech so the common people could understand him. He held
         that the Bible was the only source of doctrine, public worship should be conducted
         on the model of the apostolic church, the Lord’s Supper was the principal Christian
         ceremony, and Christian values were inconsistent with the amassing of great wealth.
         At that time and place these positions represented a deep ethnic, class, political,
         and economic struggle.
      

      
      Prague obtained enormous wealth from nearby silver mines. To exploit the mines, Charles
         I of Bohemia had invited large numbers of German craftsmen and miners to the area,
         while at the same time a large portion of the resulting wealth was going to the predominantly
         ethnic German Imperial and Catholic authorities. Hus’s arguments were recognized as
         favoring local, hence Czech, control. Hus argued for Wycliffe’s theses. The Church
         declared them heretical. The argument escalated at the University until King Wenceslas
         IV, the son of Charles, intervened by changing the charter of the University to allow
         Czech votes to outnumber German votes. The result, in 1409, was a massive exodus of
         German faculty and students and the election of Hus as University Rector, the head
         of the faculty.
      

      
      This was also a period of unusual turmoil within the Catholic Church. In 1412 there
         were three claimants for the office of Pope. Pope John XXIII (1370–1419), officially
         considered the anti-pope and not part of the recognized line of papal succession,
         was engaged in a war with the other two and ordered the sale of indulgences to pay
         for it. John XXIII had the support of King Wenceslas. Hus spoke in opposition. Hus
         thus opposed Wenceslas. Without Wenceslas as a protector, Hus was excommunicated.
         For safety, he left Prague and withdrew from public attention. In 1415, the Emperor
         Sigismund, Wenceslas’s brother who had also been allied with John XXIII, offered Hus
         safe conduct to the Council of Constance to explain his views. Hus accepted and explained
         his position, perhaps because the Czech nobles insisted that he be allowed to. Then,
         in violation of the guarantee of safe conduct, he was arrested, condemned by the Council,
         and burned to death. The result was outrage and widespread rebellion.
      

      
      The Hussites had four demands, summarized in what are known as the four articles of
         Prague. The first concerned the communion cup. Catholic usage reserved the cup for
         the priest. Hus had argued that the biblical form allowed the whole congregation to
         partake, and the subsequent Hussite position was that both forms were legitimate.
         The underlying political issue is who is primarily to be identified with the continuing
         body of Christ—the Priesthood or the entire body of congregants—and also, therefore,
         who is to be able to speak with authority concerning the meaning of the Christian
         texts. The communion cup is called the calyx, and for this reason the more formal name of the Hussite movement was the Calyxtines.
      

      
      The second demand was that every public and mortal sin must be punished equally, regardless
         of the sinner’s status—implying in part that there could be no sales of indulgences
         and in part that priests had no special status. The third was that the word of God
         should be freely preached, implying that it was not a monopoly of Church officials.
         The fourth was that the church should give up its property.
      

      
      The Hussites divided into two groups: the Utraquists and the more radical Taborites.
         The main difference lay in their views of who the property of the church should be
         transferred to. The Utraquists wanted it turned over to the local aristocracy and
         the Taborites wanted it turned over to the people. Fighting broke out. King Wenceslas
         tried to turn the parties against each other and invited the Catholics back to Prague.
         His efforts failed. Hussites, under the extraordinarily skilled command of Jan Ziska,
         took over the city. In 1419, while Ziska was in command and his troops were in Prague,
         seven members of the city council were killed in the first instance of the distinctive
         Czech method of political execution known as “defenestration”—by being thrown out
         of the council windows onto pikes waiting below. Upon hearing of this, it is said,
         Wenceslas died of a stroke. Since he had no successor, Bohemia thus became a Republic.
      

      
      As the fighting developed the aristocrats (who were also the Utraquists) took possession
         of as much church land as they could. They then stood on the sidelines as the Taborites,
         mainly peasants and craftsmen under the command of Ziska (1360–1424), defeated a sequence
         of five crusades sent against them between 1420 and 1437. After Ziska died (of natural
         causes) he was succeeded by the equally skilled Andrew Prokop (1380–1434).
      

      
      Eventually, however, the Utraquists negotiated concessions from the emperor and pope
         in which the emperor left them in political control while the church abandoned its
         claims to punish anyone for taking their lands. The Utraquists then defeated the Taborites
         at the battle of Lipany in May of 1434. By the Basil Compact of 1436 the demands of
         the Utraquists were formally granted by the central Catholic authorities. Thereafter,
         there was an independent Catholic Church in Bohemia until about 1620, when it was
         reabsorbed into the Roman church. The Taborites were not a party to the agreement
         and became an underground movement called the “Unity of the Brethren“ (or simply the
         Brethren). This had an important part in the Protestant Reformation. Other similar
         movements were the strongly anti-clerical Paterines of Lombardy and the Humiliati
         of Lombardy.
      

      
      The modern Moravian Church, whose formal title is Unitas Fratram (The Unity of Brethren), springs from this tradition and dates its organization from
         1457. Figure 6.3 is the memorial statue to Jan Hus in the central square of Prague.
         The inscription is: “Who are the warriors of God and His law.”
      

      
      
         Jan Hus Memorial, 1915, Prague town square.

         

      

      The Renaissance and the Reformation

      
      The Renaissance, “rebirth,” was specifically the rebirth of interest in humanism and
         humanistic subjects, mainly law, mathematics, chemistry, physics, medicine, geography,
         and history. The association of these subjects with pagan as well as subsequent Islamic
         scholarship was well recognized. Renaissance humanists added an interest in Bible
         study as history, in the original languages. The development was closely associated
         with the resurgence of European town life. It began in the Italian cities, as merchant
         families established branches in trading centers in the Orthodox and Islamic areas,
         now Turkey and North Africa. It then spread rapidly northward.
      

      
      Building up to the Reformation, humanism was consistent with Protestant ideas of education.
         Humanism and Roman Catholicism, however, were increasingly in conflict. In universities
         and in science this took the form of a conflict between authority and evidence. On
         the basis of evidence, Copernicus argued that the earth revolved around the sun. On
         the basis of authority—its own past position—the Church said the earth was the center
         of the universe and everything revolved around the earth. Copernicus was in Poland,
         out of reach of the Roman Inquisition, but Giordano Bruno accepted his theory, asserted
         that the stars were other suns, and made the mistake of accepting a position at the
         University of Padua. In 1600, he was convicted of heresy and burned alive. Galileo
         Galilei came under scrutiny for holding the same views in 1614.
      

      
      The specific issue between the church authorities and Galileo was not his astronomical
         theory as such, but whether he could declare that it pertained to reality. In April
         of 1615 Cardinal Bellarmine, the head of the Roman Inquisition, advised Galileo indirectly
         that he could state his views without objection as long as he held that they pertained
         to appearances only, but it was for the church authorities, and not the laity, to
         say what was real and what was not. In 1624 Galileo received similar advice from the
         new pope, Urban VIII—an old friend with similar mathematical interests. Galileo declined
         to use the suggested wording. His position was that it was the evidence that showed
         what was real and what was not. The Inquisition’s reaction in turn was that it could
         accept no challenge to the doctrine of inerrancy, because it equated its inerrancy
         with its authority. Galileo recanted to avoid torture, was condemned for heresy, placed
         under house arrest, and forbidden from further writing. The church won in the short
         run, but in the long run its action was self-repudiating. When virtually all sensible
         people with commercial, naval, military and other practical interests knew that advances
         depended on going beyond the science of their competitors, whether in the Islamic
         world or other European towns, it was intolerable to have religious authorities claiming
         the right to hold them back.
      

      
      The Magisterial Reformation

      
      The magisterial reformation took the view that the civil authorities (the magistrates)
         should promote the faith of the nation by political means. This was the position of
         Martin Luther (1483-1546) in Germany, Ulrich Zwingli (1485-1531) in Switzerland, and
         John Calvin (1509–1564) in Geneva. The three agreed with the Roman Catholic position
         that infant baptism is necessary and that church and state embraced everyone, which
         is to say that they agreed that the church defined a comprehensive society rather
         than a voluntary association within society. They agreed among themselves that the
         Bible was the primary authority defining the Christian community, not the subsequent
         development of the Roman Church, and they agreed among themselves in rejecting the
         authority of the pope and the doctrines that supported it. They disagreed with the
         Catholic Church and among themselves mainly in their views of the sacraments and especially
         Communion. Since this symbolized the final, Christian version of the covenant with
         God, it necessarily also represented the relationship between the laity and the priesthood.
      

      
      Luther retained the Orthodox and Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation: that in
         the communion the bread was the actual body of Christ, the wine his actual blood.
         The implication is that one is wholly and completely absorbed into the church. Therefore,
         by implication, the church had total control over one’s life. Zwingli, by contrast,
         argued that the word “is” in the statement “This is my body” has the force of “signifies.”
         This allowed greater latitude for individuals to interpret their Christian obligations
         on their own. It also implied that one’s church activities existed in the context
         of one’s other activities and hence that the church was one institution among others.
         Luther’s reply was that Zwingli’s movement was therefore not a true work of evangelical
         reform.
      

      
      Ulrich Zwingli

      
      Zwingli’s most fundamental religious position was “Scripture First,” but his most
         basic working principle was that the canton government should control ecclesiastical
         positions and practices, beginning with his own canton of Zurich. Thus church reform
         followed political consensus. Under Zwingli’s leadership and with strong popular support
         for his ideas, the Swiss churches reformed their ceremonies and theology with little
         outside involvement of Roman or Imperial powers, although in the end there was some
         internal warfare in some of the mountainous cantons. The main ideas of the reform
         in its final form were: (1) that the church is born of the Word of God and has Christ
         alone as its head; (2) church laws are binding only insofar as they agree with scripture;
         (3) that Christ alone is man’s righteousness; (4) that Christ is not bodily present
         in the communion; (5) the replacement of the Catholic mass by a simple communion service;
         (6) that there is no scriptural basis for church mediation or intercession for the
         dead, purgatory, or veneration of images and pictures; and (7) that marriage is lawful
         to all, including priests. In place of the Catholic mass, worship practices focused
         on scripture as it was locally interpreted. In the Swiss Reformed Church in Switzerland
         the organizational units are the same as the political units—the individual cantons.
      

      
      Another movement stemming from Zwingli’s reforms is the Swiss Brethren, who broke
         with him over the issue of infant baptism and the mass (before Zwingli had abandoned
         the Catholic mass himself) and in turn became part of the Anabaptist movement. Their
         argument was that the church of Christ had to be a body of people who accepted Christ
         as their Lord “voluntarily” out of their own free will. They rejected Zwingli’s positions
         on infant baptism, the universality of the church, and the association of the church
         with the state. They are discussed further below in connection with the radical reformation.
      

      
      Martin Luther

      
      Martin Luther’s main argument against church absolutism was to describe a more powerful
         divine absolutism. The second argument was that it had no basis in scripture. Part
         of his early education included a year of Bible study in a school run by the Brethren
         of the Common Life, a lay order dedicated to Bible study and education, but his main
         education was in law. His decision to enter the priesthood was sudden and the reasons
         are not clear. He joined the Augustinian Hermits in 1505. This was an important order,
         with over 2,000 chapters. They were in constant conflict with the Dominicans, the
         other major order at the time. After his ordination, he was selected for advanced
         theological study and entered the University of Wittenberg. He received a bachelor’s
         degree in biblical studies in 1509, returned to Erfurt for a specialized degree indicating
         mastery of the Sentences of Peter Lombard and then went back to Wittenberg to receive the degree of Doctor
         of Theology in 1512. The Doctorate implied a duty to teach. He was soon assigned the
         chair of biblical theology at Wittenberg, which he retained for the rest of his working
         life.
      

      
      Luther sought to understand exactly what it must mean to be a Christian, both logically
         and morally. He recognized that the church presented many different answers. His conclusion
         seems to reflect Hussite influences. It was that to be a Christian was to emulate
         the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. This led to the question of how he should feel
         about his relation to God. His conclusion was that he could not love such a God; he
         might even hate Him. It did not matter. What mattered was rather that “the just man
         shall live by faith.” Faith, however, is a “gift of God.” The implication was that
         the actions of God are dependent only on God and come from God’s mercy and compassion
         as represented by Christ’s sacrifice. God could not be bound by our actions or by
         church authorities. With this understanding, he says, he felt himself to have been
         born again. A closely related idea was “justification by faith,” which he described
         as the cornerstone of the church of God. The question it seems to be aimed at is Augustine’s:
         How do we bear our guilt? The answer is that we bear it by faith, which he describes
         as “passive” in contrast to the “active” way of the law. We accept it as God’s gift,
         through grace. One obvious implication of this direct and complete relationship of
         the individual Christian to God is that it leaves little room for an organized church
         to act as an intermediary.
      

      
      Luther’s conception of his Christian duty and his determination to live it constantly
         led to a series of conflicts with contemporary practices and doctrines. Probably his
         initial focus was only on specific issues, but they quickly blew up into a conflict
         with the church as a whole. The first of these concerned the sale of indulgences and
         the associated church arguments concerning the power of the church in relation to
         individual salvation.
      

      
      Indulgences were forgiveness for sin in exchange for payment of a fee. Although the
         church position was that indulgences only were a commutation for money of part of
         the “temporal penalty” for sin and did not pertain to one’s ultimate assignment to
         heaven or hell, from the point of view of the lay public this was a distinction without
         a difference. A person would pay an amount of money and a priest would provide the
         ceremony of absolution. In 1476 Pope Sixtus IV extended the power of indulgences to
         include reduction of time spent in purgatory. The idea of purgatory has no biblical
         basis; it was entirely an invention of Catholic theoreticians. By Luther’s time, it
         was common knowledge that the church was using the income from indulgences to pay
         off debts and the business had become so large that it was turned over to a banking
         house to manage.
      

      
      These practices came to Luther’s attention in the form of the extravagant promises
         made by a contemporary Dominican, Johann Tetzel. In response, Luther drew up his ninety-five
         theses that he offered for public discussion, posting them on the door of the Wittenberg
         Castle Church on All Saints Day of 1517. He did not mean definitely to advocate all
         these theses as his own, but felt they all deserved public airing as relating to the
         practices of selling indulgences.
      

      
      The preface and first eight theses are:

      
      
         Out of love for the truth and the desire to bring it to light, the following propositions
            will be discussed at Wittenberg, under the presidency of the Reverend Father Martin
            Luther, Master of Arts and of Sacred Theology, and Lecturer in Ordinary on the same
            at that place. Wherefore he requests that those who are unable to be present and debate
            orally with us, may do so by letter.
         

         
         In the Name our Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

         
         1. Our Lord and Master Jesus Christ, when He said Poenitentiam agite, willed that the whole life of believers should be repentance.
         

         
         2. This word cannot be understood to mean sacramental penance, i.e., confession and
            satisfaction, which is administered by the priests.
         

         
         3. Yet it means not inward repentance only; nay, there is no inward repentance which
            does not outwardly work divers mortifications of the flesh.
         

         
         4. The penalty [of sin], therefore, continues so long as hatred of self continues;
            for this is the true inward repentance, and continues until our entrance into the
            kingdom of heaven.
         

         
         5. The pope does not intend to remit, and cannot remit any penalties other than those
            which he has imposed either by his own authority or by that of the Canons.
         

         
         6. The pope cannot remit any guilt, except by declaring that it has been remitted
            by God and by assenting to God’s remission; though, to be sure, he may grant remission
            in cases reserved to his judgment. If his right to grant remission in such cases were
            despised, the guilt would remain entirely unforgiven.
         

         
         7. God remits guilt to no one whom He does not, at the same time, humble in all things
            and bring into subjection to His vicar, the priest.
         

         
         8. The penitential canons are imposed only on the living, and, according to them,
            nothing should be imposed on the dying.[6] 
         

         
      

      The sixty-second thesis is considered particularly important: “The true treasure of
         the Church is the Most Holy Gospel of the glory and the grace of God.” Its significance
         lies as much in what it leaves out as in what it says: the treasure is not the views
         of the Church Fathers, the Holy See, or any of the other supports of specifically
         papal or Roman authority.
      

      
      The impact of the ninety-five theses was greatly enhanced by the use of the recently
         invented printing press with moveable type. Soon after the theses were first posed,
         the text was widely circulated. This was met by equally widely circulated counter-theses,
         greatly widening public involvement. There were demonstrations of support in Luther’s
         favor. In April 1518, Luther’s order relieved him of his extra duties as district
         vicar to allow him to concentrate more on further publications and debates. At the
         same time, responding to Dominican pressure, public efforts were made to impeach or
         condemn him. He was called to an interview with a papal representative, Cardinal Cajetan,
         at Augsberg under a guarantee of safe conduct. The Cardinal did not accept Luther’s
         explanations, including the ideas involved in the notion of “treasure.” He demanded
         that Luther recant. Luther did not recant and was eventually smuggled out of the city
         by friends.
      

      
      The polarization increased further in a subsequent debate with Johann Eck, in which
         Luther was maneuvered into the position of declaring doubt about the conclusions of
         the General Council of Constance (1414-18) and supporting some of the propositions
         of Jan Hus, who the Council had condemned for heresy. Forcing Luther into these admissions
         was considered a victory for Eck. It turned out to be like forcing someone to light
         fire to your house in order to show you that it could burn.
      

      
      Part of Luther’s response was to compose three important statements for publication:
         the Sermon on Good Works, On Christian Liberty, and his Address to the Christian Nobility of the German Nation. These mounted a full-scale attack on Catholic authoritarianism. After a cover letter,
         the Address begins with an attack on “The Three Walls of the Romanists” that began:
      

      
      
         The Romanists, with great adroitness, have built three walls about them, behind which
            they have hitherto defended themselves in such wise that no one has been able to reform
            them; and this has been the cause of terrible corruption throughout all Christendom.
         

         
         First, when pressed by the temporal power, they have made decrees and said that the
            temporal power has no jurisdiction over them, but, on the other hand, that the spiritual
            is above the temporal power. Second, when the attempt is made to reprove them out
            of the Scriptures, they raise the objection that the interpretation of the Scriptures
            belongs to no one except the pope. Third, if threatened with a council, they answer
            with the fable that no one can call a council but the pope.[7] 
         

         
      

      Remove the three walls and you have the positions that the church is not above the
         temporal power (meaning the Empire or the state), that scripture and not the church
         officials is the ultimate authority, and that the ultimate voice of that authority
         must be a Council called by the Christian community and not by the pope. While Luther’s
         works were being burned in Rome, there were widespread public demonstrations of support
         in Germany. In 1520 Luther reached the conclusion that the pope was the anti-Christ.
         He conveyed this in a letter to his friend and supporter the humanist Georg Salatin,
         Secretary to Frederick III, the Elector of Saxony. In January of 1521 Luther was formally
         excommunicated in a Papal bull, which he publicly burned. By the time of his next
         confrontation with Roman and Imperial officials at the Diet[8]  of Worms in April of 1521, he had too much public support to silence, much less
         execute in violation of a safe-conduct pass. Asked to acknowledge his writings, he
         did. Asked to recant, he made a long speech explaining his views and ending with the
         statement that he would recant if he could be shown by evident reason or scripture
         to be in error. Otherwise, he would not. According to tradition, his final statement
         was “Here I stand. I can do no other.”
      

      
      With strong public support, Luther spent the rest of his life organizing what is now
         recognized as the Lutheran Church, arguing against the Roman church on the one hand
         and turning against the radical Protestants on the other—first mainly Hussites and
         then, as they formed, the Anabaptists. With Melanchthon, he organized the translations
         of the Old and New Testaments into German. Issues included the number and character
         of the sacraments, the elimination of clerical celibacy, the character of religious
         vows, the reconstruction of the mass in the vernacular, the elimination of statues
         and icons, and the ongoing dispute with Zwingli over the Communion.
      

      
      The name “Protestant“ dates from 1529. The Diet of Speyer decreed that the religious
         changes must stop and the authority of the Roman church should be restored. The Lutheran
         minority drew up and signed a formal protest, and “Protestant” quickly became the
         recognized term for the movement they represented.
      

      
      There is no central authority for the Lutheran Church. The organization is based on
         Synods. Different local churches subscribe to different ones. In America there are
         several, although there is also a General Synod. Two main synods are United Lutheran
         and Missouri. The main church officials are patriarchs and pastors. The principal
         statement of Lutheran beliefs is the Augsberg Confession, originally presented to the Diet of Augsberg, June 25, 1530. This also influenced
         the Anglican thirty-nine articles. Although Luther was certainly influential in its
         formulations, the main author was Melanchthon. Luther did not consider it strong enough.
         Nevertheless, it is widely considered to be the principal doctrinal statement of the
         Reformation.
      

      
      John Calvin

      
      John Calvin was born in Picardy, France. He studied for the priesthood at the University
         of Paris and then law in Orleans and Bourge. He returned to Paris in 1531. Like Luther,
         he was influenced by Renaissance humanism, this time in the person of the philosopher
         Desiderius Erasmus. Calvin studied Greek and Hebrew as well as Latin. His first publication
         was on the Roman statesman Seneca, in 1532. At the same time he became involved in
         religious reform. In 1533, he thought it prudent to leave Paris when the government
         became less tolerant of such activity. He went to Basel where he returned to the consideration
         of theology and soon had published the first version of the Institutes of the Christian Religion, his principal statement and in the opinion of many also the most important statement
         of Protestantism generally. The final version was published in 1599.
      

      
      On the strength of the first version of the Institutes the Protestant Guillaume Farel asked Calvin to join him in Geneva. The Catholic population
         had reluctantly accepted Protestantism for political and military reasons but was
         actually religiously indifferent. The town council had authority over the church and
         would not give it up, among other things refusing to grant the ministers of the church
         the power of excommunication. Calvin and Farel attempted to impose their ideas for
         reform. Geneva continued to reject them. Calvin and Farel were expelled in 1538. Calvin
         went to Strasbourg, where among other things he married the widow of a man he had
         converted from Anabaptism. He was invited back to Geneva in 1541, however, and this
         time the town council passed his Ecclesiastical Ordinances. The reforms provided for public religious education, established Calvin’s system
         of church offices and responsibilities, and established a wide range of social regulations
         including regulations of taverns and prohibitions of gambling, dancing, and swearing.
         Calvin was much more willing than Luther to impose a new orthodoxy by force.
      

      
      In 1553, Calvin was responsible for the arrest, conviction, and execution of Michael
         Servetus. Servetus had just escaped the Inquisition in Lyon, France, when he appeared
         in Geneva. It is not clear why he decided to go there. Servetus was clearly a radical.
         He had met and been influenced by the reformer Martin Bucer and possibly some Anabaptists.
         Reflecting these ideas he had written a forthright rejection of Calvin’s Institutes titled The Restitution of Christianity

      
      Servetus was in the stream of thought leading to modern Unitarianism. He rejected
         the Nicene doctrine of the trinity. He argued that God, the Spirit, and the Son are
         three aspects of one and the same God, a straightforward unity rather than a unity
         that consists of three separate “persons.” The Word (logos) was God’s self-expression, the Spirit was His power in the hearts of men, and the
         Son was the union of the eternal Word with Jesus. God was part of, and in, all of his creation. The implication was de-mystification and a kind of anti-dualism
         that undermined the arguments for the necessity of a separate authoritarian priesthood
         and supported arguments for religious equality. He also rejected the doctrine of original
         sin and argued for the complete separation of church and state.
      

      
      Calvin had not made much of the Nicene idea of the trinity in his own early thinking
         until Peter Caroli accused him of being an Arian. Calvin defended himself against
         the charge before the Synod of Lausanne in 1537 and was careful to maintain a Trinitarian
         position thereafter. Servetus had written to Calvin personally and Calvin’s response
         to him made his hostility clear. It was not, however, as clear as what Calvin had
         said privately to his associates: that if he got control of Servetus he would kill
         him. It is said in Calvin’s defense that he personally only wanted Servetus beheaded
         and opposed the sentence of execution by burning him alive.
      

      
      The main difficulties in understanding Calvin’s theological views seem to focus on
         the relationship between the ideas of predestination, salvation, original sin, and
         a “calling.” The key seems to be in a conception of human perfectibility that was
         not fully articulated by Calvin himself and that later Calvinist developments obscured
         even further.
      

      
      The Institutes begins by developing the idea that all human beings have some intimation or intuition
         of God. Hence while all have original sin, they also have an inherent sense of redemption.
         One of the places we get this is from God’s creation, which is to say the natural
         world. But we can only fully develop this idea with Christ, which is also the organized
         church. Hence original sin does not lead to dependence on church ceremonies and rituals
         but rather to the church as an aid or vehicle of self-development. Thus redemption,
         salvation, is a gift one is given by grace in the Lutheran sense, but also something
         one must or can strive for personally:
      

      
      
         Since the perfection of blessedness consists in the knowledge of God (cf. John 17:3),
            he has been pleased, in order that none might be excluded from the means of obtaining
            felicity, not only to deposit in our minds that seed of religion of which we have
            already spoken, but so to manifest his perfections in the whole structure of the universe,
            and daily place himself in our view, that we cannot open our eyes without being compelled
            to behold him. His essence, indeed, is incomprehensible, utterly transcending all
            human thought; but on each of his works his glory is engraven in characters so bright,
            so distinct, and so illustrious, that none, however dull and illiterate, can plead
            ignorance as their excuse.
         

         
         And, first, wherever you turn your eyes, there is no portion of the world, however
            minute, that does not exhibit at least some sparks of beauty; while it is impossible
            to contemplate the vast and beautiful fabric as it extends around, without being overwhelmed
            by the immense weight of glory. Hence, the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews elegantly
            describes the visible worlds as images of the invisible (Heb. 11: 3) the elegant structure
            of the world serving us as a kind of mirror, in which we may behold God, though otherwise
            invisible.[9] 
         

         
      

      Calvin considered himself a humanist, which this sense of self-development and identification
         with nature reflects. This is less true of Calvin’s successors.
      

      
      After Calvin died Geneva remained a center of Calvinist thought and efforts were made
         to produce a more consistent and logically ironclad theology. This was done first
         of all by stressing God’s absolute singularity and undivided power and secondly by
         a kind of stern indifference to the human side of the relationship between God and
         man. This led to five distinctive Calvinist doctrines conventionally represented by
         the acronym “TULIP.” These are:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Total depravity

            
         

         
         	
            Unconditional election

            
         

         
         	
            Limited atonement

            
         

         
         	
            Irresistible grace

            
         

         
         	
            Perseverance of the saints

            
         

         
      

      
      Total depravity means that because of original sin, human beings absolutely cannot
         be saved by their own works, without God’s help. Unconditional election means that,
         whether you are one of the “elect” or not depends entirely on God and not on anything
         you can do. Limited atonement means that only the elect would be saved. Others are
         doomed. Irresistible grace means that the rebirth of the spirit in the elect was entirely
         dependent on the grace of God, and the perseverance of the saints means that once
         one is saved by grace salvation will not be withdrawn because God will see that His
         work is done.
      

      
      But while this may present a more consistent picture of God it is not a particularly
         sympathetic one, and it presents a good deal less satisfying picture of man. It is
         not just that it seems to say “you follow God’s law and God will do what he likes”
         but rather more that it seems to completely set aside the reciprocal obligations of
         those in the community toward one another and the central obligation to love one another.
         This Calvinism is embodied in the Westminster Confession of 1647.
      

      
      There is no organized Calvinist church in the way that there is a Lutheran church,
         but Calvinist ideas became important in the Presbyterian tradition generally and especially
         Scottish Presbyterianism, the Anglican tradition, and the Baptist and Congregationalist
         traditions. Other recognized Calvinist churches include the English and American Puritans,
         Huguenots of France, the Dutch Reformed Church, and the Reformed Church of the Rhineland.
         In England, a disagreement over Calvin’s doctrine of the elect led to a break between
         the main Anglican Church and the “Separatists,” also called “Independents.” The mainstream
         Anglicans focused on the idea of the universality of the Christian mission and divided
         itself by geographical parishes. The Separatists adopted a narrowly Calvinist view
         of the elect and argued that the church had to be made up of those who gathered together
         of themselves to make up a particular church, and hence could not be territorial.
         This in turn became a major tenet of the “Particular” as opposed to the “General”
         Baptist traditions. The American Pilgrims were Separatists and joined with the Puritans
         to form American Congregationalism.
      

      
      The Counter-Reformation

      
      The Roman Catholic Church responded to the Reformation with the Counter-Reformation.
         This dates from the Council of Trent, called by Pope Paul III. It met periodically
         from 1545 to 1563. It considered two main subjects, dogma and discipline. Under the
         first, there was an extended review of the positions the Protestants had questioned.
         Many new statements were issued. Actual change was minimal but the positions taken
         avoided provocation. For example, the question of the authority of scripture was considered
         and it was decided that it was equal to that of the church fathers, but only the Latin
         Vulgate version was authoritative. Original sin and related issues were discussed
         and it was decided to take no position. The Eucharist was discussed and it was decided
         that it could be in “either specie.”
      

      
      Disciplinary actions for abuses were made more definite and far-reaching. Orders were
         issued regulating the training of priests, clarifying the duties of the clergy, and
         limiting or eliminating the appointment of relatives to church office and the absences
         of bishops from their dioceses. Provisions for training priests included creating
         national colleges. Specifications were given on the nature of pastoral care and the
         administration of the sacraments, and in general efforts were made to halt and sometimes
         punish corruption.
      

      
      The Council also established the Index Purgatorius, known in English as the Index of Forbidden Books. This is a list of books that Catholic laity cannot possess, read, or publish. It
         included all the works of the Protestant reformers and other “heretics.”
      

      
      Beginning in 1542 Pope Paul III also established the Roman Inquisition to coordinate
         efforts to discover and stamp out heresies in areas under the control of Catholic
         monarchs. This was the Inquisition that asserted control over the writings of Galileo.
         This was in addition to the Spanish Inquisition, which had begun in 1486 under Charles
         V and his son Philip II and still continued.
      

      
      In 1627, extending the educational efforts of the Council, Pope Urban VIII established
         the Collegium Urbanum de Propaganda Fide, the Urban College for the Propagation of Faith. This was an autonomous institution to train priests for missionary activity and
         coordinate mission administration in areas with non-Catholic populations worldwide,
         but particularly in the new colonies of Portugal and Spain.
      

      
      Since the Council of Trent the Catholic Church has been more militant in pursuing
         the kinds of abuses of church law and common morality that led to the Reformation
         but has not retreated from the doctrinal positions that the Protestants objected to.
      

      
      The main recent exception to this general trend was Pope John XXIII. Born in a poor
         Italian farm family in Bergamo in 1881, he was elected to the Papacy only as a compromise
         candidate in 1958 at the age of seventy-seven. He was not expected to do very much.
         He served until his death on June 3, 1963. In this short time he began what many regard
         as a profound revitalizing reform. Called in Italian his “Catholicism of the base“
         (Quaranta, 1982), its effects were felt universally and its consequences are still
         developing. The best-known aspect was restating the Mass in vernacular languages,
         liberalizing its format to include new and not necessarily traditionally Catholic
         music. He changed the way the Eucharist was given. Instead of the priest putting the
         communion wafer on the tongue of the worshipper who waits passively, the communicant
         would reach for the wafer and put it in their mouth by themselves. The meaning was
         that the Church now accepted what it had previously denied: it depended on an active,
         not passive, body of worshippers. This was backed up with numerous organizational
         reforms in which laypersons were given many more positions and far more responsibility
         in Church governance. The result was an enormous upwelling of interest and participation.
      

      
      In 1962, John XXIII convened the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council, commonly known
         as Vatican II. This was not only an effort to reconcile differences among Christians.
         It also began an extensive process of reversing long-standing anti-Jewish features
         of Catholic official history and doctrine, including blaming Jews for the death of
         Christ.
      

      
      As Catholic services began to incorporate material from other sects, people of those
         sects were able to see the Catholic Church as less alien. Finally, in the encyclical
         Pacem in Terris, issued just before his death, he argued that the “laws which govern man” are not
         the same as the laws which govern nature but rather “The Father of the universe has
         inscribed them in man’s nature, and that is where we must look for them; there and
         nowhere else” (section 4). On this basis he included an extensive discussion of the
         rights of man, argued strongly for the maintenance of personal rights and freedom
         as the basis of individual duty, and called for a greatly expanded commitment of the
         Church to deal with social problems of all sorts, for all people, in all places. In
         short, the Church would not claim to supplant the conscience of the individual, but
         would defend, promote, and respond to it.
      

      
      One of the most important Western films on religious themes of the twentieth century
         was Pier Paulo Pasolini’s 1964 The Gospel According to Saint Matthew. Its purpose was to recreate the story on the screen in such a way as to have, as nearly
         as possible, the intellectual and social impact that it would have had for its first
         hearers. Pasolini was an Italian Communist who had been expelled from the party. Although
         accused of blasphemy in connection with a previous film, this one was made with some
         financial support from the Catholic Church. The film was dedicated to John XXIII.
         It was awarded a special jury prize at the 1965 Venice Film festival.
      

      
      John XXIII died before Vatican II was completed. He was followed by Giovanni Montini,
         who took the name Pope Paul VI. Montini completed Vatican II and directed the implementation
         of most of its policies until his death in 1978. The Guidelines on Religious Relations with the Jews, adopted in 1974, issued pursuant to Vatican II, explicitly state that:
      

      
      
         . . . the spiritual bonds and historical links binding the Church to Judaism condemn
            (as opposed to the very spirit of Christianity) all forms of anti-Semitism and discrimination,
            which in any case the dignity of the human person alone would suffice to condemn.
            Further still, these links and relationships render obligatory a better mutual understanding
            and renewed mutual esteem.[10] 
         

         
      

      In a similar spirit, the Decree on Ecumenism explicitly recognized all other Christian baptisms.
      

      
      Two areas in which Paul VI did not pursue the reforms recommended by Vatican II were
         birth control and the celibacy of the priesthood. For the former, ignoring the problem
         of excessive births for individual women and of overpopulation for many poor countries
         as well as advances in medical knowledge and technology, Paul VI issued the encyclical
         Humanae Vitae, which reaffirmed the Church’s traditional unqualified condemnation. The celibacy
         of the priesthood was reaffirmed as an absolute requirement in the encyclical Sacerdotalis Caelibatus. 
      

      
      Paul VI was followed by John Paul I, who died after just over a month in office. He
         was followed by the election of Karol Józef Wojtyła, the first Pope not of Italian
         birth, who took the papal name John Paul II. John Paul II served until 2005. Although
         widely recognized as an activist who identified Catholic theology with broad aspirations
         for freedom from political oppression, John Paul II also continued the conservative
         reaction against John XXIII’s reforms in theology, social policy, and internal governance.
         He did not reject them but also did not advance them. He endorsed the encyclical of
         Paul VI in opposition to artificial birth control and similarly opposed any consideration
         of the requirement for celibacy of the priesthood. Instead of what seemed to be John
         XXIII’s clear commitment to recognize Christian pluralism and move Catholic concerns
         closer to socially active Protestant concerns, the emphasis shifted toward holding
         the line on established Catholic doctrine while increasing efforts to bring Protestants
         to Catholicism. In November 1998 he issued a papal “Bull of Indiction of the Great
         Jubilee of the Year 2000.” This reaffirmed the missionary role of the Catholic Church
         and issued an invitation, as to a “wedding feast” for all other “different Churches
         and Ecclesial Communities throughout the world”[11]  The symbol of the event was opening the doors of St. Peters on Christmas Eve, 1999.
         His purpose, he said, was to build on the unity that exists among Christian churches
         and work to reduce or set aside differences. One element in this process would be
         an effort for the “purification of memory,” in connection with which he asked:
      

      
      
         . . . that in this year of mercy the Church, strong in the holiness which she receives
            from her Lord, should kneel before God and implore forgiveness for the past and present
            sins of her sons and daughters.[12]  
         

         
      

      Although the bull mentions the Inquisition it does not condemn it or say directly
         that it is one of the things for which it is asking forgiveness. It does not mention
         the Crusades.
      

      
      On March 7, 2000, the Papal Office released to the world press a document titled “Memory
         and Reconciliation, the Church and the Faults of the Past.” This examined the issues
         raised by the pope’s concern and concluded that while the Church certainly should
         conduct such a reconsideration it was not clear who it should apologize to other than
         God or whether it was right to impose the values and attitudes of our historic period
         on the past. This was followed on March 12 with a ceremony called “The Day of Pardon”
         in St. Peter’s Basilica.
      

      
      The two main areas where Pope John Paul II arguably went further than John XXIII were
         in his active rejection of Nazi and Communist totalitarianism and in promoting reconciliation
         with non-Christian religions, especially Islam and Judaism. He formally and finally
         rejected the doctrinal position known as “successionism,” whose history went back
         as far as the second century. This held that “the Jews,” collectively, had persecuted
         and rejected Christ and because of this God had withdrawn his covenant from them and
         transferred it to Christianity, while imposing on the Jews a number of punishments
         in its place. Persecution of Jews was, therefore, legitimate as part of God’s plan.
         The connection between these two themes was that governments that deprived people
         of liberty and doctrines that promoted hatred and violence toward other people were
         equally inconsistent with what John Paul II considered to be the basic human values
         represented by the example of Christ.
      

      
      A year after assuming the Papacy, on the sixtieth anniversary of the Allied liberation
         of the Nazi death camp at Auschwitz, he visited the site. The communist government
         of Poland, still in power at the time, had made it a monument recalling the atrocities
         but not focusing on the fact that the great majority of the victims were Jews, followed
         by Poles. It mainly treated them as “humanity.” John Paul II went first to a marker
         commemorating the Jewish victims and prayed. Then he did the same at the marker noting
         Polish victims. Then he left. The symbolism is complex. One implication is that the
         Nazis were not simply an evil regime but a representation of a very specific kind
         of hatred and shallowness, and the Polish Communist government was either not concerned
         with this or was complicit in it. He visited other similar sites in the same way.
      

      
      John Paul II attended services in both mosques and synagogues, which no previous pope
         had done. He spoke out clearly against religious intolerance on those occasions. His
         address to the congregation of the Synagogue of Rome in 1986 was both a ringing repudiation
         of Christian doctrine that had promoted anti-Semitism and an absolutely unambiguous
         apology for it. Anti-Semitism, he told the congregation, was “sinful” and “you are
         our elder brothers.”
      

      
      In the year 2000 he visited the Western Wall of the remains of the Jewish Temple in
         Jerusalem and left the following prayer:
      

      
      
         God of our fathers,

         
         you chose Abraham and his descendants

         
          to bring Your name to the nations: 

         
         we are deeply saddened

         
         by the behavior of those 

         
         who in the course of history 

         
         have caused these children of Yours to suffer 

         
         and asking Your forgiveness

         
         we wish to commit ourselves

         
         to genuine brotherhood 

         
         with the people of the Covenant. 

         
         Jerusalem, 26 March 2000

         
      

      Muslims, Jews, and indeed all people of good will, were to be seen as “brethren.”
         These changes have been widely welcomed by leaders of the other religions.
      

      
      John Paul II died in April 2005. He was succeeded by his close associate, Cardinal
         Joseph Ratzinger, who took the Papal name Benedict XVI. Benedict XVI continued John
         Paul II’s policy of pursing the Counter Reformation by maintaining the doctrines that
         support Catholic claims for supreme religious and moral authority while repudiating
         intolerance. But he proved unable to deal with the increasing prominent problem of
         curbing sexual abuse of boys by priests and financial scandals in the Church’s banking
         arrangements. With his health also failing, on February 11, 2013, he announced that
         he would resign, effective the end of the month. He was the first pope to do so in
         600 years. His successor was Jorge Mario Bergoglio, Cardinal of Buenos Aires, the
         first Pope from the New World and also the first Jesuit. Bergoglio was known for his
         humility, concern for the poor, and commitment to cooperation with people of all faiths.
         He took the papal name Francis, recalling Saint Francis of Assisi. Francis is most
         widely known for his regard for all living things, as well as the poor. He is less
         widely known for similarity between his ideas of God and Sufi ideas, and for his “Apostolic”
         views of Church governance, basing it on the model in the Synoptic gospels instead
         of Church dogma. The implication has to be a return to repsect for individual conscience,
         and hence also the values of radical Protestantism. At a minimum, this seems to signify
         the end of the authoritarian reaction to John XXIII.
      

      
      The Radical Reformation

      
      The movements of the Radical Reformation agreed with the magisterial reformation in
         the authority of Biblical text over the councils and papal authority, in the need
         to make more texts and more education available, and in arguing for the right and
         power of each Christian to interpret the texts on their own. They rejected the association
         between church and state. These sects included the Moravians, Anabaptists, Unitarians,
         and Quakers, which in turn gave rise to Baptists, Methodists, Shakers, Universalists,
         and many others. Members were often subjected to persecution by both the Catholic
         and the reformed churches, and made up a large part of the stream of European immigrants
         to the New World, particularly the United States.
      

      
      Anabaptists

      
      The Anabaptists developed out of the Hussites and in response to the reforms of Luther,
         Calvin, and Zwingli. The name “Anabaptist” was originally applied in derision by their
         opponents, but it stuck. The clearest single point of origin is the conflict of the
         Swiss reformers Conrad Grebe (1489-1526) and Felix Mainz (1498-1527) with Zwingli
         over infant baptism. In January 1525 they held a public debate. The canton Council
         took Zwingli’s side. They condemned the radical’s bible-reading meetings and opposition
         to infant baptism. They made infant baptism mandatory and threatened all those who
         refused to bring their children forward. In response, Grebe organized a public adult
         baptism in the streets of Zurich, thus forming the first congregation of believers
         by baptism. Many took their side and the beliefs and practices spread. The canton
         Council in turn forbade associating with the Anabaptists on pain of imprisonment or
         banishment. In 1526, the Council decreed death by drowning for Anabaptists who persisted.
         Mainz was the first of many to be so executed.
      

      
      Although the most direct reason for opposing infant baptism was that it had no basis
         in scripture, the deeper reasons pertained to the relationship between the organization
         of the church administration and the organization of the state administration. Everyone
         recognized the same logical associations in the distinction between a free church
         and an established church, the relation between church and state, and the contrast
         between infant baptism and voluntary baptism of the faithful. With infant baptism
         there was no possibility for a person to choose where he or she would be baptized
         on the basis of intellectual options. One would be baptized in one’s own parish, where
         the records were kept. The relation between the individual and the church would thus
         parallel that between the individual and the state, so church and state organizations
         could be parallel to each other. Conversely, if the church was something you joined
         only of your own free will and inner conviction, then you could not have infant baptism
         because infants cannot form such convictions and the organization of church and state
         cannot be parallel. Hence the idea of infant baptism went along with the idea of an
         established church; rejection of infant baptism and a conception of the church as
         a voluntary association of believers went along with a separation of church and state.
      

      
      The absolute separation of church and state was the second major Anabaptist tenet,
         argued for on various grounds. A third is “the ban,” meaning the exclusion of the
         unworthy or unbelieving from communion. A fourth is the rejection of the “sword,”
         meaning the use of force rather than reason. Fifth is the rejection of the mass, priesthood,
         and other non-scriptural offices and practices. And finally, like other Protestants,
         Anabaptists also advocated teaching literacy and making the Bible available to all
         for study.
      

      
      Anabaptist agitations were an important part of the peasant rebellion that formed
         the background of Luther’s reforms and allowed him to appear to represent their demands,
         making it dangerous to treat him too roughly. Eventually, however, Luther bitterly
         attacked the Anabaptists for going too far. They equally firmly repudiated him for
         not going far enough.
      

      
      Modern descendants of the Anabaptists include the Mennonites, Amish (a splinter group
         from the Mennonites), Moravians, and Hutterites, all of whom persist as farming communities
         in the Old and New Worlds. They all emphasize the Bible as the only source of doctrine
         with particular emphasis on the New Testament, public worship conducted on the model
         of the apostolic church, the Lord’s Supper as the central ceremony, and Christian
         living in a communitarian sense, largely separate from the rest of the world. They
         also generally oppose the idea of warfare and refuse military service.
      

      
      Baptists

      
      The Baptist tradition began in England and dates from the 1600s. The specific dispute
         they started from was between Anglicans favoring the established church organization
         and Separatists arguing for a voluntary community of the faithful. John Smyth (1554-1612)
         formed one of the first Separatist churches in England and he and his church then
         had to flee to Holland to avoid Anglican persecution. In Holland, he encountered Mennonites
         and became convinced that baptism of believers was Biblical but infant baptism was
         not. In 1608 he formed the first English General Baptist Church—in Holland—and attempted
         to merge with the Mennonites. Smyth’s Short Confession of Faith in XX Articles begins by holding that “There is one God . . . who is Father, Son and Holy Spirit”
         but rejects the idea that the church should enforce creeds, arguing for freedom of
         conscience. One obeys God according to what one’s conscience says, not according to
         what some external creed says. The Confession holds that Jesus was “true God and true man,” completely rejects the idea of original
         sin and holds that “ministers of the church are not only bishops but deacons, men
         and widows, who attend the affairs of the poor and sick brethren,” and that faith
         without good works is “vain.” There is nothing of predestination. However, “brethren
         who persevere in sins known to themselves, after the third admonition, are to be excommunicated.”
         Final authority rests with all the brethren.
      

      
      Thomas Helwys opposed Smyth’s attempt to join with the Mennonites but adhered to his
         emphasis on freedom of conscience and deeds as well as faith. Helwys split off from
         Smyth in turn and went back to England to establish, in 1611, a non-Separatist General
         Baptist Church. Helwys adopted the “liberal” Calvinist theology of James Harmen (1560-1609),
         also known by his Latin name of Jacobus Arminius. Arminians stress free will over
         predestination. They hold that predestination is conditional rather than absolute,
         that grace can be resisted, and that a true believer may still fall from grace by
         his own actions. Thus Christ’s sacrifice was for all and not just the elect and one’s
         actions do indeed matter in relation to one’s redemption. It was in this group that
         the practice of Baptism by complete emersion was introduced. The works of James Arminius
         are available online at the Wesley Center Online (http://wesley.nnu.edu/).
      

      
      In 1638, the Particular Baptists formed in opposition to the General Baptists, holding
         that Christ’s atonement was not for everyone but only for the elect. But while the
         theology was generally Calvinist, they too rejected the idea of infant baptism and
         its implications and argued for the complete separation of church and state.
      

      
      In America, the first Baptist church was founded by Roger Williams in Rhode Island
         in 1639. Other churches were founded on the same model, and they all formed an association.
         Although Williams’ initial position in the General versus Particular dispute seems
         to be unclear, his strong advocacy of religious toleration drew on General Baptist
         writers, particularly John Murton. Rhode Island was the first American colony to guarantee
         freedom of religion in its constitution. After Williams left the church the association
         reorganized and identified itself as General Baptist. Particular Baptists sprang up
         in turn and the tension between them replicated that in England until the series of
         revivalist movements called the Great Awakening, described below. At that point several
         new distinctions emerged, mainly between several varieties of evangelical churches,
         freewill churches, and more authoritarian Calvinist traditions.
      

      
      The associations formed by Baptist churches are called “conventions.” Conventions
         exercise the powers assigned to “the brethren” in the basic texts and are the highest
         ecclesiastical policy-making bodies. Baptists are now a huge movement with many divergent
         aspects, but fairly consistently associated with three basic themes. Baptists insist
         on adult baptism by complete emersion and consistently hold for the complete separation
         of church and state. Historically, in both England and colonial America, this has
         included refusing to pay taxes that would support the established church.
      

      
      The American division between Northern and Southern Baptists dates from disputes over
         slavery leading up to the American Civil War. The Southern Baptist Association, supporting
         slavery, formed as a separate body from the national American Baptist Association
         in 1845 and did not reconcile after the war ended. The split was fully articulated
         in 1907 when non-Southern churches explicitly formed the Northern Baptist Convention.
         The Northern Baptist Convention renamed itself the American Baptist Convention in
         1950 and the American Baptist Churches, USA in 1973.
      

      
      From the beginning of the American Baptist movement, a main concern of the conventions
         was coordinating and promoting educational and missionary activity, both domestic
         and international. Before the American Civil War, an important part of this effort
         was among the slave populations in the slave states. Although such states commonly
         had laws that prohibited teaching slaves to read and write, they permitted missionary
         activity. Thus for most of the black population of this region, churches were the
         only path to education and the only permitted form of public assembly and expression.
         Before the civil war most such churches were usually mixed black and white with white
         ownership and white control. After the war, freed slaves organized many churches on
         their own. Most were Baptist, followed by various Methodist denominations. More of
         the Baptist churches were wholly black, rather than bi-racial. Assistance was provided
         by Northern Baptists. Southern Baptists continued to support segregation.
      

      
      After World War II, Southern Baptist congregations became much more common outside
         the historic South. Meetings of the state and national Southern Baptist Conventions
         have come to be characterized by sharp conflicts between conservatives (who usually
         call themselves “fundamentalists”) and “liberals” or “moderates.” Liberal or moderate
         in Southern Baptist terms usually corresponds to the mainstream position of the American
         Baptist Churches, USA.
      

      
      Since the election of Adrian Rogers in 1979, conservatives have held the presidency
         of the Southern Baptist Convention and have increasingly been able to gain approval
         for reversing long-standing Baptist policies. Their position has both political and
         theological aspects. Politically, and in terms of what the denomination calls its
         “polity” (meaning the legal relations among the conferences and between the conferences
         and member congregations), this means that while the church maintains the traditional
         Baptist insistence on the separation of church and state from the perspective of rejecting
         all state control of the church, it actively seeks to impose its religious views on
         government and on others through government. Southern Baptists advocate prayer in
         public schools, inserting religious ideology into school textbooks, teaching “creationism”
         and insisting that evolution is theory but not fact in biology, arguing that America
         should be portrayed as a Christian nation rather than a secular one in history, and
         excluding information on birth control and abortions in health classes. They are a
         major component of the “Christian right” that supported President George W. Bush’s
         efforts to provide public funding for religiously associated charitable organizations
         and deny public funding for abortions, stem-cell research, family planning, and the
         provision of condoms for AIDS prevention.
      

      
      Conservative Southern Baptists are also more willing than is usually the case in the
         radical tradition to use their regional and national organizations to impose doctrinal
         uniformity on individuals and local congregations. Although the historical Baptist
         position is that pastors are hired and fired by elected trustees of individual churches,
         the conservative position is that pastors should be hired and fired by the state or
         national conventions and should preach according to the positions adopted by the conventions.
         Although they have not succeeded in imposing this view on local churches, it has been
         endorsed at several state and national conventions. The conservatives have sponsored
         resolutions excluding women from pastoral positions. This reversed a Baptist tradition
         that went back to the 1870s, which the American Baptist Churches continues to support.
      

      
      The conservative position claims two main doctrinal bases. The first is that the bible
         is, as stated in a resolution of the Louisiana state convention in 1999, the “inspired,
         infallible, inerrant and sufficient Word of God.”[13]  The second, less explicit, position is that it is to be interpreted as though it
         were a monolithic singularity. They reject as “liberal” or even “apostate” three alternative
         views that most other Protestants accept. They reject the view that the bible is not
         so much a book as a library, the work of many hands reflecting many different circumstances.
         They reject the formulation that it is “divinely inspired” but not literally the word
         of God. And they reject the view that the aim of Christian biblical interpretation
         is to try to understand the life of Christ and the related idea that sources outside
         the bible may also be relevant for this. In the conservative view, the purpose of
         biblical interpretation is to discover what God wants you to do. The bible is the
         only work that is relevant for this purpose, and it is so without any “mixture of
         error.” The position is openly hostile to a concern with factuality.
      

      
      In addition to Rogers, two of the main leaders of the conservative movement have been
         Paul Pressler and Paige Patterson. Pressler is a Baptist layman who had served in
         the Texas legislature and then as District Court Judge and judge of the Texas Appelate
         Court from 1970 until 1992. Patterson was an Associate Pastor of the First Baptist
         Church of Dallas and President of the Criswell Center for Bible Studies in the late
         1970s. He eventually served two terms as President of the Southern Baptist Convention
         itself, 1998-2000.
      

      
      The Southern Baptist Convention supports six seminaries. One of the aims of the conservatives
         was to take control of these from what they saw as increasingly “liberal” scholars
         who disagreed with their views. They have succeeded. Patterson has been president
         of two. In 1992 he was appointed president of the Southeastern Baptist Theological
         Seminary in Wake Forest, North Carolina, and in 2003 left Southeastern to be president
         of the Southwestern Theological Seminary in Fort Worth, Texas.
      

      
      Reverend Jerry Falwell, founder of the American political/religious “Moral Majority“
         in 1979, began as an independent evangelical and first attended the Southern Baptist
         Convention as a “messenger” (delegate) in 1998. Since then he has addressed many national
         and regional Southern Baptist gatherings supporting conservative positions. By contrast,
         former presidents Bill Clinton and Jimmy Carter are Southern Baptists on the moderate
         side.
      

      
      Southern Baptists are now about 55 percent of all Baptists in the United States. Their
         official theological position is given in the Baptist Faith and Message, published in 1963. Under Patterson’s presidency, this was revised in 1998. Rogers
         led the revising committee. The revised statement was accepted by the national Convention
         in 1999. Disputes over the changes led the Baptist General Convention of Texas, the
         largest state component, to leave the national body. The changes appeared to the Texans
         to be moving away from the traditional Baptist rejection of creedalism. They also
         objected to the removal of the statement that “the criterion by which the Bible is
         to be interpreted is Jesus Christ.” They continue to adhere to the 1963 statement.
         The BGCT website includes a side-by-side comparison of the two statements with commentary[14]  
      

      
      An authorized summary of the statement was published in 2000. Subsequently, the Southern
         Baptist Convention insisted that faculty and administrators of the SBC-supported theological
         seminaries agree to it in writing. Several who refused were fired.
      

      
      The present statement has eighteen articles. The first is on scripture. It modifies
         the 1963 statement to bring it into line with conservative arguments but does not
         give the full conservative view. The first change is in the first sentence. In the
         1963 position, this was “The Holy Bible was written by men divinely inspired and is
         the record of God’s revelation of Himself to man.” In the 2000 statement, the phrase
         “is the record of” was deleted. However, it does not bring in the conservative rejection
         of other historical sources.
      

      
      The second article is on God, and holds there is one and only one “triune God” who
         “reveals Himself to us as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, with distinct personal attributes,
         but without division of nature, essence, or being.” The 1963 statement did not have
         the word “triune,” which invokes the formulation of Nicene Creed. Other changes in
         language were related, emphasizing the divinity of Jesus, de-emphasizing his humanity,
         and slipping in more doctrinaire Calvinistic terms and concepts. The effect is to
         shift the statement from what an individual might know from personal experience to
         what can only be known as a matter of dogma. The Baptist General Convention of Texas
         connects this directly to their view that the SBC is being pulled into creedalism.
      

      
      Article III is on “Man” and contains the current position on race among other things.
         In 1995 the Convention had formally repudiated its historic defense of slavery and
         issued a statement condemning racism. The statement that most directly bore on racial
         discrimination in the 1965 statement of faith was:
      

      
      
         The sacredness of human personality is evident in that God created man in His own
            image, and in that Christ died for man; therefore, every man possesses full dignity
            and is worthy of respect and Christian love.[15] 
         

         
      

      In the 2000 statement, the phrase “every man” in the last clause was changed to “every
         person of every race.” The other changes in the section subtly relate this position
         on race to the conservative positions on gender and evolution. In the 1965 statement,
         the first sentence of the section is “Man was created by the special act of God, in
         his own image, and is the crowning work of His creation.” In the 2000 statement this
         is broken up and reads, “Man is the special creation of God, made in his own image.
         He created them male and female as the crowning work of his creation. The gift of
         gender is thus part of the goodness of God’s creation” (Ibid). The combined effect
         is to be clearer about opposing racial discrimination while at the same time claiming
         biblical justification for gender discrimination. In addition, the shift from the
         phrase “special act” to “special creation” has anti-evolutionary significance. The
         phrase “special creation” is historically associated with the position that species
         are separately created by God as opposed to the idea that they evolve from one another.
      

      
      Article VI, “The Church” added the statement that “while both men and women are gifted
         for service in the church, the office of pastor is limited to men as qualified by
         scripture.” The 1965 statement had no such language.
      

      
      In 2000, largely in response to their subordination of women, former President Jimmy
         Carter publicly dissociated himself from the Southern Baptist Convention and urged
         others to do the same.
      

      
      In 2004, the Southern Baptist Convention voted to leave the Baptist World Alliance,
         the largest international association of Baptist churches. The Baptist World Alliance
         includes the American Baptist Churches, USA. The reasons, as stated by Patterson,
         were mainly that the world body included homosexual members, showed “a continual leftward
         drift,” and increasingly accepted “liberal” theology. In reality, however, it is not
         Baptists in general who have moved to the left but the Southern Baptist conservatives
         who are attempting to force them into political and religious authoritarianism. The
         mainstream continues to develop along the lines set down with the Anabaptists, Smyth,
         Arminius, the Rhode Island colonists, and the Great Awakening.
      

      
      Methodists

      
      Methodists are the second largest Protestant denomination in the United States and
         the main component of the United Church of Canada (see below). They are important
         throughout the former British Empire.
      

      
      The “Oxford Methodists” were first organized by John Wesley, his younger brother Charles,
         and George Whitefield. The group came together between 1729 and 1735 as a religious
         mutual improvement society. They emphasized Bible study and insisted that it be done
         methodically, which some sources say is the basis of the name. Their most conspicuous
         theme at this point was Christian activism. One should seek redemption by being a
         Christian actively and constantly. They developed a program of fasting, regular meetings,
         abstention from luxury and amusements, and seeking to carry their ideas to the poor
         and depraved. This included visiting jails.
      

      
      In 1735, the Wesley brothers and Whitefield became evangelical missionaries in Savannah,
         Georgia, responding to a call from Governor Oglethorpe. In 1739 they returned to England
         with John feeling that his mission had been a failure.
      

      
      While in Georgia, John associated with the small colony of Moravians there. He had
         been especially influenced by Peter Boehler, a Moravian Bishop and leader of the Moravian
         mission to the Negroes in South Carolina and Georgia. Upon returning to England Wesley
         joined the Fetter Lane Society in London, an independent Moravian offshoot organized
         not long before, when Boehler had visited before going to North America. With the
         Moravians, he says, he recognized that the sense that one has found true faith is
         not separable from the sense that one has been forgiven. This is what he described
         as his conversion, which brought with it the idea that God’s grace was “free in all,
         and free for all.” Another idea from the Moravians was that one should experience
         a “new birth.” This new birth was not to be equated with undergoing any particular
         ceremony or other outward process, but rather the attainment of an inner sense of
         conviction and renewal. As Wesley put it in a sermon on the topic, we had to be reborn
         in God’s image. This was not as physical image or a political image, he argued, but
         rather in a moral image. And morally, the central idea is that God is a God of love.
         It follows that we are to be reborn by having our mind “turned into the mind which
         was in Christ Jesus” (section 2, 5).
      

      
      From London Wesley went to the Moravian headquarters in Hermhut, Germany, with his
         brother Charles, James Hutton, and three prominent Moravians. On his return he published
         a collection of hymns and wrote a system of rules for the “bands” into which the Fetter
         Lane society was divided. But as he became more involved with the Moravians he was
         increasingly excluded from Anglican churches. In consequence he preached more in the
         open air, drawing large crowds. This only increased the sense of alarm among the Anglican
         establishment that he was overly exciting the lower classes. Wesley left the Moravians
         on July 31, 1740[16]  in a dispute with another preacher, Philip Henry Molther, whose views Wesley saw
         as promoting quietism. Quietism is the idea that the goal of religious activity is complete absorption
         in the Godhead. For Wesley, the life of a Christian had to be a life of service to
         others.
      

      
      Those who left the Fetter Lane society with Wesley then formed the Foundry Society,
         carrying over the rules for the bands of the Fetter Lane society along with the Love
         Feast (Communion) as the central ritual. The Foundry Society grew and was joined by
         other Methodist societies. As these bodies increased, Wesley was unable to serve them
         all personally. He needed assistants. This led him first to reject the Anglican rule
         that a bishop (the head of a local congregation) could only be appointed by a presbyter
         (comparable to the Catholic Cardinal), and then to reject the doctrine of continuing
         revelation which the Anglican Church had retained from the Catholic Church as the
         basis of this appointive power. He saw no theological or biblical basis for the difference
         between a bishop and presbyter and began to appoint his own bishops for America and
         Scotland. In order to secure their positions, he registered the chapels in which they
         served as his own, which he could do without Anglican permission under the English
         Act of Toleration. He also made distinctive and efficient arrangements for their management,
         retaining ownership in his own name until debts were paid off but involving local
         committees to assure that the necessary funds would be collected. This gave them a
         separate legal status apart from the Church of England, although Wesley always claimed
         he remained a member of the Church of England and would not allow his appointees to
         administer the Anglican sacraments.
      

      
      A further split began around 1741. This time it was between Wesley and George Whitefield
         over the ideas of predestination, free will, and election. Whitefield adhered to the
         doctrinally rigid Calvinist stress on predestination with limited election and no
         essential importance attached to good works. Wesley adhered to the Arminian position,
         stressing free will and good works. The difference was related to their social policies.
         Among other things, Whitefield favored slavery and owned slaves. (They worked in an
         orphanage he established in Georgia). Wesley’s last publication, in 1774, was titled
         Thoughts Upon Slavery. It was a thorough review of the practice, historical and legal as well as religious.
         His opposition was absolute, both on the grounds of what he called “natural justice,[17] “ and because he considered it entirely inconsistent with a God of love.
      

      
      John Wesley died in 1788. The Wesleyan Methodists formally split from the Anglican
         Church in 1791. “Primitive Methodists” split off from the Wesleyan Methodists in turn
         in 1808. Primitive Methodists, Wesleyan Methodists, and Calvinist Methodists continue
         to be the three main branches.
      

      
      In England, beginning in the 1830s many of the Methodist lay preachers were active
         as union organizers and in the Chartist movement for the reform of English labor law.
         Methodists consistently advocated religious freedom and the removal of religious tests
         for access to education and government positions. They were generally recognized as
         closely aligned with the Liberal party.
      

      
      In North America, Methodist lay preachers were prominent in the First and Second Great
         Awakenings, described below. Wesleyan Methodists and Free Methodists were prominent
         in the abolitionist movement before the Civil War. In 1841, Southern Methodists split
         off as a separate sub-denomination in response to northern Methodists’ efforts to
         force two bishops who owned slaves to release them or be suspended.
      

      
      After the Civil War the Southern Methodists rejoined and in the twentieth century
         Methodists have followed a program of reconciliation and incorporation that now includes
         almost all the Methodist subdivisions as well as several churches in the “Brethren”
         (Moravian) tradition.
      

      
      Quakers and Shakers

      
      The Quakers were founded by George Fox (1621-1694) in 1650, in England. Fox’s most
         basic conviction was that there is something of God in every person. From this, in
         his view, it followed that Christianity should have nothing to do with distinctions
         of wealth, race, or sex; that there was no reason to take an oath (literally following
         Jesus’ instruction in the Sermon on the Mount); that if you were ordered to do something
         contrary to your conscience you should follow your conscience (Quakers were often
         convicted for holding prohibited religious services in public); and that you should
         never steal or kill. Quakers historically abjure war and will not participate in it,
         although there is a branch that does not agree.
      

      
      Quaker missionaries arrived in the American colonies in 1656. Initially they were
         persecuted and four were executed. Nevertheless, their ideas found support. In 1681
         William Penn, after a colorful and sometimes harrowing career as a reformer in England,
         founded the colony of Pennsylvania on Quaker principles. Penn was a friend and associate
         of Fox and Pennsylvania was the second American colony to support religious freedom.
         Although Penn had the land on a royal grant, obtained in settlement of debts that
         the Crown had owed his father, he insisted that all land purchased from him also had
         to be purchased from its Indian owners. To resolve disputes between Indians and colonists
         he established a court system with panels of equal numbers from both sides.
      

      
      Quaker thinking is both anti-ceremonial and anti-clerical. They call themselves the
         Society of Friends. Services are called “meetings.” There is no priesthood. There
         are no sacraments and ritual is minimal. Meetings are usually held at fixed times
         and places but in principle may take place any time two or more Quakers come together.
         One cannot hold a meeting alone, however. It is not meditation. The main traditional
         format is that the members come together and sit in an arrangement that allows them
         to see each other. They sit quietly until someone is moved to speak. Being “moved”
         might be quite literal, so as to be manifested in physical trembling. Another person
         may feel moved to add, respond, or simply say something else. The idea is to speak
         when compelled by one’s inner voice. It is not to debate or to argue. The meeting
         ends in an hour. All are equal participants. Some meetings adopt more conventional
         formats, usually like those of Methodists or Baptists. The latter format usually includes
         congregational singing.
      

      
      The main texts are the Old and New Testaments and the writing of the sect, but no
         emphasis is placed on the idea that these are uniquely sacred in any important sense.
         All sorts of texts can be discussed. The focus is on the spirit of God that may move
         the events they describe as it moves the friends in a meeting, or anything else. Quakers
         are strongly dedicated to the importance of good works and have been important proponents
         of education for all as well as tolerance of all. Quakers do not insist that in order
         to be a Quaker one must refuse to be anything else. As the leader of a meeting house
         in New Delhi once explained to me in answer to a question about their membership:
         “Some of our best Friends are Sikhs.”
      

      
      The Shakers are more formally titled the United Society of Believers. They began in
         Manchester, England as a branch of the Quakers initially called the “Shaking Quakers.”
         Their ideas were similar, including acceptance of the Gospels as documenting the nature
         of God, opposition to slavery, and rejection of the Calvinist idea that salvation
         was only for the few. The service was based on a similarly direct idea of responsiveness
         to the spirit of God. Shaker texts generally describe themselves as being the word
         of God “via” one or another person.
      

      
      Unlike Quakers, however, Shakers came to have a single unified leadership and to form
         closed communities. One member of the early congregation, Ann Lee, had a vision or
         revelation while in prison that she was in fact the female aspect of Christ and God.
         This was accepted by the group and from 1772 “Mother Ann” was accepted as their formal
         leader. Her revelations, published as Mother’s Wisdom are one of their main texts. Shaker assemblies were like the Friends’ meetings but
         more dramatic. The practice was to stand in rows, men facing women, and await communion
         with the spirits of the dead, which could be manifest in physical shaking, sometimes
         very violent, which might lead to speaking. Shakers from the beginning incorporated
         music and dance in their services and developed an influential tradition of liturgical
         music. A number of Shaker hymns have become part of the American Protestant liturgy
         generally. The best known is probably “Simple Gifts,” attributed to Elder Joseph Brackett
         (1848).
      

      
      In response to religious persecution in England, Mother Ann and her followers came
         to North America in 1774. They established a communal farm in New York State and tried
         to gain converts. Being both English and pacifist, however, they did not do well during
         the Revolutionary War. Mother Ann died in 1784 and leadership shifted to Joseph Meacham,
         an American convert. In 1784 they formed the first of the distinctive type of closed
         and separated community that they are now usually identified with, based on agriculture.
         Membership required celibacy. The reason was that since Christ, by his death, was
         “cut off” from this earth, so his kingdom was not of this earth. Therefore, in order
         to join him people must be similarly cut off. What binds us to this earth is “the
         earthly, fleshly relation” of marriage “that must be hated by all those who would
         become followers of Jesus” (Shakers Compendium 1859: Section 3, Chapter IV: 4).
      

      
      Communities were organized by work and work was organized by age, sex, and skill.
         Marriage was prohibited. There were no families or family-like units. All those who
         joined the community had to do so out of their own individual free choice (that is,
         not because a loved one or relative had joined). Individuals who joined gave up personal
         property. Meals were taken in common and work was divided by the entire group.
      

      
      Shakers are known for simple but particularly well-designed and well-made farm equipment,
         tools, and furnishings. Shaker inventions included the screw propeller, a type of
         hydraulic turbine, and the clothespin. Shaker communities did well in economically
         unstable times in North America in the 1800s and reached a peak membership of about
         6,000, but died out in the 1900s.
      

      
      African American Churches

      
      In the United States, racial differences in Protestant churches somewhat crosscut
         the denominational differences. There are a few distinctively African American denominations.
         The most prominent is the African Methodist-Episcopal (AME).[18] But most denominations are the same as those of white churches and the more important
         differences between African American and traditionally white churches are stylistic
         and social.
      

      
      The social differences respond to the long historical exclusion of African Americans
         from most public organizations and official means of mutual support. The consequence
         was described with extraordinary elegance by W. E. B. Du Bois in 1903 in The Souls of Black Folk:
      

      
      
         The Negro church of to-day is the social centre of Negro life in the United States,
            and the most characteristic expression of African character. Take a typical church
            in a small Virginia town: it is the “First Baptist”—a roomy brick edifice seating
            five hundred or more persons, taste-fully finished in Georgia pine, with a carpet,
            a small organ, and stained-glass windows. Underneath is a large assembly room with
            benches. This building is the central club-house of a community of a thousand or more
            Negroes. Various organizations meet here,—the church proper, the Sunday-school, two
            or three insurance societies, women’s societies, secret societies, and mass meetings
            of various kinds. Entertainments, suppers, and lectures are held be-side the five
            or six regular weekly religious services. Considerable sums of money are collected
            and expended here, employment is found for the idle, strangers are introduced, news
            is disseminated and charity distributed. At the same time this social, intellectual,
            and economic centre is a religious centre of great power. Depravity, Sin, Redemption,
            Heaven, Hell, and Damnation are preached twice a Sunday after the crops are laid by;
            and few indeed of the community have the hardihood to withstand conversion. Back of
            this more formal religion, the Church often stands as a real conserver of morals,
            a strengthener of family life, and the final authority on what is Good and Right.
         

         
         Thus one can see in the Negro church to-day, reproduced in microcosm, all that great
            world from which the Negro is cut off by color-prejudice and social condition. In
            the great city churches the same tendency is noticeable and in many respects emphasized.
            A great church like the Bethel of Philadelphia has over eleven hundred members, an
            edifice seating fifteen hundred persons and valued at one hundred thousand dollars,
            an annual budget of five thousand dollars, and a government consisting of a pastor
            with several assisting local preachers, an executive and legislative board, financial
            boards and tax collectors; general church meetings for making laws; sub-divided groups
            led by class leaders, a company of militia, and twenty-four auxiliary societies. The
            activity of a church like this is immense and far-reaching, and the bishops who preside
            over these organizations throughout the land are among the most powerful Negro rulers
            in the world.
         

         
         Such churches are really governments of men, and consequently a little investigation
            reveals the curious fact that, in the South, at least, practically every American
            Negro is a church member. Some, to be sure, are not regularly enrolled, and a few
            do not habitually attend services; but, practically, a proscribed people must have
            a social centre, and that centre for this people is the Negro church. (Du Bois 1996:
            194)
         

         
      

      Racial separation in the United States is far less pervasive today and is now illegal
         in public life. But it has not disappeared and neither has this response to it.
      

      
      The stylistic differences are more difficult to capture. In part this is because there
         has been a strong flow of practices from black churches to white, as Du Bois observed.
         It is also because of the enormous range of styles among black churches. Rather than
         attempt generalities, let me try to describe my own experience in the first African
         American church I attended, which still remains the most distinctive.
      

      
      It was Christmas Eve, 1960. The church was a poor congregation in a poor neighborhood
         of warehouses, bars, and small homes in South Berkeley, California. I was going with
         a group of friends, black and white, who described it mainly in terms of the music.
         A couple of major popular groups had gotten their starts there. Another feature that
         had been described was the genuineness of the engagement. As I was told: In this church,
         if someone stands up and says “I’ve been sinning!” you know they’ve been sinning. Still another feature to expect was a lot of preaching, as opposed to organized
         prayer, and very close interaction between the preacher and the audience in the course
         of it. The preachers speak in a distinctive rhythmic and poetic style and the audience
         is very apt to accentuate the rhythm with clapping and shouting. If someone likes
         what the preacher is saying, they may shout “Preach!” or “Amen!”—or simply shout.
         The church was associated with the Order of Ephesians, a tradition encouraging talking
         in tongues. It was highly likely that in the course of the service quite a few people
         would be moved to do this, again probably accompanied by people around them clapping
         and shouting to emphasize and support their points as they do the preachers’.
      

      
      All of this happened, but none of it is what was most memorable. What was most striking
         was the exceptional thoughtfulness and conceptual elegance of the sermon of the principal
         preacher, and the way this seemed to be the backbone of the engagement that all the
         other activities expressed. In fact it was one of the most intellectually interesting
         and rhetorically elegant sermons I have ever heard.
      

      
      The preacher I am speaking of was about the fourth of the evening. The previous speakers
         had been engaging, more so than in most white churches, but not really striking.
      

      
      The main preacher was a tall man, slightly gaunt. He got up, took the microphone,
         moved to the center of the dais, and paused. He then took a leaning step forward,
         looked at the congregants before him and said loudly in a clear and powerful voice
         with a rising intonation: “Christmas!”
      

      
      The congregation responded firmly: “Christmas!” Also perhaps a few Amens. It was an
         acceptable topic.
      

      
      He straightened and took a half-step back, turned toward the right-hand section of
         the hall and took another forward-leaning step and said it again, louder: “Christmas!”
      

      
      The congregation responded still louder “Christmas!” “Amen!”

      
      He stepped back, turned toward the left-hand section of congregation, stepped forward
         and said it again, still louder and the audience responded yet again in the same way,
         still louder.
      

      
      He turned to face center. Slightly longer pause. He again stepped forward and shouted
         “Without Christ!”
      

      
      Sudden quiet. A few repeated the phrase, but in a questioning manner.

      
      Pause. He turned slightly, took another leaning step and shouted again: “Christmas
         without Christ!”
      

      
      The same kind of response.

      
      He said “It’s a tragedy.”

      
      Congregants, with evident relief but still not sure, said somewhat more loudly “It’s
         a tragedy.”
      

      
      The preacher said, “Christmas without Christ—it’s a tragedy!”

      
      The congregation, now confident of the theme, shouted a mixture of “Amen,” “Preach,”
         and “It’s a tragedy.”
      

      
      The preacher stopped moving. He stood upright and spoke in a more conversational tone.
         I do not remember the exact words, but it was something like this.
      

      
      You know, not long ago, I had to take a trip to Chicago. My grandfather was sick.
         I had to see him (he elaborated on the need to see him, and the urgency of the trip).
         I had to fly. I do not like to fly (elaborating on the dislike). We got in the plane;
         the plane took off. We were doing all right, but we came to the Rocky Mountains, where
         we had to climb higher.
      

      
      As we were approaching the Rocky Mountains, the pilot’s voice came on. Pause. “Ladies
         and gentlemen, he said, we have a problem.” Pause. Sounds of suspense and sympathy
         from the congregation. He repeated it. Pause again. “Ladies and gentlemen, we have
         one engine out.” Pause. Silence. At this point, you had to see his expression; it
         was the quintessence of what one would feel in such a situation. The preacher then
         made a great “Whoosh” sound, bent forward and swooped his hands almost to the floor
         to indicate his sinking feeling. The congregation was absolutely with him. Shouts!
         Amen! He stood erect. Pause. “Right then” he said, “I would rather have been anywhere
         than on that plane!” Amen! Laughter. “I would rather have been anywhere than on that
         plane right then.” Amen! More expressions of agreement. He gave a list of specific
         places he would have rather been than on that plane right then. The congregation agreed
         with each, laughing and applauding, sharing a sense of what a relief it would have
         been to have been in any of those places instead of on that plane right then. The
         preacher paused. The congregation hushed. Then he continued: ““But,” the pilot said,
         “we have enough power to make it back.”“ A few quiet Amens from the congregation.
         “We can make it back; we just don’t have enough power to make it over the Rockies.”
         More Amens, some louder. And then “That’s a tragedy!” The argument comes together!
         Amen! Preach! “That’s a tragedy!” “You’ve got enough power to make it back, but you
         can’t make it over the Rockies.” Amen! Preach! “That’s a tragedy!” Louder Amens. More
         people shouting Preach! And from there, for about a half-hour, the rest of the sermon
         developed the argument: A tragedy is having enough of what you need to go back where
         you started, but not enough to get where you really need to go. Christmas without
         Christ is a tragedy in that sense. Christ provides the difference; the power you need
         to get you where you really need to go.
      

      
      Exactly what the difference was between Christmas with Christ and Christmas without
         Christ was illustrated by further examples, but anything like an explicit instruction
         would have been logically inappropriate because it was already obvious. The explanation
         was embodied in the entire sermon process. The congregation and the preacher were
         acting it out. Christmas without Christ was Christmas alone, thinking only of yourself,
         only of your own concerns. Christmas with Christ was Christmas with the congregation,
         as they were all doing it. It was Christmas with such others who were concerned for
         you, and Christmas in which you were concerned for such others. The concern was not
         unqualified. Just as the congregation listened very carefully to the preacher and
         shouted out forcefully when they agreed, but held back when they did not, so they
         also listened to each other and supported and guided each other, both in the service
         and, by implication, beyond the service. Christ was therefore embodied in the Christian
         community; Christmas with Christ was Christmas in such a community of mutual concern,
         support, and guidance.
      

      
      Paul’s epistle to the Ephesians describes them as God’s “holy people” who embody the
         spirit of the resurrected Christ. The actions of this congregation were entirely consistent
         with that description.
      

      
      I have heard other sermons about Christmas and the importance of having Christ in
         Christmas. I have never heard another based on a truly powerful variant of Aristotle’s
         idea of tragedy as revolving around what he calls the “tragic flaw,” much less one
         that broke the theory down to such clear, concrete and yet general terms. Nor have
         I been in many congregations that seemed likely to want to follow such an analysis.
      

      
      While this Ephesian church was extraordinary, it was not idiosyncratic. The preaching
         and other practices represent a well-established tradition and there is nothing about
         this tradition that is intellectually a copy or shadow of anything else. Du Bois describes
         the style as going back to slavery times (1996: 190-193).
      

      
      Churches like this are commonly described as “Pentecostal.” There are both black and
         white Pentecostal churches. By and large such churches act as separate individual
         congregations rather than through federations or associations. Preachers and musicians
         circulate among them with increasing racial crossing over. The constituencies are
         usually drawn from the poor and very poor. Most of the churches are economically hard-pressed,
         although there are exceptions. One is the large and prosperous Potter’s House of Bishop
         T. D. Jakes in Dallas, Texas. This has substantial social and media outreach activities.
         It is also explicitly interracial. The Ephesian theology as well as Jakes’ lays great
         stress on equating redemption with escaping or overcoming one’s past mistakes and
         making a new start here and now, on this earth and in this lifetime.
      

      
      The more “mainstream” and middle-class African American churches are mainly Baptist
         and Methodist. There is no separate African American Methodist organization. Initially
         African American Baptist churches belonged to three main conventions: the National
         Baptist Convention, the Foreign Mission Board Convention, and the Baptist National
         Educational Convention. In 1880 a six-year process was initiated to merge them into
         the National Baptist Convention. In 1915, this split in a dispute over publications
         and the dissidents formed the National Baptist Convention of America. In 1961 a second
         dispute developed over whether to approach civil rights issues by private negotiation
         or public demonstration. The dissidents included Martin Luther King, Jr. (1929–1968).
         They established the Progressive National Baptist Convention. The National Baptist
         convention still remains the largest, however, representing over 8 million adherents.
         There are also over 3,000 predominantly African American churches in the Southern
         Baptist convention.
      

      
      Unitarian Universalists

      
      For those in the more popular Judeo-Christian denominations, contemporary Unitarian
         Universalism often seems to be no tradition at all but rather a kind of intellectual
         discussion group with light religious overtones.[19]  Yet it is a coherent movement with a definite history and deep historical roots.
      

      
      Unitarianism and Universalism are not the same. They represent two initially distinct
         movements that have come together because their proponents recognized their common
         ideas and saw no reason to stay divided. The name, Unitarians sometimes say, indicates
         a combination of the ideas of the unity of God and Arianism. The core idea of Universalism
         is that salvation is open to all, not just a few—with the explicit understanding that
         in this case “all” means not only all people as individuals but also members of all
         sects. The merger came about because American Universalists recognized that a logical
         consequence of their views was the rejection of Trinitarian dogmatism, while Unitarians
         recognized that a logical consequence of theirs was universalism.
      

      
      According to the American Unitarian Universalist website, modern Unitarianism does
         not have just one continuous sectarian history. It has popped up in many places at
         different times. It began with Arianism and was suppressed with the establishment
         of the Nicene Creed. Thereafter those who came to this view were consistently persecuted.
         The website continues:
      

      
      
         In sixteenth-century Transylvania, Unitarian congregations were established for the
            first time in history. These churches continue to preach the Unitarian message in
            present-day Romania. Like their heretic forebears from ancient times, these liberals
            could not see how the deification of a human being or the simple recitation of creeds
            could help them to live better lives. They said that we must follow Jesus, not worship
            him. . .
         

         
          Unitarianism as we know it in North America is not a foreign import. In fact, the
            origins of our faith began with some of the most historic congregations in Puritan
            New England where each town was required to establish a congregationally independent
            church that followed Calvinist doctrines. Initially these congregational churches
            offered no religious choice for their parishioners, but over time the strict doctrines
            of original sin and predestination began to mellow.
         

         
         By the mid-1700s a group of evangelicals were calling for the revival of Puritan orthodoxy.
            . . . People who opposed the revival, believing in free human will and the loving
            benevolence of God, eventually became Unitarian. During the first four decades of
            the nineteenth century, hundreds of these original congregational churches fought
            over ideas about sin and salvation, and especially over the doctrine of the Trinity.
            Most of the churches split over these issues. In 1819, Unitarian minister William
            Ellery Channing delivered a sermon called “Unitarian Christianity” and helped to give
            the Unitarians a strong platform. Six years later the American Unitarian Association
            was organized in Boston, Massachusetts.[20]  
         

         
      

      Universalism was similar, springing up almost simultaneously in three different areas.
         In Philadelphia, a disagreement with Baptist Trinitarianism led to the foundation
         of the Universal Baptists by Elhanan Winchester in 1781. In New England, attempts
         to revive Puritan Calvinism led to similar reactions by a number of preachers including
         Caleb Rich and John Murray. Murray helped establish the first Universalist Church
         in Gloucester, Massachusetts in 1770. Other congregations were formed elsewhere in
         Pennsylvania and in New Jersey. In 1703-1704, Reverend James Abel Sarjent, a minister
         of a congregation in Washington County, Pennsylvania, began publishing the Free Universal
         Magazine.
      

      
      Most simply, Universalists hold that God could not be vindictive or mean. A God of
         love could not possibly want anything less than salvation for absolutely everyone.
         The church included a freed slave among its charter members and was the first denomination
         to ordain women to the ministry, beginning with Olympia Brown in 1863. They also argued
         for the complete separation of church and state. Horace Greeley, whose “Go west, young
         man, and grow up with your country” is still an American cultural battle cry, was
         a Universalist preacher. According to the Winchester Profession, adopted in 1803, Universalists are theological Unitarians. They hold to the ideas
         of the unity of God and the humanity of Christ.
      

      
      Unitarian Universalists have no creed, but there are a number of doctrinal issues
         they have a position on. These include:
      

      
      
         	
            
            The Unity or unipersonality of God, as opposed to the doctrine of the Trinity—hence
               the name ‘Unitarian.’
            

            
         

         
         	
            The humanity, as opposed to the deity, of Christ.

            
         

         
         	
            The worth of human beings, as opposed to ideas of original sin, inherited guilt, and
               innate depravity.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The universal salvation of all souls, as opposed to the doctrine that most of humanity
               is predestined to damnation.[21]  
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Unitarian Universalist congregations place strong emphasis on service to others, wherever
         it is needed.
      

      
      The Great Awakenings

      
      Although modern American Protestantism has European roots, its organization and distinctive
         flavor in America is very largely a product of a widespread religious movement at
         the time of the beginning of the industrial revolution called the Second Great Awakening.
      

      
      Popular religious “revivals” began in the American colonies as early as 1679. The
         First Great Awakening occurred between 1735 and 1745. Essentially, this was the consolidation
         and rationalization of what had been the many radical Protestant minority movements
         of Europe into one broad American Protestant majority. This occurred in a series of
         assemblies called together by a new type of evangelical preacher, often appearing
         in Puritan or Anglican churches but offering a view of Christianity and the Christian
         community that was far more consistent with that of the radical reformation. Their
         approaches were generally biblical with emphasis on the synoptic gospels, theologically
         straightforward, rationalist, humanist, anti-clerical, and anti-denominational. Whatever
         the specific theology—and they were various—the underlying message was simple and
         clear. To live in a new land did not require carrying on old sects and old sectarian
         conflicts. It required good sense, respect for the natural world as our common heritage
         as well as God’s creation, and respect for one another—meaning for all humanity.
      

      
      The Second Great Awakening began just after the American Revolution. It is considered
         to have lasted from the 1790s to the 1840s. One innovation of the Second Great Awakening
         was the camp meeting. Two of the largest and most famous of these were at the Gasper
         River Church in southwest Kentucky in 1800 and a much larger one at Cane Ridge, Kentucky
         in 1801.
      

      
      One of the best-known preachers of the Second Great Awakening was Peter Cartwright,
         who rode horseback for the Methodist Episcopal Church. Cartwright’s autobiography,
         The Backwoods Preacher (1856), is widely quoted to characterize the movement in general. It is absolutely
         clear that he regarded his mission as finding the common ground for the full range
         of Protestant sects, from doctrinaire Presbyterians on the one hand to the various
         kinds of Baptists on the other, and that he sees “the Methodists” (not Methodism)
         as those least likely to take extreme doctrinal positions or to wander off into irrationality
         in the midst of the ferment. Cartwright ran for political office several times in
         Illinois against Abraham Lincoln and opposed slavery more clearly than Lincoln did
         at the time, at least on free soil.
      

      
      Another important figure was Charles Grandison Finney. Finney toured and preached
         in what was then a frontier area between the Adirondack Mountains of New York and
         Lake Ontario from 1821 to 1835. Then he left to take up a chair of theology at Oberlin
         College, in Ohio. The college had been founded just two years before and was strongly
         dedicated to the renewed, progressive, and distinctively egalitarian Protestantism
         in the radical tradition that the Great Awakening represented. It was the first college
         in the United States with an explicitly interracial admission policy, and with Finney’s
         arrival it became an important stop on the underground railway for fugitive slaves
         escaping from the south. Finney served as President from 1851 to 1866.
      

      
      Finney was a prolific and philosophically knowledgeable writer. His Systematic Theology and many sermons consistently reinterpret basic Calvinist concepts, such as the doctrine
         of election, in ways that are at once biblically justified and naturally rational.
         Finney’s opposition to slavery was not a private view held apart from his religious
         views but a public view fundamentally grounded in them. He did not hesitate to announce
         it from the pulpit. He argued that the most basic idea of Christianity was God’s love,
         which could not be at all selfish or worldly but must, rather, be entirely selfless
         and beneficent. It was therefore inconceivable that slavery could be legitimate. Finney’s
         descriptions of God and God’s love reflect the same almost deistic sense of God that
         we see in the New England Transcendentalists, who emerged from this same ferment to
         find a common ground between Christianity and Vedanta.
      

      
      For the nineteenth and early twentieth century, the reformed, humanistic, and progressive
         Protestantism of the First and especially the Second Great Awakening represented the
         dominant religious orientation of the American political and cultural elite, insofar
         as there was one.
      

      
      United Church of Canada

      
      A similar orientation emerged in Canada, although by a different route. Canada too
         had been a place of exile or refuge for religious dissenters and shared in the first
         Great Awakening, but their histories diverged with the American Revolution. “Upper
         Canada” (north of the Saint Lawrence Seaway) received many loyalist immigrants. These
         were of radical as well as Anglican and other Calvinist religious traditions. In 1791,
         the region was made a political entity under British law and the stream of immigrants
         from America continued. Canada outlawed slavery in 1793. In America, by contrast,
         free blacks were in danger of finding themselves re-enslaved or even enslaved for
         the first time, as legal slavery increasingly took on the character of legalized racism.
         Canada, therefore, became the ultimate destination for the Underground Railroad moving
         escaped slaves from the American south. It remained so up to the time of the American
         Civil War.
      

      
      The American Revolution disestablished the Anglican Church, but the disestablishment
         stopped at the Canadian border. In Canada, the Anglican Church retained its position
         with renewed determination. Nevertheless, radical Protestant sects and non-Anglican
         Calvinists were substantially more prominent than in England and this eventually made
         a difference. In 1925 the Wesleyan Methodists, Congregationalists, and some Presbyterians
         combined to make up the United Church of Canada, which thus became the largest Protestant
         denomination. The Presbyterians included the remaining Huguenots, several streams
         of established and unestablished Scottish Presbyterians and the Dutch Reformed Church.
      

      
      While the United Church of Canada “acknowledges” the historic creeds, they do not
         require any. Rather, they proclaim the fundamental importance of the Old and New Testament
         and the example of Christ. The statement in their present account of “What we believe”
         that seems best to capture their emphasis on community over doctrine is:
      

      
      
         No single statement or creed can capture all that may be required of the church to
            make the good confession in a new context. Our claim that “Jesus is Lord” must be
            a timely one. The journey of a pilgrim people goes on.[22]  
         

         
      

      “Marginal” Christians

      
      With such a wide variety of sectarian views in modern Christianity, there are bound
         to be some that seem to be on the edge of being not Christian at all. In the United
         States, two of the most prominent of these are the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
         Day Saints, commonly known as the Mormons, and the Church of Christ, Scientist, commonly
         known as Christian Science. Both emerged from the Second Great Awakening but disagreed
         with what became the majority consensus.
      

      
      The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints

      
      The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints is commonly described as America’s
         most distinctive homegrown religious sect. Its founder was Joseph Smith, who grew
         up at the time of the Second Great Awakening in the same area where Finney preached.
         While the main emphases of preaching in the Awakenings were on democratizing and demystifying
         established Protestant theology, Smith sought to create a community with an elaborately
         hierarchical and paternalistic organization sharply at variance with the American
         mainstream. To do this, Smith claimed to add to the Gospels a whole new sequence of
         events carrying the Biblical stories and themes over into the New World and up to
         his own time.
      

      
      According to Smith, these events began in 1820 when he prayed for religious direction.
         He was answered by the appearance of God and Jesus, “two personages,” standing above
         him in the air. He asked them which sect he should join. They said he should join
         none of them because none contained the fullness of the original message of Jesus.
         After this initial vision Smith said that an angel named Moroni directed him to golden
         plates, buried in the ground. These were written by the Prophet Mormon in “reformed
         Egyptian.” Buried with the plates were two stones, the urrim and thummim, which enabled Smith to translate them. They described how the American Indians were
         descendants of a Hebrew prophet named Lehi who lived in the area of Jerusalem around
         600 BCE but was warned by God to flee. He did so, with his family and others, and
         eventually sailed to North America by way of the Pacific. The story continues through
         a number of books, in the manner of the Old Testament, up through the time of the
         Prophet Mormon, who led the community around 400 CE. It was his task to compile and
         abridge the history and write it on the gold plates. Smith’s translation is the Book of Mormon, first published in 1830. The plates were returned after they were translated. Three
         of Smith’s associates affirmed that they saw them but they were never seen publicly.
         Neither were the urrim and thummim.
      

      
      On the basis of these accounts Smith offered to re-establish the true original form
         of the Biblical community. By 1833, as described in the Doctrine and Covenant, this included property held in common, a government consisting of a strictly hierarchical
         and paternalistic all-male priesthood, and a polygamous family system that included
         sharing wives among or between several men. Smith assumed the status of a prophet
         and leader on the model of Moses leading the Jews through the wilderness to Zion,
         their own community with its own laws, separate from the society around them.
      

      
      The first Mormon community was in Palmyra, New York. Many non-Mormons around the Mormon
         communities found their views and practices offensive and threatening. Since the Mormons
         were also armed and willing to seek their advantage by forcing their way into local
         politics, this led to armed clashes. From the Mormon perspective, this is a history
         of persecution that parallels and extends the stories of exodus and thereby confirms
         their holiness and rightness. Non-Mormons tend not to agree.
      

      
      Conflicts with surrounding populations pushed the Mormon settlements ever westward
         from New York to Ohio, Illinois, Missouri, and finally to Utah and adjacent areas
         of southern Idaho and the northern Arizona. In Utah, then a territory, Mormons made
         up a majority of the electorate and formed a government along their own religious
         lines. When Utah sought statehood, the United States Congress made outlawing polygamy
         a condition of admission, along with a secular constitution establishing a more recognizably
         political form of government. Most Mormons accepted this, but some did not. Breakaway
         Mormon groups that still practice polygamy continue to emerge, particularly in the
         isolated corner of Arizona north of the Grand Canyon where Utah police authorities
         have no jurisdiction but Arizona authorities have little presence.
      

      
      Mormon claims and texts continue to attract hostile attention, particularly among
         American Protestants like Southern Baptists who accept the Americanization and individualism
         of the Second Great Awakening but not the emphasis on religious tolerance. This hostility
         in turn continues to justify the Mormon sense of persecution.
      

      
      Organizationally, the LDS Church is a single hierarchy headed by a Prophet. Joseph
         Smith was the first. Brigham Young was the second. Beneath the Prophet are two senior
         advisors, and beneath them twelve Apostles. Together these make up the General Authority.
         The center is Salt Lake City. Worldwide, the church is divided into geographical bishoprics,
         stakes, and wards. Promotion through the headships of the various levels depends on
         election by those in the levels above. Members are expected to attend the churches
         in their wards. In contrast to efforts of Baptists, Methodists, and other mainstream
         denominations to develop racially integrated congregations or at least have black
         congregations alongside white, the LDS did not admit non-whites until threatened with
         loss of their tax-exempt status under provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
      

      
      Every male is required to spend two years in missionary activity. This gives the church
         an extremely large missionary effort for their size. The activity is both domestic
         and international. The church claims to be one of the fastest growing religions in
         the world—which Mormons see as yet another vindication and their opponents see as
         yet another threat.
      

      
      From the point of view of most LDS adherents, they are Christian and details of conformance
         to mainstream Christian views are much less important than the exceptionally strong
         sense of community that the church provides. The local churches make many demands
         on their members’ time and in turn organize a wide range of community services. Mormons
         are required to give a tenth of their income to the church. Now, tithes go directly
         to the General Authority in Salt Lake City and normal operating expenses come back
         from there. Money for other matters, like ward or stake level charities, is raised
         separately by the location concerned. In rural communities, internal cooperation and
         sharing has traditionally offered a reliable economic safety net. The communities
         are not wealthy, but they make sure everyone gets by. In northern Arizona, Mormons
         represent one of several streams of rural settlement. It is always clear which communities
         are predominantly Mormon and which are not. In Mormon communities the local politics
         are an extension of church politics and the extent to which the Church leadership
         is felt to assert control over people’s daily lives is regarded as bizarre by non-Mormons.
         In urban LDS communities, there is a continuous round of social and community activities.
      

      
      Objectively, the Book of Mormon is not a product of the same kind of effort to be clear and accurate about the life
         of an apparent prophet as the New Testament or of the same kind of collective and
         sustained effort to build a community on a genuine historical foundation as the Old
         Testament. One can easily doubt that the Old and New Testament materials reflect actual
         supernatural events as opposed to beliefs about them, but no one can doubt that they
         are genuine historical documents that reflect a real sequence of historical developments
         and the words, ideals and struggles of real people. The distinctively LDS materials,
         by contrast, are a contemporary mythology in a biblical style. They have the same
         constitutional function as the biblical texts but patently lack historical authenticity.
      

      
      Christian Science

      
      The Church of Christ, Scientist, also formed the time of the Second Great Awakening.
         According to the church website, “Christian Science, as discovered by Mary Baker Eddy,
         refers to the universal, practical system of spiritual, prayer-based healing, available
         and accessible to everyone.”[23]  
      

      
      Eddy was born Mary Morse Baker in Bow, Connecticut, in 1821. Her parents were Congregationalist.
         Her education was limited because of chronic ill health involving a spinal disorder,
         but she was taught at home and had an exceptional capacity for individual study. In
         1843 she married George Glover, who died before the birth of their son, George. She
         was preoccupied with health and experimented with homeopathy. In 1853 she married
         Daniel Patterson, a dentist with similar interests. Not long after, she visited Phineas
         P. Quimby of Portland, Maine. Quimby was the founder of the “New Thought” movement.
         This combined Christianity, hypnosis, and various forms of suggestion in a way that
         overlapped with the contemporary New England Transcendentalists. Eddy believed that
         his method worked. Moreover, it was the healing method of Jesus himself, as described
         in the Gospels.
      

      
      Quimby died in 1866. After his death, Eddy’s illness recurred and she suffered a severe
         fall. She considered her case hopeless but recovered after reading the New Testament.
         She dated her “discovery” of Christian Science from this event. She subsequently devoted
         herself entirely to developing and then publicizing this system, divorcing Patterson
         in 1873. In 1875, she published Science and Health, with Key to the Scriptures. Although the first edition acknowledged Quimby, later editions did not and Eddy
         denied that he had any influence. She organized the First Church of Christ, Scientist,
         in Boston in 1879. She organized the Massachusetts Medical College, where she taught
         her system, in 1881. They now form a worldwide system, with their associated Christian
         Science reading rooms. In 1883 she founded the first of several periodicals. These
         culminated in the Christian Science Monitor in 1908, a newspaper available worldwide and highly respected for the quality and
         objectivity of its international reporting. Branch churches were started in cities
         outside Boston in 1906.
      

      
      Eddy’s central idea is literally that faith heals. One’s own faith can heal one’s
         own diseases as it can remove one’s own sins. Moreover, it does so in the way that
         Jesus seems to say in many passages of Matthew. That is, it is not Jesus who heals
         and it is in a strict sense not even God who heals, but rather one’s faith in God, given the nature of God. This must be a specifically Christian faith, in the
         sense (reflecting Luther and Calvin) that it must be a faith that is unselfish and
         benevolent. It is this kind of faith which taps the unlimited power of God, which
         is also the goodness of God, and allows mind to overcome matter, the health of the
         mind to overcome disabilities of the body. The first chapter of Science and Health is on prayer and a short section beginning with line 15 conveys the idea clearly:
      

      
      
         Prayer cannot change the Science of being, but it tends to bring us into harmony with
            it. Goodness attains the demonstration of Truth. A request that God will save us is
            not all that is required. The mere habit of pleading with the divine Mind, as one
            pleads with a human being, perpetuates the belief in God as humanly circumscribed,—an
            error which impedes spiritual growth.
         

         
          God is Love. Can we ask Him to be more? God is intelligence. Can we inform the infinite
            Mind of anything He does not already comprehend? Do we expect to change perfection?
            Shall we plead for more at the open fount, which is pouring forth more than we accept?
            The unspoken desire does bring us nearer the source of all existence and blessedness.[24]  
         

         
      

      The church is now a corporation with a board of directors. While Eddy was alive she
         controlled the board membership directly. Now it is controlled by the terms of her
         instructions, the Church Manual. There is no clergy. The official “Pastor” is the Bible and Science and Health. The approximately 2,000 local branches are self-governing. The constituency of the
         church services and reading rooms mainly appears to be older people of diverse Christian,
         usually Protestant, backgrounds, often with health problems. Adherents circulate many
         anecdotes about people, like Eddy herself, who medical science had given up on and
         who turned to Christian Science and were cured. For many, it is a last hope or a last
         comfort.
      

      
      The Christian Science Monitor has an entirely different constituency. It is both international and internationalist,
         with no religious orientation. Articles are in-depth and on important topics. For
         example, it has long had some of the best reporting of any American paper on legal
         developments in other countries.
      

      
      Critical Scholarship and Public Theology

      
      Finally, I should note a type of religious scholar or philosopher not closely affiliated
         with any church, rejecting dogmatism and sectarian control, and directly addressing
         a wide public audience rather than one or another sect. This has deep historical roots.
         It goes back at least to the “natural theology” of Peter Abelard and others at the
         University of Paris in the thirteenth century who belonged to no religious orders.
         It now has two main prongs. One is the effort to establish religious scholarship on
         an objective basis that began with the “higher criticism“ of mid-eighteenth century,
         represented by Jean Astruc (1694–1766), Johann Gottfried Eichhorn (1752–1827), Johann
         Salomo Semler (1725–1791), Ferdinand Christian Bauer (1792–1860), and Julius Wellhausen
         (1844–1918). One important part of their anti-dogmatism was that they undertook to
         compare all the authoritative versions of the Old Testament—both Greek and Hebrew—and
         not just the canonic versions of one particular tradition. This scholarship is what
         first distinguished the four sources of the Pentateuch noted at the beginning of the
         chapter on Judaism. The effect was inevitably to weaken sectarian differences and
         strengthen common scholarly interests across the entire Judeo-Christian spectrum.
      

      
      While the higher criticism itself is now widely considered old-fashioned (although
         some still identify with it), it has been followed by a number of other forms of “criticism”
         with the same aim and same commitment to objectivity. Jacob Neusner and Jenny Rose,
         who I have relied on, represent this type of scholarship.
      

      
      The second prong was a series of efforts to develop a personal philosophy or theology
         that would unify or encapsulate what sects were trying to represent while also responding
         to enlightenment criticism, particularly to the impact of the philosophy of Immanuel
         Kant (1724–1804). Kant was without question the greatest philosopher of his age, possibly
         of any age, and the greatest synthesizer of the skeptical tradition. His concern was
         the nature of fundamental knowledge and, on that basis, with laying out the general
         outlines of what such fundamental knowledge covered: cosmology grounded in an epistemology.
      

      
      The simplest way to describe what Kant did is that he answered the long-standing philosophical
         question “What can be known by the mind alone?” The answer was “Not much.” Mainly,
         it is that the mind requires consistency and self-consistency. Without this there
         can be no logic; without this there can be no thought. At the same time, however,
         building on David Hume and others he recognized that the scope of what we know empirically
         includes what we learn from one another. Hume’s phrase was “custom and habit.” Anthropologists
         would say culture—language, cultural conventions, and established ideas of all kinds.
         The consequence was an enormous reduction of the scope of topics left to be known
         by the previous kinds of philosophical speculation and a complementary increase in
         the recognized scope for experimental science. Kant made very clear, for those prepared
         to understand him, that the traditional kinds of cosmologies that had occupied philosophers
         since Plato and Aristotle, based on knowledge of what was thought to lie beyond “mere
         experience,” were groundless and the idea of knowledge of anything “beyond experience”
         was actually nonsense. Ideas like the soul (self), other, and God were not based on
         things beyond experience but were rather intellectual postulates we used to organize
         experience. This has obvious implications for the claims of dogmatic religion, although
         Kant’s only work specifically on religion was the relatively minor Religion Within the Limits of Mere Reason (1793). This was, however, sufficient to get Kant a personal letter from Emperor Frederick
         William II threatening “unpleasant measures for your continuing obstinacy” (Gregor
         1979: 11).
      

      
      In 1984 I went through the card catalog of the Vatican library to get a sense of what
         they had and what they did not. I expected a good collection in philosophy. There
         wasn’t one. The collection was tightly focused on religion and religious argument,
         mainly Western. For Kant, Religion Within the Limits of Mere Reason was all they had.
      

      
      Especially important writers in this post-Kantian line of development include Friedrich
         Schleiermacher (1763–1834), Søren Kierkegaard (1813–1855), Fyodor Dostoevsky (1821–1881),
         Karl Barth (1886–1968), Martin Buber (1878–1965), and Rienhold Niebuhr (1892–1971).
         Although they have very different views from one another, in general they can be described
         as defending religion in a Judeo-Christian sense against its enlightenment critiques.
         Yet they do so in a very enlightenment way. They try to say why and how it commanded
         personal conviction and agreement rather than trying to defend any doctrinal position.
      

      
      Schleiermacher, for example, is usually credited with re-constituting Protestant theology
         on a new basis. His personal religious background was Reform (Lutheran) and Moravian,
         but he associated with Christians of all sects, Jews, and many who were not religious
         at all. His aim was to rebuild theology as the study of Christianity itself, rather
         than of God. This theology was divided into philosophical theology aimed at identifying
         the distinctive form of Christian self-consciousness, historical theology as the study
         of the development of the religion and its institutions, and practical theology aimed
         at the instruction of church leaders. His conception of Christian self-consciousness
         reflected both his understanding of Kant and of Christianity, an expansion and application
         of Kant’s idea of the self as an organizing principle of our consciousness and as
         something we construct in a social process. It was, first of all, inner, personal,
         and emotional—not supernatural, external, impersonal or entirely rational. It was
         a kind of striving for and sense of the infinite in oneself, but also a sense that
         one is a part of more than oneself, because we also recognize that we are social.
         In Kant’s terms, it is Christianity within the limits of what is knowable.
      

      
      The University of Berlin was founded by Wilhelm von Humbolt in 1808 as the world’s
         first research university. There were no religious, political, or gender tests for
         hiring or admission. Its fundamental purpose was simply to find the truth. Humboldt’s
         vision was clearly built on Kant’s (Bhati 1987: 445). Schleiermacher was appointed
         professor of theology there in 1811.
      

      
      Kierkegaard’s central question was related. He asked himself what it must be to live
         as a Christian, and this led him to ask what it would feel like to be one. His conclusion was that it had to be to feel like Christ on the cross,
         sincerely, deeply, and without qualification or calculation. Anything less was to
         be a Christian in name only, which was not at all. This preoccupation with the authenticity
         of experience and the sense that life without such authenticity is a void is recognized
         as the starting point of existentialism.
      

      
      Building on the emphasis Kant placed on reciprocity in human life and thought, Martin
         Buber sees religion as representing the fundamental relation between I and Thou that
         all relations, all philosophies, and all moral values depend on. The core of religion
         is the idea of reciprocity. Buber was Jewish by background and self-identification,
         and in addition to being influential in Christian thought his philosophy was an important
         influence on the early pragmatism of Charles S. Peirce.
      

      
      In this company, Karl Barth, the nemesis of conservative Southern Baptists and a leading
         representative of what is now regarded as “liberal” theology, actually represents
         a kind of conservative reaction. Although he retained the enlightenment spirit of
         toleration and regard for reason, he rejected the idea that the basis of Christianity
         is emotional and personal. He returned to the idea of the Trinity and argued that
         God is not actually knowable and must be accepted as an ultimate mystery. Only his
         Trinitarianism allowed him to identify this God with the person of Jesus of the Synoptic
         Gospels as the expression of God’s love and his intentions. For Barth, as for the
         preachers of the American Second Great Awakening, God was above all, therefore, a
         god of love.
      

      
      Barth had a very post-enlightenment reason for his turn to pre-enlightenment theology.
         Although he was Swiss, he lived and taught in Germany over the period of the Nazi
         rise to power. He consistently and openly opposed their policies and the “new paganism”
         that they imbedded in their ideology, and his theology was shaped in this process.
         So his renewed religious conservatism actually supported a liberal and progressive
         conception of society, contrasting the power of God to the Nazi glorification of the
         power of the leader and contrasting the character of Jesus to the character of that
         leader. Apparently it is this same combination of theological conservativism and staunch
         anti-authoritarianism that makes him such a central figure in the Southern Baptist
         struggle between the mainstream and “conservatives.”
      

      
      Most religious writers in the West are important only in religion, usually only in
         their own sects. These writers are much more. They are important as social thinkers,
         and in most cases also as social and moral leaders.
      

      
      With the publication of Gutenberg’s Bible in 1454, the demand that people should be
         able to read and interpret the Bible for themselves became a practical reality. Gutenberg’s
         decision to make the Bible his first publication was neither an obvious business decision
         nor a bland act of piety. It was an act of Protestant defiance and an important advance
         on the anti-authoritarian side of the long-standing organizational conflict. By 1479
         the first press was working in England. By 1517 the technology had proliferated so
         widely that Luther’s writings reached almost all literate people within weeks. The
         more widely disseminated something is, the harder it is to suppress.
      

      
      Now the literate public is far larger and there is a vast publishing industry eager
         to supply them. We also have new systems of instantaneous electronic communication.
         The effect is that a single thinker can communicate quickly and directly with millions
         of individuals and stimulate a conversation that then reaches the religious leadership
         in the form of a “grass roots” movement coming at them from many sides rather than
         simply a remote possibility coming from a single individual or small group. Thus while
         the basic arguments for and against democratizing Christianity, and the Judeo-Christian
         tradition more generally, have not changed, the practicalities of doing so have.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      While Christian doctrine focuses on theology, cosmology, and eschatology, the focus
         in saying what this doctrine means is on community. The broader the participation
         in the process of forming interpretations within a sect, the more openly this is acknowledged.
         In traditional Catholicism, where the power to form authoritative interpretations
         is highly restricted, it is not acknowledged openly at all and the focus continues
         to be on the ideas of inerrancy and continuing revelation through the Papacy. On the
         radical protestant end of the continuum, the entire community is the starting point
         of interpretation and authority is attached only to the basic texts, rather than to
         any one view of what they say or mean.
      

      
      All of the covenantal traditions provide their adherents with theological problems
         that cannot be resolved by recourse to direct evidence and reason, by definition.
         Rather, the resolution depends on the community’s organization. The conceptual systems
         explicitly framed as descriptions of God and his covenant with the community provide
         languages for deciding how that community should be organized, what its rules will
         be, and how those rules will be enforced. Ultimately, consensus on theology reflects
         consensus on organization; conflicts over theology reflect conflicts over organization.
         Moreover, although the specific conceptual languages differ, the basic options that
         frame the organizational possibilities are the same: reciprocity versus subordination,
         democratic/participatory versus authoritarian, tolerant versus intolerant, monolithic
         versus pluralistic. But the choices are all that they provide. None dictate what the
         outcomes will be and over time and space we see wide ranges in all the major traditions.
      

      
      The development of secular governments and their separation from religious conflict
         have taken the cutting edge off of most of the historic sectarian arguments, making
         religion for most Christians primarily a source of community support and personal
         moral affirmation. Yet while secular governments have disavowed authority over churches,
         religious authorities often claim authority over governments, secular or otherwise.
         History should be remembered.
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      Chapter 7

      Conclusion

      
         
         
      

      
       It should now be clear that there is great diversity in the purposes and character
         of the different recognized religions. There is no one subject or belief that they
         all share with each other but that they do not share with other cultural systems.
         They all share a concern with the meaning of life given the fact of death, but so
         do systems of law and philosophy. They all define a type of community, but there are
         also other types of community. They all have offices and ceremonies, but so do all
         the other world cultural systems. Most have been tied to governmental organizations
         and ideologies, but so have non-religions. Nearly all have been associated with social
         revolutions or counter-revolutions, but so have other idea-systems. And they are all
         exceedingly flexible, subject to a wide range of interpretations and uses. While there
         are in each tradition voices of intolerance and hostility toward other traditions,
         there is no case in which such voices are unopposed within their own tradition and
         few cases in which they represent the mainstream for a long period of time.
      

      
      In addition, as noted at the outset, each religious tradition has its own definition
         of what religion is in general and insofar as there is a basic premise to any of these
         systems of ideas and their uses, these basic definitions provide it. The general definition
         of religion that each tradition provides is very much the handle by which the tradition
         can be grasped—by design and as a result of a long process of cultural evolution.
         But it is never a good handle for grasping all religions.
      

      
      Since religious ideas and organizations are only one type of institution found in
         any society, to assess the impact of religion on people’s lives or on the society
         as a whole we cannot simply look at religious ideas themselves and accept what they
         seem to imply. We also have to see what those other systems are and how they are logically
         related to one another. If a religion is a state religion, ideas are likely to have
         very different implications than they would if it is not a state religion. If it is
         not a state religion in a state that maintains religious tolerance, different ideas
         might be focused on than if it is not the state religion in a state that persecutes
         its adherents. If the economy is industrial or if it is agricultural, different ideas
         are likely to have different implications. And as we have seen repeatedly, the moral
         import of religion is likely to depend heavily on whether religion provides the main
         system of law in the society, one competing system of law, or has nothing to do with
         law. Finally, religious ideas have different meanings for human life and society if
         the society in question is religiously pluralistic or relatively monolithic. We can
         see what the main ideas of each tradition are and we can see how and to what extent
         they persist, but we cannot say that they have any one set of individual or social
         implications in a detailed or very specific sense because in fact they do not.
      

      
      All other conclusions apply only to some aspects of some traditions in some places.

      
      Religion and Social Development

      
      One question that is often asked about religious traditions is whether they have an
         effect on economic and social development. There are times and places where a religion
         seems to be associated with economic progress, and there are times and places where
         a religion seems to hold it back. The Sikh religion, in Punjab, is regularly credited
         by Sikhs and others with helping advance the Green Revolution there in the 1960s.
         National Shinto, in Japan, was closely associated with military rule and social regimentation,
         leading to Japan’s role in World War II. How do we explain this?
      

      
      The answer is that we do not do it on the model of Weber’s social-psychological determinism—the
         “ethic” of the “religion” promoting a “spirit” that the economic activity requires.
         First of all, people are not puppets hanging from imputed strings. People make choices,
         individually and collectively. Secondly, governmental policy and law are far more
         immediately salient in those choices. A local religious tradition may, however, provide
         ideas and organizations that can be used to promote such public policy. Sometimes
         the religious leadership facilitates or encourages such a use. There is an obvious
         logical association between the ideas of radical Protestantism (not Calvinism) and
         the importance of voluntary associations, and there is an equally obvious association
         between strong legal support for voluntary associations and the ability to form businesses.
         I do not doubt that the Protestant synthesis of the American Great Awakenings supported
         American social and economic progress, but it was not because of some mysterious influence
         of the religion on behavior that produced progress unthinkingly. It was because the
         values discussed and agreed upon in the churches and camp meetings were explicitly
         argued for as the values that both democracy and progress depended on--and these arguments
         were right. The association between Sikhism and agricultural development in Punjab
         is through the electoral system. The Sikh leadership is elected, and the election
         processes are used to debate policies that represent the spirit of sacrifice for the
         community as opposed to selfishness. Since most rural Sikhs are farmers, the policies
         that are discussed include matters important to agriculture, such as land reform and
         rural credit cooperatives. Politicians running for state office sought the votes of
         these same farmers, so they supported the same positions. They thus became state law,
         and they worked.
      

      
      In Italy, while the Southern zone is Catholic and historically poor, the Northern
         zone is equally Catholic but highly industrialized. It is also an area of strong Republics,
         city-states, going back to Roman times, while the South was predominantly feudal.
         And national Shinto did not cause militarism but was developed by those who favored
         militarism to organize support for it. The public went along for various reasons.
      

      
      In short, the causes of development (or lack of development) are elsewhere. Religious
         ideas and organizations can be useful for formulating policy or for organizing support
         for it, or to undermine it.
      

      
      Religion and Ethics

      
      Religion is most definitely not the source of all ethical systems, the highest form
         of ethics, or the most encompassing ethical system of a society. What we have seen
         is that there are two basic views of ethics that recur in the various religious traditions
         but also in other kinds of organizational traditions. This wide distribution at the
         inception of all of these widely distributed religious idea systems tells us that
         they predate all of these systems, probably by a very long time (Leaf and Read 2012:
         46-96). In their original forms most of the religious idea systems cleave to or build
         on one or the other ethical idea system. But as time goes on, in most of the traditions
         people devise ways to have both, so the arguments between them become internal.
      

      
      In their most basic forms these two systems boil down to an opposition between two
         very familiar images: hierarchy versus community. In the community perspective, rules
         arise from mutual agreement. Such agreement must be arrived at freely, or it is not
         agreement but domination. This requires two things: facts recognized in common and
         principles recognized as universal. Principles recognized as universal, in turn, depend
         on reciprocity: what applies to me must also apply to you, and we both must recognize
         this. Since what people agree on can change and depends on circumstances, ethical
         rules in this framework are situational. This is what we see in Confucius’ principle
         of not doing to others as you would not have them do to you, Vedantic non-violence
         combined with the conception of the universality of mind, Buddha's conception of “right”
         action, the idea of duty in the Bhagavad Gita, the conception of the Sikh community
         represented by the Sikh initiation with amrit (Leaf 2014), Isaiah's “Come let us reason
         together,” Jesus's principle of doing unto others as you would have them would do
         unto you, the imagery of the Synoptic Gospels generally, and St. Francis's original
         plan to base his order of “minor friars” on the same model. It is what we see in Sufi
         conceptions of Islam and of religion in general, the Athenian polytheism that Socrates
         was charged with undermining, the Sophism of Protagoras, the imagery of the Roman
         Republic's constitutional doctrine of Vox Populi Vox Dei, and Kant’s universal maxim—among many others.
      

      
      In the hierarchical view, on the other hand, ethics is above all a matter of submitting
         to authority or following commands, laws, or principles. This authority or these laws
         are absolute, not relative. Systems differ in what this principle or authority is
         and in the way it is justified. They also differ in reasons for submitting to such
         authority. Sometimes it is for a reason, such as self or community preservation. Sometimes
         it is simply because they are rules or laws—or the rules or laws. This is what we see in Zoroastrian monotheism and the association
         of the king with Ahura Mazda, Judaic monotheism identifying law with the command of
         God, the Neo-Platonic imagery of the Gospel of John, Shinto mythology that emphasizes
         the line of descent from the Gods through the emperor, the Christian idea of doctrine
         as something the laity must accept but need not understand, the Catholic doctrine
         of prophetic rule and succession through St. Peter, the hierarchical system of knowledge
         and authority of Aquinas' Summa, the Roman imperial constitutional doctrine that the Emperor is the voice of the
         law, Deobandi and Wahhabi conceptions of Islam, and Han Fei's legalism--also among
         many others.
      

      
      Of course there are wide ranges of interpretation and elaboration of each ethical
         idea system in its many applications. I have listed the hierarchical positions in
         the previous paragraph in rough order of the degree to which they justify subjecting
         the mass of the community to the arbitrary use of force by the leadership. There is
         an enormous difference between the authoritarianism of Cyrus conceptualized in the
         imagery of Zoroastrianism and the authoritarianism of Han Fei’s legalism (Leaf 2014).
         Cyrus, as the declared embodiment of all things good, was obligated to demonstrate
         responsiveness to the judgment of his subjects concerning how well he did it. Qin,
         as the defender of the state by enforcing conformance to law by inflicting torture
         and death, was under no such obligation. Responsiveness would itself have been non-compliance.
         I cannot order the community idea systems along the same kind of continuum, but clearly
         Sufi community organization is very different from Amish community organization. Amish
         organization is very different from Quaker organization, and the idea system behind
         Quaker pacifism would not support the military campaigns of the Taborites. Yet in
         the end, the two main opposed systems of core ideas remain distinct and the kinds
         of organizations they have been used to build and justify remain distinct. Individual
         liberty does not have the same moral value or social implications in the communitarian
         ideologies and in the hierarchical ideologies, and neither does unquestioning obedience.
      

      
      I cannot see when this opposition began, but I can understand why they both persist.
         It is that they represent a real choice between two basic ways to run most organizations:
         command or consensus. Either one person or subset of people will tell the rest what
         to do, or everyone will decide together or on an ongoing basis. The reason they persist
         is that neither can be the only framework for forming all organizations in any one
         reasonably complex community. There are some circumstances in which command works
         best, and others where consensus works best. So every complex society preserves both.
      

      
      But it is possible to decide which will have priority. Will we have consensual organizations
         in the context of an overall totalitarian or authoritarian system, or will we have
         authoritarian organizations in the context of an overall consensual system?
      

      
      For most of recorded history, with a few notable exceptions, the dominant pattern
         in human societies has been authoritarian organizations on the largest scale with
         various degrees of consensual control in local communities: empires with some of the
         local communities in them being republics or consensual democracies of some kind.
         For the last two hundred years, however, we have seen the increasing spread of democratic
         national states and a democratic international order, setting the framework for allowable
         uses of authority in localized instances. I have not tried to conceal my personal
         view that this is far better and that most of humanity agrees when they are free to
         do so. But it is a vast and many-sided argument, and we have a long way to go to resolve
         it.
      

      
      Final Thought

      
      Some argue that religion is obsolete. Its time is past. Although I hope that this
         is true for religion as a basis of government, these traditions are still the way
         a large part of the world’s people encounter their most penetrating philosophy. They
         provide the ideas and organizations they use for public discussion of many important
         matters. For many people, the ideas provide an important sense of purpose and coherence
         for their lives in the face of their difficulties and the ever-looming fact of their
         mortality. In countries with secular governments, religious organizations often provide
         a sense of community and community support on a more personal and manageable scale
         than do those governments.
      

      
      Like medicine, science, government, and education, the world religions are part of
         our common heritage. I have no objection in principle to evaluating one against the
         others or otherwise debating their relative merits just as we would debate the relative
         merits of different forms of government or systems of education. But for most of us,
         who have no real need or intent to choose one or another, this is a sterile exercise.
         It is far more important to understand what each one means for those who already identify
         with it. They are cultural languages, and as the world grows smaller and historically
         separated communities more and more frequently intermix, it is increasingly important
         to understand how to translate one to the other.
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