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continuing interplay between “contraries”: difference from the surrounding
order and living within it; continuity with the Jewish tradition and yet radical
departure from it; and the tension between the reality of the continuity of thig
age and the taste of the age to come.

This will be followed by a much later writer's interpretation of key New Tes.
tament texts. The choice of John Milton's treatise on The Tenure of Kings and Mag-
istrates is not arbitrary. First, it was written in a situation in which there was the
widest divide between the divine and the human kingdoms. As such, it offers an
example of biblical interpretation which echoes the sentiments of pre-Constan-
tinian Christianity. Second, Milton offers examples of the interpretation of key
Christian texts such as Matt. 22: 15-22 and Rom. 13. 1-10 as part of his argu-
ment against those who would claim scriptural authority for a view of human
society in which the divine monarch is replicated in human affairs. Milton’s text,
therefore, offers an opportunity to watch an interpreter at work in a clearly
understood context; and a context, moreover, that has a close analogy with the
situation of pre-Constantinian Christianity. In the light of the sketch of the inter-
pretive context of earliest Christianity, with its clear prioritization of obedience
to God rather than Caesar in private and public life, and a consideration of the
scriptures which stresses the critical difference between the divine and human
polities, we will consider the Gospel accounts of Jesus' prophetic proclamation

of God's kingdom and the ethical challenge it presented to early Christians, and
the indications of their engagement with that challenge.

Both pre-Constantinian Christianity and Milton's Tenure of Kings and Magis-
trates exemplify the stark contrast between God's kingdom and the kingdoms of
this world which is characteristic of so much of the New Testament. The con-
trast between this age and the age to come, the present and the future, and
between what is and what should be, is a thread which runs through the New
Testament and which gives that collection of writings its peculiar theological
power. Such a conviction lies at the heart of Christian beliel and accentuates the
qualitative difference between present and future downplaying the sufficiency of
all present political arrangements. This tension, or dialectic, in various forms has
been characteristic of Christian political theology down the centuries.

Pre-Constantinian Christianity’s Emerging Political Identity

Despite the different strands in scripture, the position taken in this essay is that
the main elements of Christian identity, as exemplified in what we can discover
about the practice of pre-Constantinian Christianity, and recalled and practiced
by minorities within the Christian churches down the centuries, are noncon-
formist and based on the principle that “we must obey God rather than any
human authority” (Acts 5: 29; and see further Bradstock and Rowland 2001).
The subversive character of the nascent Christian movement was early recog-

outsiders who, hearing that Christians were proclalmI?g &{rtllotlsﬁz
a'ngl:lcting against the decrees of Caesar, accused them of “turning
1081 i . 6: see Hill 1972). ‘
: P‘?d; g;::;l a(;:f; Sb:,f'f)rg the fourth century CE wasf cﬁargcti?lfsilb:xs; C]_;ll’l
{an. spirit. At the heart of the bap is . -
7 ;(;11;1211;:11: rzzz;lasgf:)?rzliatrant;fer from one dorgi]niodn tfolan(;)slh‘ii]‘ilgvgl;r(;
s Chri king of kings and lord ol lords.
ac;gﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ;f;;:tgggi Et‘lsxts i§ that they were v\gittt]en by [:eocﬂz xﬁﬁ
iti : i isi the world which was at o
. Or ﬂO_POll?CH] sztiz;ﬂ;l;:d‘{ézggr?: of impatience with the statu§ quo
P Ogy;)unded and expected a different kind of understanding of
‘thaft tlt:r?}; 1;i}lpthe world. Not drawn from one particular rgaﬂe or :)E::II:C-I
. 1 C(I)'lristians were a differ::lnt sortlo{l' ﬁi?ﬂ:ei?:::::?g :;t: 31'. l;:;agt s
. an not (unti :
P Cgi)tr‘: z}::llg:)figi;egf tthe age. Once it became the reli.gion of thedrul?;.
_CWIS ic could easily be used to serve rather different ends. 1he
Qf:)‘;‘:l;}:){;t?}z;:atlans 3. 28, “There is neither Jew nor Greek, slav;(-;l nozérctijl
- i : ifferent ring when uttered to serve as the s
-4 l.erflakla‘ Sit\lrzs goiﬁi;i?iltan and ev%ntually fragmenting empire. e
ke mfnu aétern of existence in early Christianity, dw.erse thou% : hle
bt:n:ﬁrgwags !i)s characterized by the martyr spirit (in the Si:lj].C[ i;ens? od o
oul g ty‘s no{ to say that persecution was widespreaq , but c{llf«?n‘nce dl:l e
: T : ;ss of lifestyle and practice were. The acts of l‘he (hI'lS[l'dr} ‘n‘}drt i:;
E il 2: Lane Fox 1986; Boyarin 1999) are testimony l(‘J this 1% i 5
. 2 ldg'Z\o\;asii pattern which was basic to later exemp]iﬁca{tlons (')f Ld bn:,
S't?rriltit:s. Politically, these were people who were not neatly !n:eg&aﬁst;;\ns
o-Roman society. Because of their allegiance to ']eﬁus. lfhe ecltrhye g
known as members of a superstition, a de\'natmfnd rf)mnems ——
sted behavior. The New Testament is the collection 0 091:1 vt
g-roup. Joining the Christian community meant cor;v}ersm B
ety which was at odds with its values, nowhere bettci1 ebr.(e de ot
nversion accounts in Justin Martyr (First Apf)!ogy l d} fm o grt ot
-r to Donatus 3; Kreider 1995). From the p051ltlon olC r:s'c‘?'mn pe‘ople p
, oppression and minority status throughuu} h'lStOI:y.d[ I('ilbl e
that biblical texts have resonated with their lives d!} f:b B s
dds with society. In the face of growing accommodatxon 'e N ot
30d and Caesar, monastic asceticism made its ‘appearame; s et
. Originally a hermit-like existence, it evolved 1nto‘c.t;11nm e
n earth. This way of life threw into the sharpest_ possi ’e 1:ei:1Il g
7-1dliness of the churches. There was an en'lphe?sns on n_llc(aimrlness e
with prayer and reflection. The solitary YOICGS l'n the wilde A
ral part of church and society, prompting their ownfrgrgwaux it o
ter Middle Ages pioneered by people like Bernard o Clai e
Assisi, who in their turn sought to recapture ‘tl-le orflglr;r[ection i
d exemplily its political character in communities ol p



Z4 CHRISTOPHER ROWLAND

azl(l)g 1l;l'uml"ress 2001; Lane Fox 1987; Rousseau Pachomius 1985; Kreider
The roots of this alternative, counter-cultural, political identity are fund:
mental for interpreting Christianity’s foundation documents as they would h -
been understood by the Christians of the first centuries. Baptismal litu -
str‘essed the different character of the citizenship involved in being a membreg]e?
this new “race.” It meant deliverance from the demonic world which Controﬂ (?;1
the values of the world at large, values which Christians deemed antitheticali
human flourishing (Justin First Apology 14). The catechumenate and baptis "
were part of a process of inculturation into a very different political culturepP'bml
sket'cl.les it in Romans 12, writing of the renewal of the mind and the off.eridu
of l.wmg sacrifices. For some this was literally true, as the martyr narrati =
testily. M.artyrdom. however, was not extraordinary but at the end of a cont‘::
uum which saw Christians engaged in a public demonstration of a different
political ethos, in which Christ, not Caesar, was Lord (Phil. 2; Rev. 19: 16) 'l‘hl'1
alternative political practice was supported by practical and .zcldmlinist.rali(ll
arrangements manifested in networks of communication and mutual su 0:1e
The latter in particular embodied an alternative polity which could be s::n '1i
:Ez Io;:al !eve] (Justin Apc?logy I 65-7) and internationally (Paul's collection l':)r
o ‘[){ 0(:11;-11‘11 ijerzuss:a;eijnoseéri% )t'he earliest and most remarkable example of this,

The Contrast between God and Caesar: John Milton's The
Tenure of Kings and Magistrates (1649)

In f]. situation where I'quman monarchy had become so flawed that it had to be
reswt.ed and removed in the search for a better kingdom, John Milton (1608-74)
Expl;iuﬂs the extraordinary events of 1649 which saw the execution of the
: ;g is mo.narch. Wnt.lng.al‘this time of upheaval, Milton rejected the royalists’
e rpretatllon of certain biblical passages as a defense of human monarchy and
Sta(r)l[:]?rrless:)\;e %ohn§equences: Milton is one of the foremost advocates of an under-
mstinctg o rlStlaI? .p()]mcs which reflects those radical, nonconformist
v K.in C;ga:n V:-.'I'llllll'lg The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates (Dzelzainis 1991)
ik Wh;gCh 1ar es; t‘nal but completed and published it after his execution. It
L tlS l::xp icitly contextu?l and, as such, differs in several key respects
et a [\:'rlltby some of Milton's radical contemporaries like Lilburne
oty radigl ilton argues the case for the right to execute a tyrant, but also
b al case for popular sovereignty based on an original social and
s cotmpact that ensures the people's right to choose and change
ki e;) s as they see fit. It"lS a' manifesto of those who value religious
e rree commonwefi]th without monarchy or aristocracy, Milton
e oremost apologists of nonconformity. In The Tenure of Kings and

gistrates we find passages from the Hebrew Bible treated to support the bibli-
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tude to monarchy, which is then taken further with an examination of

passages connected with Christianity and royal power (Matt. 22 and
13: 11f.). The work offers a thoroughgoing interaction with major scrip-
Jassages which may often be mentioned in passing in other radical or
nist writings, and to which interpreters return again and again down the
(Dzelzainis 1991).
s consideration of Matt. 17: 24-7, Milton points to the fact that if, on the
yrity of Christ, Peter was a child of God, and therefore free, so also are con-
ary Christians and citizens. Turning to Matt. 22: 16-21, he points to
sponse: To ask for the coin and ask whose image is thereon. The image
the basis for a defense of human dignity and the basis of prime respon-

to God:

on beholding the face and countenance of a man, someone would ask whose
s that, would not any one freely reply that it was God's. Since then we belong
od, that is we are truly free, and on that account to be rendered to God alone,
we cannot, without sin and in fact the greatest sacrilege. hand ourselves
in slavery to Caesar, that is to a man, and especially one who is unjust, wicked

nnical?
nilar vein Milton interprets the concluding saying of Jesus as a summons
wanity to recognize the limits of their obligation:

der to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. and the things that are God's to God.
who does not know that those things which belong to the people should be
n back to the people? So not all things are Caesar's. Our liberty is not Caesar’s,
a birthday gift from God. To give back to any Caesar what we did not receive
him would be the most base and unworthy of the origin of man.

some modern commentators, Milton demands that we take seriously the
in which the question about the payment of taxes to Caesar was asked
ally Luke 20: 20). Christ wanted not so much to remind us “so obscurely
biguously of our duty towards kings or Caesars, as to prove the wicked-
and malice of the hypocritical Pharisees.”
contrast to the Israelites who kept - like all the nations — asking for a King,

had demanded something different: “you know the princes of the nations

lers over them” (Matt. 20: 25-7). So that Christian people should not ask
ruler, like the other nations. Christ warned, “among you it will not be so.”

e will not be “this proud rule of kings.” There is to be none of the “spin” of
great and the good” who “are called by the plausible title of Benefactors.”
n here draws on the variant version of the saying in Luke, possibly
ssed to a community where there was a putative elite: “whoever wishes to
me great among you (and who is greater than a prince?) let him be your
ant; and whoever wishes to be first or prince let him be your slave” (Luke
: Wengst 1985: 103). A Christian king, therefore, is the servant of the
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people: “But a king will either be no Christian at all, or will be the slave of all. If
he clearly wants to be a master, he cannot at the same time be a Christian.”

Addressing at 1 Pet. 2: 13-15 the most explicit summons to subordination in

the New Testament, Milton stresses the importance of taking the context of the
apostle’s advice seriously: “Peter wrote this not only for private persons, but alsg
for the strangers [1 Peter 1.11.] who were scattered and dispersed throughout
most of Asia Minor, who in those places where they were living had no right
except that of hospitality.” He demands consideration of the root meaning of the
verb “be subject.” King and governor are appointed by God to punish wrong-
doers and praise those who act well, which is the will of God. The basis for this
preceptisgivenin 1 Pet. 2: 16: one does this “as free men” — therefore not as slaves.
Monarchy and government in their various particulars are said to be human insti-
tutions. So if rulers rule with torture and destruction of the good, and praise and
reward of wrongdoers, human power should be used to appoint what is good and
advantageous for men and women, and remove what is bad and destructive.

Similarly, when he considers Romans 13, Milton refuses to allow that Paul is
setting Nero or any other tyrant above all law and punishment. Milton attends
to context and points to the difficult situation at the time of writing: “At that time
there spread about people’s gossip exposing the apostles as rebels and insurrec-
tionists, as if they did and said everything to overthrow the common law.” The
time of writing of Romans reflects a more ordered and just period of governance
either under Claudius or the early years of Nero, which were not tyrannical. God
prescribes the establishment of magistrates, but the precise form of the gover-
nance is a human creation. Such human, political arrangements of God's ordi-
nance for order in society will be faulty because they are from men or even the
devil. According to Milton, something that is faulty and disorderly cannot be
ordained by God. Without magistracy no human life can exist; but if any mag-
istracy acts in a fashion contrary to one who supports the good, it cannot be
properly ordained by God. In that situation subjection is not demanded, and sen-
sible resistance may be contemplated. “for we will not be resisting the power of
a magistrate but a robber, a tyrant or an enemy.” Subjection is not required in
every circumstance, therefore, “but only with the addition of a reason, the
reason which is added will be the true rule of our subjection: when we are not
subjects under that reason, we are rebels: when we are subjects without that
reason, we are slaves and cowards.”

In the approaches he takes to the New Testament passages Milton anticipates
more recent interpreters (Belo 1981; Clevenot 1985; Wengst 1985), including
the authors of the Kairos Document (1985), a biblical and theological comment
on the political crisis in apartheid South Africa. The authors of the Kairos Doc-
ument reject the idea that Paul presents an absolute doctrine about the state, and
argue that the text must be interpreted in its context, which was a situation in
which some Christians believed that they were freed from obeying the state
because Christ alone was their king (in other words, they were anarchists). Paul
insists on the necessity of some kind of state, but that does not mean that all
the state does is approved of by God. When a state does not obey the law of
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; Gospels: Jesus, Prophet and Embodiment of the
ym of God

‘ o Mark's Gospel, Jesus of Nazareth preache(.i the re'ign of ;}otdlanﬁ
ed his heaven to that alternative horizon 'whmh Jewish esct ;:1 c;) ogd
ad kept in view (as is evident from tex?s like 40Q 52.1 from the ej\ts
see Vermes 1995: 244). Present political and social ..slrre_ingem;
] -these norm, therefore. The imminent arrival of the messm?;cf?gep ;::;
; priorities and broadened horizons (Luke 4: 16:.Matt.' 11t o) (:1 -
ority in Jerusalem was in fact wielded by l.he prliestly a.ns ocracgra .
1 ruling class. The fact that the challenge is f:\jgamst this %I‘(i]l:l]p i
mans is merely indicative of the locus of political pomter. In edag. ;)1 v
¢, Jesus challenges a culture of status and customary practlcelarll : lr; :
in 10: 42 the disciples want to sit and rule, but are offered only baptism
(:fg'sdt;l;‘;?r:\rf;gs the major theme of Jesus’ proclan.lati.on. 'exerfl}F-lll?Ed 1er:
power and compassion to the disadvantaged ar}d in r:d.dlmg Lh -drelllflog;v.-
rs through the parables. The frequent designation of hl.m by ls‘ )0 s
essiah, the anointed and expected king who would bring pe.au,.dplhat
d justice as heralded by the prophecy of Isaiah (Isa. 11), contm‘ue e
tradition. Despite the attachment to David and 'the dynasty, exl;,.rrjl'pl rod
ms 89 and 132, there is throughout the scnpture§ an an“‘lh,\ dlL =
monarchy. On occasion this can take the forr‘n of antlmo'na-rc. lé‘a it‘, 1
1 Sam. 8). In the books of Kings the activit1e§ of the D.:mdlcl:l ynhk)ljz
_ ‘catalogue of misdeeds and iniquity which ultimately pu?sht eu:zm;n :
v in jeopardy. The Torah hardly contemplates mqnarchy WN} ect] <
. 17: 141%.). Its vision of society is of a community Wh.lCl"l. if note i
an, works according to a vision of social intercourse in which m]u; o
ted, whether through the cancellation of debts (Degt. 15) or the Ju kl‘ ;‘d
25, though even here the exigencies of the “real world demand some jon
lution of the ideal). Monarchy involved military power anc‘l the' oppres;.l >
people in the name of expansion, a fact of life in Solomon's reign, lrtxel.umy
flected in the law of the king in Deuteronomy 17. It derlnanded centra 14:.at rli at.
eved in the reign of David and Solomon by the‘creafmn of a nle.w ?f?éaiion
Jebusite city of Jerusalem. That center was given ideologica ]u;-} lbuﬂt -
n the portable ark was sited there and, under Solomon._ a temple
se it and act as a demonstrable sight of God’s presence Wlth Isra.e ey -
e prophets criticized the distortions of the }mderstandmg of c:;:n.r;ecl(")l;gltu_
sness. The outsiders Amos and Jeremiah paid the penalty for - Tl i
.us condemnation of false prophecy and of the complacent delusio
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grandeur and safety which religion gave to the political establishment ip
Jerusalem. Israel's reflection on its God and its politics involved recognition thag
settlement in the land was a mixed blessing. Not only is there nostalgia for the
time before arrival in the Promised Land (Hosea) but there is also a frank recog.
nition that settlement meant accommodation with a very different culture, the
culture of Canaan, which was an expression of the aspirations of a settled,
rather than migrant, people with a severely puritanical culture. The prophets
cut isolated figures (e.g. 1 Kgs. 18; Isa. 20), protesting against the dominant
thrust of their nation's life, particularly its idolatry and departure from the
norms of social justice as set out in the ancestral traditions. The prophets are
true radicals, objecting to the modernizing tendencies of their day, the compro-
mises with the lifestyle and values of the surrounding culture, and looking back
to the roots of the nation's life (e.g. Hosea 2: 14),

In his words about the kingdom of God or kingdom of heaven, Jesus never
offers his hearers a detailed description of it. Instead, he uses stories and sayings
to prompt hearers (and also the later readers of his sayings in the Gospels) to
think and behave differently, to repent and believe in the good news of the
kingdom of God (Mark 1: 15). The Gospels are full of challenges to conventional
wisdom about monarchy. Jesus is presented as a humble king (Matt. 21: 5), in
contrast with Herod who is no true king of the Jews (2: 2). Herod slaughters
the innocents (2: 16{f.), whereas the true king reacts positively to children (18:
2; 19: 14; 20: 31). Those who are pronounced blessed share the characteristics
of this humble king (5: 3ff.), who engaged in acts of compassion and healing
which affect crowds rather than leaders (9: 36: 14: 14: 15: 32). Final judgement
(25: 311L) is based on response to the hidden Son of Man in the destitute lot of
his brethren (cf. 7: 21 ff: 10: 421.), who will be revealed as in some sense identi-
fied with “the least” at the moment of “apocalypse” on the Last Day.

In the Gospel of John, Jesus articulates a redefined understanding of kingship.
This king is one who washes his disciples’ feet. Jesus' reply to Pilate,
"My kingdom is not of this world,” is not a statement about the location of
God's kingdom but concerns the origin of the inspiration for Jesus' view of
the kingdom. Its norms are the result of God's spirit and righteousness. It is
otherworldly only in the sense that it is wrong to suppose that the definition
of kingship and kingdom is to be found in conventional regal persons and
practice.

John the Baptist and Jesus, however, were both hailed as figures in the tradi-
tion of the prophets (Matt. 16: 17f., 23: 26ff.). Indeed. John was seen as an
embodiment of Elijah’s own person (Luke 1: 76: Matt. 11: 13). Like their con-
temporaries who suffered at the hands of the colonial power (e.g. Josephus,
Jewish War vi. 281ff. and 3011L.; Antiquities xviii. 55ff: xx. 97{f., 167(L,
1851f; Goodman 1987; Gray 1993), they were thorns in the flesh of those in
power. John, according to the Jewish writer Josephus, was suspected of foment-
ing revolution (Antiquities xviii. 116(.), and that seems to have been the atti-
tude toward Jesus on the part of the hierarchy in Jerusalem, who feared Roman
reprisals if Jesus were allowed to go on behaving as he was (John 11: 49). Indeed,
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spel Jesus’ action in the temple was the last straw t'vhich persuaqed
.. to assassinate him. Prophecy is no mere ecclesial office offering
dmonition or pious platitudes. Like ]eremiaFl. thf prophet must utter
ver many “nations, races, languages and kings (Re\:. 1014 ef: ]er:
i be prepared to pay the price of so doing (Rev. 11: 7; cf. Mark l%.
not a specialist vocation, but that to which the chprch asa whole is
cham 1993). The continuation of that prophetic -task is a central
e life of the church whose role, like that of ]eremlr-.‘lh and John of
@;prophesy about many peoples and nations, and to discern the beast
bylon in the midst of inhumane actions (whether that be trade or eco-
in general) which afflict human lives (Rev. 18: 13; and see further
1996: 11, 6211.). e .
im that the New Testament offers complete homogeneity in the way in
d and Caesar interrelate would be to ignore many cont?adlctorry
These are well represented in Luke-Acts. Familiar passages in IL}JkE §
woest a different perspective from the conventional: the msxgmhclant
Jesus' birth in obscurity: John's social teaching (3: 10{f.); the anoint-
prostitute (7: 36(f.; cf. Mark 14: 3{f.): the women followers and sup-
2f:13: 10; 23: 27; 23: 49, 55); Samaritans (10: 25ff.; 1."7: 1 1% thf
th the “prodigals” (15: 1{f.) — all these in different w&.iys‘ flesh Iout
esto which Luke's Jesus offers (once again peculiar to this Gospel) 1n14:
other hand, other texts in Luke offer a rather different Sla:mt. .l-or
s, Luke's version of the Last Supper includes sayings of ]esue:. aF this po!nl.
hich have parallels in other Gospels. One in particular is mstructl.ve.
teaching on discipleship, Mark and Luke respectively have Jesus telling
ples:

Luke

now that among the gentiles
ognized rulers lord it over
subjects, and the great make

ir authority felt. It shall not be so
you; among you, whoever

to be great must be your

1t, and whoever wants to be first
the slave of all. For the son of
1did not come to be served but to
ve, and to give his life a ransom

1y.

Among the gentiles kings lord it over
their subjects, and those in authority
are given the title Benefactor. Not so
with you: on the contrary, the greatest
among you must bear himsell like the
youngest, the one who rules like one
who serves. For who is greater — the
one who sits at table or the servant
who waits upon him? Surely the one
who sits at table. Yet I am among you
like a servant.

mparison of these two passages reveals that Mark has a general "whoe:zer
o be first” whereas Luke has “the greatest” and “the one who rules.” It
usibly been suggested that unlike in Mark’s community, [:uke knevtr thlal
istians he was addressing included persons of relatively high standmg in
No longer does the Christian community consist of the poor Jewish




e

I IUrieER RUWLAND

S}Ilmst;laf}s to vahom Paul's churches sent their money and support. As in th
S.durtch in C(l)]nnth there were some, perhaps even a significant number, alon .
\ }ll e those w ‘ct; :vere not powerful or of noble birth, who needed to understari;
eir responsibilities as disciples
o ples of one who came to preach good news to the
- Elsewhelje. ?here are nods in the direction of accommodation, particularly
tocstlfl. An?}f:'fds and Sapphira’s sin is deceiving the Holy Spirit rather than ref:sl;l
are their property, perhaps a tacit move awa i
' | v from the practice of the e:
lles‘t Cljlurch in Jerusalem. Zacchaeus does not have to sell all his goods. The :.:ne)‘lj)r
Igwu;z is nowl:jer;:] r{:iore evident than in Luke 16, where the utter repudiation (1)}
mon and the disparagement of Dives sit uneasily with i
i e _ sily with assertions that one
nrighteousness in order to be consid
heaven. According to Acts 10, th e g
. the account of Cornelius’ conversion |
the question of the character of life of e
; ife of the newly converted gentile soldi i
a remarkable omission, given that in th i e
" e following eentury th s Wi
doubt about whether a Christi i i ——
istian should sign up for milit i
kg : p military service (Hornus
probably written to churches th i
t were relatively afflu-
ent. They had tasted of the justi N s
good news of justification by faith and life i
t _ : ife in th
Spirit, and needed to be reminded that there was more to faith than mere rel:

gion; and, most important of all, Luke want i
fhn thie poor” (Esler 1986), anted them to take seriously “the option

It shall not be so with you": Life in Jerusalem and Babylon

2::1 ;lzic;s; L‘Lni:lcl)r.r:;‘)ronlusmg' rejection of the exercise of state power and accom-
- 115 'Clll ture in ‘the New Testament is to be found in the book of
e .a m.] ];: ti)dtiy enunciated choice between the Beast and Christ, and
i Cha“ea ylon, represent the character of the early Christian political
s et nge ts the CQleacent. and the word of encouragement to the
iy fa]]jb.' I.tanr rslx e by side in a book which unmasks the reality of power
e .1 ‘I. yo . uman benevol(?nce. In many ways it offers one of the most
i pﬁr;i(,:l?tunts of. the church s relationship to the state, and in so doing
e ‘i s war:mg to the kind of cosy accommodation into which
iy ():Anla) themselves t-o slide. In its stark contrast between the
1 ChoiceEdrS 3 etween the Bride, New Jerusalem, and Babylon, it juxta-
i e bs acu}g men and W(?men and reminds followers of the Lamb of
A Vz?omu:f} l.;3'11ta.mgled-1n a political system based on a completely
f g:e;. . at is particularly disturbing is the ruthless question-
it oy ds ell}; the.bc.anevole.nce of the powerful. The deceit that snares
o et gullible rec1p.ienls alike is frightening. The remedy is simple. It
o XO usland a resistance to joining in life as usual, because that

s complicity with the culture of Babylon. One must refuse to join in, choose

SURNIF1IURILE, INEBYY fLaafatiimmem s i

st, and prophesy against the way the world is ordered. Christ-

ct, resi
ns embracing the role of the outsider

-cording to the Apocalypse mea

1985; Rowland 1998).
light of this analysis that we should view the two texts which have

bedrock of discussions of Christianity and politics: Mark 12: 13-17
mans 13. With regard to the former, as Milton correctly
the context of the saying is one where Jesus is being put to the test
ents. This is especially clear in the introduction to Luke's version:
atched Jesus and sent spies who pretended to be honest. in order to
what he said, so as to hand him over to the jurisdiction and author-
sovernor” (Luke 20: 20; cf. 23: 2). Itis no surprise that Jesus gives an
us ruling. In a situation which demanded circumspection, Jesus offered
natic riddle in a situation where he had been put in a tight corner by his
. It is a politically acute answer with which those who have found
s in similar tight corners would readily identify. It exemplifies the kinds
s which those in situations of subjugation articulate: the gesture; the
onse; and the witty aphorism which avoids giving offense. Dominated
not always comply. and even when they mouth the acceptable words
v the powerful, manage to subvert their apparent compliance with it
85: Boyarin 1999: 44-6).
ard to Romans 13, any interpretation must begin with the preced-
. in which Paul offers an outline of Christian polity centering on the
1 of the mind and the demonstration of this change in lives lived sacrifi-
his is the norm for what is good and how the good may be achieved. Paul's
tion of Christ's coming and his lordship, expressed throughout the
the necessary context within which the permanence and rightness of
itical regime, however enlightened, should be judged. Like Daniel in the
Nebuchadnezzar, Paul accepts that God has a time and season for every
The principalities and powers to whom Christians are urged to be subject
of Christ’s triumphal procession (Col. 2: 14). The public demonstration
ay of the Messiah, however, is still to come, “when God will be all in all”
15: 25). What is offered in Romans 13 is advice for the interim, and a
r the powers to implement if they would reflect the goodness of God.
hey fail to do this, or interpret the good as what serves their own inter-
v undermine the obligation laid upon those in subjection, so carefully
d in these verses. Insofar as most political regimes fall short of the
Iness of God, subservience and acquiescence are bound to be heavily quali-
s Milton rightly perceived (“an evil and faulty thing, since it is disorderly,
t possibly be ordained”). Where the early Christian writings part company
ton, however, is that Daniel, Paul, and the Christian martyrs do not con-
s their witness to the ways of Christ leading them to armed revolt, but
to the burning fiery furnace or the arena. where the public, political,
ation of “the better way” would be offered to probably incredulous




Conclusion

One can look at the pages of the New Testament and find in the synoptic Gospels,
the letter of James and the book of Revelation that indomitable, uncompromis-
ing spirit which set itsell against the values of the present age. Such clear-
cut counter-cultural strands are, as has already been suggested, a common
feature of early Christian texts. Yet, as the Pauline letters indicate, the new
converts, particularly those in the urban environment of the cities of the
Empire, had to learn a degree of accommodation with the world as it
was, without, somehow, abandoning the stark call to discipleship of the
teacher from Nazareth. What is remarkable about the letters of Paul, however,
is the way in which this Christian activist maintained the counter-cultural
identity of these isolated groups by his traveling and writing. The strange
thing about Paul is that the energetic innovator and founder of the gentile
church should have been the one who above all sowed the seeds of the accept-
ability of the world order as it is and passivity toward it. Nevertheless, as a
recent study has reminded us, there is at the heart of this emerging Christian
church a distinctive identity in which elite goods and privileges (wealth, power,

holiness, and knowledge) ceased merely to be the prerogative of an elite and

came to be accessible to all within the common life of the Christian communi-

ties (Theissen 1999: 81-118). It comes as no surprise, therefore, that in the

history of Christianity many have often looked to the radical Paul as a basis for
appeals for change, as the examples of Augustine, Martin Luther, and Karl Barth
indicate.

Tensions certainly exist both among the New Testament documents, and, in
the case of some writings, within the same document. Such a tension between
what was politically and theologically possible and what needed to be held on to,
to be heeded whenever possible within the severe constraints posed by historical
circumstances, is part of the story of Christian radicalism. Some were more
inventive than others in the ways in which they dealt with this conundrum.
There were martyrs who brooked no compromise, or found there was no alter-
native but to die for their faith. But there were those who sought the freedom
within the status quo to pursue their goals. In many ways their ingenuity and
their knack for survival bespeaks of that same divine spark that kept the faith
alive in the early years of the Christian church. Such were the ways to maintain
the commitment to Christ’s kingdom in the midst of the political and economic
order of an age which demanded compromise.

The picture we have of early Christianity from the sources is a “sectarian”
picture which sits uncomfortably with all that we hold dear. From the position
of discomfort, persecution, oppression, and minority status, Christian people
found that the Bible resonated with their lives. For all their protestations of
loyalty to the emperor, they refused to conform to the demands of empire. For
them there was another king: Jesus. They looked forward to the time when to
him every knee would bow. There could be no compromise between God and

e resurrected Christ meant that in any conflict of loyalty

Allegiance to th | of great price which those

; n-state had to take second place to the pear
L1011~

: s Lord had discovered. i -
e;ﬁ?)l];;isafhope of God's kingdom on earth which is such a dominant
sC

New Testament theology cannot allow any easy aCCO?TSS?;ZI;
: h. the community of those called to bear .wm?ess 0!
e Chl.ll"C l owers. While still living in an age which is passing away,
v and.pohthi:l Eo have.to make choices about its involvement qnd partlcl:]l—
5 hels 2?::15 assessment of the extent to which.' in whgle‘and in palsz.att eg
e rld manifest the way of the Messiah. This is a compli
e t'h!S e might expect significant differences of opinion. Bu.t w.hen
- "thh' %nfh isgt-:ues {s carried out in a situation where integration into
R W]t‘ econt'muing datum, the chances of critical awar.eness :?r.e
ca;lslzsgianr?irllsi;led and the dangers of being used to baptize social, politi-
[1C

onomic systems which are far from reflecting the righteousness of God
ec

a;ffa;st between Caesar and Christ pervaded early Christian discourse.
co

e the local governor, he refused to swear

Wh;rfc}ljz g;gg:g"a?)rb :)(:;;ﬁl: ;‘2‘211; of incense to Caesar. In the I(;.genfsgsozg—
i : wds condemned him as the “dc‘as.troyer of our gods,
is?lllsl:ge f:lik; \E\lr]lfo(l:::nultitudes to abstain from sacrificing to th(:lm ;rcxgﬁlrr-

Lo them” (Martyrdom of Polycarp 10-12). A neutr‘al. appa;en {1 ;:m tiv(;
T vent of supreme importance in the eyes of (.h)d. The re [:i .
r.lli ::;:ns siding with the Lamb at the moment of testlmony.‘andbi)tlaiazr:3 (;?35
in one's convictions and commitment to the hopzon of hop: s;szr: e
Lamb who bears the marks of slaughter. In this r.espe]cl ]f(;err: o ;}e s
sion is typical of early Christian political understandmg.dt o n e m g
stand firm against the insidious blandishments of a (.a:,aylre%]uy bl
nalypse reminds readers of the ultimate characle‘r of d};‘)‘pa s
ions. The odd bit of compromise with the old o'rder is not m‘_g i{icam oo
rked by the Beast. All action. however small, is ultimately sign
nite value in the divine economy. AT T
the ordinary situations of life in the. preser.xt there ;)E[l‘::eici?piﬂiefmix
at, and an opportunity to discover the hidden life ‘of‘Go t iy Whm e
e mundane and the heavenly to convey the dgeper Lharz'u_;la Lt
to communicate. We see this most clearly in Matt.. Zazdd n.. o
ationship between the eschatological judge and his hidde qep m;nce it
t of his “brethren” in the midst of the present age: thtz tfon tcr;ue i
dgment is now being gestated in the won‘nkla of history. 'lf is 1seating e oo
a whole. All of life is an issue for the religious person, mmrSh'lp B
ds and deeds as well as what is narrowly regarded as VIV.O‘ e .Signiﬁcance.

of existence which is neutral and unaffected. !Jy T 1g1§ i
s link between the public and the private, the spiritua larlle nfem . éatholic
hristianity inherited from Judaism has become a central e

Christianity down the centuries.
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-thke Elshtain

) St. Augustine in the world of political theology has l.)een |:nix:13d‘;1 He
of'great discursive power who favors powerful narration over [e ::t-
" ‘c:ity What is “political” about his theology must, for the most part,

t. He never penned a specific treatise on the subject. Despite AthlS. :t
at more words have been spilled on figuring out what an Augus

tical theology is, or might be. than on the tomes of other, more explicit,

heologies. There are particular features o St. Augustine's work that

a tough nut to crack. From the tifme of h_is 203“(;’6!::10;1 ;:)in(ia;l’]g;
in 386 to his death as Bishop of Hippo 1n ), £ i

ouches on all the central themes of Christian theology
i?l:ls{e}fa‘;.ure of God and human persons, the problem o_f 13;;}2 2’23
determinism, war and human aggression, the b?se_s of' sgmadiess
order, church doctrine, Christian vocations: the h.st is nig te}? mar.mer
ash a number of his works follow an argumfenlatwe lir}e :n e s
n favored by those who write political treatises, n?s_pemal y S0 5:1 iy
dical or legalistic cast of so much modern political lheI(_)ll_'y e
sy, most often he paints bold strokes on a broad canvas. His e

heological, philosophical, historical, cultural, and rhetorical. His works

in
cterized by an extraordinarily rich surface as well as vast depth, making

! S iti rraf-
t to get a handle on if one's own purposes are not so ambltu?‘us. I:S ;{ar-
hat we generally call “universals,” but he is also a nuanced “par

istoricist.

this towering enterprise it is, perhaps, unsurp! ; .
e to reduce Augustine to manageable size. To that end he has bee

political realist and canonized, if you will, as the theologlcatl g?{igiﬁlttzzrt
ool of thought called “Christian realism” but, as f.vell. ol‘l'a ra almp A
Machiavelli and Hobbes. For thinkers in thfa pohpcal rea 1er c.s re;;d sl
are not theological thinkers, Augustine. if he is read at a bll S
in and through excerpts from his great work.s that mf)st fav?lra dybmk i
“political realism.” To this end, his Confessions are ignored an

surprising that attempts have



