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question has been tackled by Raphel Patai,?” who formulated a remarkable
theory. He was well aware of the fact that all medieval literature that
evokes the custom of jus primae noctis has been proven 1o be folkloristic
and has no historical basis.*® On the whole, Patai abided by these conclu-
sions. He argued, however, that a special case should be made for the
talmudic sources describing the same sort of custom. He claimed that since
all the sources that are now considered legend and depict the practice in
Christian medieval Europe were composed much later than the period they
propose to describe, it is acceptable to discard them. In Judea, on the
contrary, in the aftermath of the Bar Kokhbah revolt, the Romans actually
put into practice such a law, as the “reliable” rabbinic sources claim.

Patai, as a folklorist, should have known better. If a motif of this sort
could have appeared in_a sixteenth-century document and upset the entire
history of medieval Europe for the next two centuries, the same motif
likewise could have cropped up in the fourth- or fifth-century Palestinian
Talmud, falsely describing events of the second century.? In my opinion,
the conclusions of the present article, which make the jus primae noctis
narrative of the Palestinian Talmud nothing more than an apology for an
inconvenient Judaic custom that is described cryptically in the Mishnah,
undermine Patai’s claim.*® From a large repository of folkloristic material
circulating worldwide, the jus primae nociis was conveniently drawn in
order to explain and justify a custom that seemed to the rabbis to under-
mine thejr view of proper conduct in Jewish society.

Patai, “Jus Primae Noctis."

*The myth was first rejected by Carl Schmidt, Jus primae noctis: eine geschichiliche
Untersuchung (Freiburg: n.p., 1881). For more recent works upholding this view, see Wil-
liam D. Howarth, *'Droit du Seigneur”: Fact or Famtasy,™ Journal of European Studies 1
(1971) 291-312; and Hermann F. W. Schmidi-Bleibtreu, Jus Primae Noctis—Herrenrecht
der ersien Nachr (Bonn: Rohrscheid, 1988).

The Jus primae noctis is now an accepted literary motif in folklore dictionaries. See, for
example, Dov Noy [Neuman), Motif Index of Talmudic-Midrashic Literature (Ph.D. diss.;
Ann Arbor Dissertation Series Microfilms, 1954) 725.

“®In this view 1 join several previous scholars, who reached the same conclusion based on
different evidence. See Israel Levi, “Hanoucca et les jus primae noctis,” REJ 30 (1898) 220~
31, esp. 231; and more recently Moshe D. Herr, “Persecution and Martyrdom in Hadrian's
Days,” in David Asheri and Israel Schatzman, eds., Studies in History (Scripta Hierosolymitana
23; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1972) 101 n. 56.

TK 86; /7 265~

292

Paradise Revisited (2 Cor 12:1-12): :l"he
Jewish Mystical Background of Paul’s

Apostolate |
Part 2: Paul’s Heavenly Ascent and its

. . % '
ted by copyright 8%

Cirria

No’[".cet A
rotecte
%iﬂe 1745

C.R. A. Momay-Jones

Stanford, California

art one of this article examined the Jewish source; lh:t recc;rr:eﬂic; sgt:]z-
indivi ! d pardes,” three of whom ¢ 0 g
of four individuals who “entere; . ne o gnet
i i hed. The story is preserve
ile R. Agiba, alone, survived unscat , Y S in @
t\:‘rlmejdic cc?mpilaxion of materials concerning r.na‘aseh .melfallm.ll: (;:ng o
teric, visionary-mystical tradition associated v.vnh"Ezekle] ), i Song of
Son :s Rabbah? and in two “merkabah-mystical” hekhalot corgp o (hé
H(:’kél’zalol Zular‘ri and Merkabah Rabbah.? Several scholars have adop

* i 22 (1993) 177-217. 4
’Pﬂ" °"°;]PP“'}:Z;"7’;£R:6H(]; 14b-15b. All three texts are translated in part 1, pp.
1. Hag. 2.1; y. . . b. Hag.

210"_(154 R. 1.28 (= 1.4.1). Cant 1:4 is applied to Agiba in the story as recarded in the
~Cant. . . = 1.%17

talmudic sources. For a translation of this text, see pan 1, pp 210-15.
.
In Peter Schifer, ed., Synopse zur Hekhalor-Literatur (Texte und Studien zum Antiken

3 i §§671-73
Judentum 2; Tobingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1981) §§338-46 (Hdhzi{”lZ,MII_7,’::)”,T:d($S“C o
; i . R chalot-
Mert . also idem, ed., Geniza-Fragmente zur Hekha - - ¢ und
(S “‘j’““””hr‘f’;’;’ﬁ’:’e’)’; ?usdocnlum 6; Tiibingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1984) 88, lines 6-17 (Hekhalo
wdicn zu

Zutarri). Translations may be found in part 1, pp. 196-98.

HTR 86:3 (1993) 265-92



266 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

ngf;g::é fllrll’s; offe;ed by.lehelrr'l .Bousset,“ that this story indicates the
para e Core\;v;s'l mys;xcal Il'adlll'O{l of Paul’s account of his ascent to
B e Cor :1-12).> The iraditional interpretation of the rabbinic
pardes S[o),,-’ wwever-, .has been challenged by scholars who have argued
e & Wi);h a:(olngma]ly nonmystical in intent and only came to be
pesociate Ccmurmca.wh merkabah when it was so interpreted, in the third
o i Yy CE, by lh? redactor(s) of the talmudic “Mystical Collec-

. ceording 10 this view, the hekhalot sources, which interpret lhce

Although several scholars h i

Alth : ave, In recent years, perceived the i

Zjlf,:ls?'cance ‘of sz:sh m).lsucism for the study of Paul and Olhl::lee:nlal

che hx‘a? writers,” uncertainty concerning the original meaning and lra;'y

re]cvarzzeo?; ]c;zu‘]}',: pardf’s story has inhibited further exploration of nls
éxperience, as recorded in 2 Corinthj

“ ) I . orinthians 12,

]em,::](},,:’:zjfc;,h:; prolbler: began with a consideration of m. Hag. 2.1, the
€ talmudic “Mystical Collection” d % The mish

. ich the : epends.® Th

states that no individual was permiited to “expound hz-merkabalei f[':;;htnflsh

aw L
Wilhelm Bousset, “Dje Himmelsreise der Seele,” ARW 4 (1901) 14748

“Hans Windisch Der weire Korintherbrie, Gétingen: andenhoeck & Rupre, ht, 1924
5 , .
of ( }4 v uprecht, 1924)

ticism, Merkabah Mysiici 7 10t
Scn:innry of Am:ric)a. f;-;’;')ﬂ::-(;fmud" Trodition (2d ea
N }E;rvni'al‘:/ncﬁ;li:b:ch, “Ha-Masorot ‘al Torat ha-Sod bi-
A G,,,;,,,,,,:; )_,9‘4-:27 Ch. WI.TSZDbSkl: eds., Studies in Mysticism and Religion Pr
g 10 G Maom. .1967 elm on His Seventieth Birthday by Pupils, Colleagues and Frim;'
Liverampen: Mg 52: o )H 2-17 [chr.cwj; David J. Halperin, The Merkabah in Rabbini;
Focerap Charig‘[' p IIA}ven: American Oriental Society, 1980) 86-99; and idem Th
Amiver o Char ]6: Tfé.) ewish Re:gon:u‘ 10 Ezekiel's Vision (Texte und Sludien‘z :
Testament ot o € .l Lu' ingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1988) 34-37, 199-208; Peier Schiifer "Num
1535 aomae of ne':ralure_:'l?rc Joumey into Heaven i i ici C\":
Tademrgta ..'315, reprinted in idem, Hekhalot-Studien y
7M°:1°n S,";I;l::xngoen Mohr/Siebeck, 1988) 23449,
and e SI”di”.(S'::iervan:ns on Hekhalot Rabbali." in Alexander Altmann, ed., Biblical
Jon W, B (Stu kcsban‘ fo'ls I; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University ‘Pre;s 1963‘;'
Crristone Row‘.and T'r, aoah Visions and the Visions of Paul,” JSS 16 (1971) 1'57—73" L
i PreT Row Sp(_:K e]g;;n Heaven: A Study of Apocalypric in Judaism and Early Chyi :
Lty e Pamd}ﬂ A ”; o ) esp. 368—86;lJames D. Tabor, Things Ununerablr)l’mj;::
Univﬂs“y Proes ol € reco-Roman, Judaic and Early Christian Contexts (Lanha-m MD:
12 in Jewish, e lc:.(;986)': Brad H. Young, “The Ascension Motif of 2 Corin;hia ;
Alan F. Segal, Paul the aC"]om'er:‘:-s‘;‘;eT:;l:;‘l‘ 5;"”" ;"'ologifﬂl rarnal 9 ) 73_]0?:
on P . ¢ ert: olate and Apostasy of Saul 1. i ,
xpari_cl)t\t;:.’;’;]_eséj.mvcrsny Press, 1990) esp. 34-71. vel e Pharisec (ew

Téquphat ha-Tanna’im,” in idem,

C.R.A. MORRAY-JONES 267

Ezekiel 1] unless he was a hakam (“sage”). In the prerabbinic, apocalyptic
milieu from which the rabbis of the first and second centuries inherited this
unit of tradition, the term hakam originally referred to a “mantic sage” who
possessed esoteric knowledge and visionary-mystical experience (da‘ar).
Within the context of rabbinism, however, it assumed the meaning “rabbi.”
The restriction is associated with a concern to safeguard the traditions
concerning God's glory (kabod), or appearance in human form upon the
merkabah, against potentially heretical interpretations, in particular the so-
called “1wo powers heresy.” That Paul's christology was profoundly influ-
enced by such traditions is now widely recognized.” The talmudic versions
of the pardes story and the version in Midrash Rabbah narrate the story in
the third person and identify the three who came to grief as Ben Azzai,
» Ben Zoma, and Elisha b. Abuyah. Whereas Agiba was an ordained rabbi
(hakam), these three were never ordained and are referred 1o in other sources
as “disciples of the sages” (ialmidei-hakamim). Thus, the talmudic version
of the story (followed by Midrash Rabbah) is an illustration of the restric-
tion concerning ma‘aseh merkabah recorded at m. Hag. 2.1. In the hekhalot
sources, the story takes the form of a first-person narrative attributed to
Aqiba, into which material derived from the talmudic version, employing
the third person, has been interpolated. Only in the interpolated third-per-
son material are the three who came to grief identified. The essential point
of the talmudic version (only a hakam may safely involve himself in ma‘aseh
merkabah) is therefore absent in the original hekhalot account. According
to this version, Agiba states that the merit of his deeds rendered him, in
God's eyes, “worthy to behold my glory” (ra’uy lehistakkel bi-kébodi).
These considerations led to the conclusion that an early redactor of the
“Mystical Collection” adapted the first-person version found in the hekhalot
sources and made it into an illustration of m. Hag. 2.1 by adding the names
of the three ralmidei-hakamim. Linguistic affinity between the hekhalot version
and the mishnah (ra’uy Iéhistakkel bi-kébodi) indicates, however, that the
1wo units of tradition were already associated prior to the talmudic adap-
tation of the story. It was observed that the context in which this associa-
tion first occurred may well have been an early version of Hekhalot Zutarti.)®
In any event, the first-person account in the hekhalot sources is clearly
older than the talmudic versions. It must, therefore, predate the “Mystical
Collection” in its present form and may go back to Agiba himself, or to his

YSce, especially, Segal, Paul the Convert, 40-71; and Carey C. Newman, Paul's Glory-
Christology: Tradition and Rhetoric (NovTSup 69: Leiden: Brill, 1992). Further references
to scholarship on the traditions concerning the kabod and their crucial importance for our
understanding of the christology of Paul and other early Christian writers are given in Part

1.n.8.
WPyurt 1, 207-8 n. 116.
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lest 1 should be oo exalted, a thorn in the flesh was given to me, an
angel of Satan to strike me (£3067M pot oxdéioy 11 oapxi, yyehog
Tatavé iva pe xoradil{n), lest I should be too exalted. 8Three times,
I called upon the Lord about this, that he/it might leave me (iva
Gnoot Gn’ épod), but he said to me, "My grace is sufficient for
you, for (my) power is perfected in weakness.” 9Rather, then, T will
boast most gladly of my weaknesses, that the power of Christ may
dwell over me. '®Therefore 1 am content with weaknesses, insults,
hardships, persecutions, and calamities on behalf of Christ—for when-
ever 1 am weak, 1 am powerful. 'l have become foolish—you have
compelled me, for I ought 1o be commended by you! For I was infe-
rior to the “super-aposties” in nothing, even if I am nothing! 2ndeed,
the signs of an apostle were performed among you with all endurance,
with signs and wonders and works of power!

In order to understand this passage, we must first take account of its
context.)3 Paul is at this point engaged in a defense of his apostolic author-
ity, which his opponents have challenged.'* The frame within which 2

131 is assumed in what follows that 2 Corinthians 10-13 is a separate textual unit, prob-
ably part of the “severe letter” of 2 Cor 2:3-4,9; 7:8, 12. For a recent discussion of this issve,
including an excellent overview of relevant scholarship, see N. H. Taylor, “The Composition
and Chronology of Second Corinthians,” JSNT 44 (1991) 67-87. See also Georg Strecker,
“Die Legitimitét des paulinischen Apostolates nach 2 Korinther 10-13,” NTS 38 (1992) 566-
86.

141y is not possible to go into the difficult question of the exact identity of Paul's oppo-
nents here, but it scems certain that they were Jewish Christians of some kind and claimed
“yisions and revelations™ of their own. See further, J. B, Lightfoot, "St. Paul and the Three,”
in idem, St. Paul's Episile 1o the Galatians (London: Macmillan, 1874) 283-355, especialy
353-55; Ernst Kiasemann, “Die Legitimitét des Apostels. Eine Uniersuchung zu 11 Koripther
10-13." ZNW 41 (1942) 33-71; H. J. Schoeps, Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in the Light
of Jewish Religious History (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1961) 74--87; Gerhard Friedrich,
“Die Gegner des Paulus im 2. Korintherbrief,” in Otto Betz, Martin Hengel, and Peter Schmidt,
eds., Abraham unser Vater: Juden und Christen im Gesprdch iiber die Bibel, Festschrift fir
Onto Michel zum 60. Geburistag (AGIU 5; Leiden: Brill, 1963) 181-221; C. K. Barrett,
“Paul's Opponents in 2 Corinthians,” NTS 17 (1970-71) 233-54; and idem, A Commeniary

on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians (London: Black, 1973) 302-6: John J. Gunther, S1.
Paul’s Opponenis and their Background (NovTSup 35; Leiden: Brill, 1973) esp. 298-307; E.
Earle Eilis, “Paul and his Opponents,” in Jacob Neusner, ed., Christianity, Judaism and
Other Greco-Roman Cults: Studies Jor Morton Smith at Sixty (SJILA 12; Leiden: Brill, 1975)
264-98, reprinted in E. Earle Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity (WUNT
18; Tibingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1978) 80-1 i5; John Howard Schitz, Paul and the Anatomy of
Apostolic Authority (SNTSMS 26; London/New York: Cambridge University Press, 1975)
165-86; Bengt Holmberg, Paul and Power: the Structure of Authority in the Primitive Church
as reflected in the Pauline Episiles (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980) 45-48 and 77-79: Dieter
Georgi. The Opponenis of Paul in Second Corinthians (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986) esp. 32-
39; Tabor, Things Unutterable, 2145, Frances Young and David F. Ford, Mecaning and Truth
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Corinthians 10-13 is set is thus very similar to that indicated by Galatians
1-2.33 In both cases, Paul's defense is that his apostolic commission comes
directly from God or Christ, and not through human mediation (2 Cor 10:8;
13:10; Gal 1:1; 1:12; 2:7).' A similar claim is, of course, part of the
standard opening formula of his letters (for example, Rom 1:1-7), but only
in Galatians and 2 Corinthians 10-13 does he emphasize so strongly that
his authority is independent of any human chain of transmission. In 2
Corinthians 11, Paul explains that he is driven 1o “boast” of his visionary
experience, against his own wishes and berter judgement, only in response
to the claims of his opponents. Normally, he refrains from such boasting (2
Cor 12:6; compare Rom 15:17-19). He thus makes it clear that he is de-
scribing an experience of which he would much rather not speak (or, at
least, that he would rather not commit to writing), but that he feels forced
lo do so by the exigencies of the situation. Even so, he refers only ob-
liquely to the central content of the revelation (2 Cor 12:4). It seems 10
follow, then,-that this vision is somehow crucial 10 Paul’s claim 1o apostolic
authority. Elsewhere, 1 Cor 9:1 (“*Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen
Jesus our Lord?”) indicates forcefully that Paul bases this claim on his
vision, or visions, of Christ.

in 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987) 206~20; Raiph P. Martin, “The Opponents
of Paul in 2 Corinthians: An Old Issue Revisited,” in Gerald F. Hawthorne and Otto Beiz,
eds., Tradition and Interpretation in 1he New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle Ellis
JSor His 60th Birthday (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1987) 279-89;
+Jerry L. Sumney, Identifying Paul's Opponents: The Question of Method in 2 Corinthians
‘ (JSNTSup 40; Sheffield: ISOT Press, 1990); Newman. GIory-Chri:/ology. 229-40; Strecker,
"Die Legitimitit des paulinischen Apostolates,” 570-73. The influential study of Hans Dieter
Betz, Der Apostel Paulus und die sokratische Tradition (BHTh 45; Tabingen: Mohr/Siebeck,
1972) has shown that in 2 Corinthians 1013 Paul makes exiensive use of Greek apologetic
techniques, especially irony, in defending himself against these opponents. Betz's penetrating
analysis of the literary form of these chapters, however, does not justify all of his conclusions
regarding their content, and his suggestion that 2 Cor 12:1-12 is merely a parody of a
heavenly ascemt, not an autobiographical account, is entirely unconvincing. See further,
Christopher Forbes, “Comparison, Self-Praise and Irony: Paul's Boasting and the Conven-
tions of Hellenistic Rhetoric,” NTS 32 (1986) 1-30.

"*See the cogent arguments of John Knox, “‘Fourteen Years Later”: A Note on the Pauline
Chronology,” JR 16 (1936) 341-49, See further, Lightfoot. Galatians, 183; Donald Wayne
Riddle, Paul, Man of Conflict: A Modern Biographical Sketch (Nashville: Cokesbury, 1940)
118-24 and 20S5.

1%See, in addition to the works cited in n. 14 above, Erast Benz, Paulus als Visiondr: eine
vergleichende Untersuchung der Visionsberichie des Paulus in der Apostelgeschichte und in
den paulinischen Briefen (Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur; Abhandlungen
der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 1952.2; Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1952) 77-
121; Heimut Saake, “Paulus als Ekstatiker: Pneumalo)ogischc Bcobachlungcn zu 2 Kor. xii
1-10." NovT 15§ (1973) 152-60; Rowland, The Open Heaven, 379-80.
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Pauls unwillingness to boast on his ow
these traditions.

This reticence explains the curious formulation of 2 Cor 12:2-5, Morton
Smith interpreted these verses literally, arguing that the “man in Christ” js
Jesus, rather than Paul himself.! This interpretation, however, is unable to
account for 2 Cor 12:7a, in which Paul makes it clear that the “revelations”
(dnoxal’b\ymg) referred to in 2 Cor 12:1 are in fact his own. The vast
majority of commentators, from Irenaeus onward,?? have recognized that
Paul must be speaking of his own experience. This understanding of the
passage has been challenged by M. D. Goulder,? who argued that the
terms anoxaAyeig and ontagial have different meanings within Paul’s
vocabulary. According to Goulder, Paul was unable to compete with his

. opponents’ claim to have experienced heavenly ascents, with accompanying

angelic revelations (dntasion), and was, moreover, vehemenily opposed to
such practices:

Where Paul can compete is in anoxaAvyeis, the second category of
heavenly experiences, incursions of the divine on earth—in fact he has
had so many such experiences that God gave him the stake in the flesh
1o slake his pride. But the dntacioy were a most dangerous claim.
Once it is accepted that a man has been 10 heaven, and has been given
a8 message by an angel, his power is virtually unlimited.?¢
Goulder's exegesis must, however, be rej
us to understand that Paul was prepared to “boast™ of the experience of an
unknown third party (in Goulder's view, a friend), while at the same time
denying the validity of such claims. Second, Goulder cites no external
*evidence to support his proposed distinction between anoxoAvyelg and
ontacion.?® His argument at this point is circular: the sole basis for the
proposed distinction is his exegesis of the passage which, in turn, is based
on this distinction. Admittedly, we should not assume that the two terms
are precisely synonymous, but there are no grounds for the assumption that
the distinction is between “heavenly” and “earthly” visions. It seems more
probable that ontacio (= Hebrew marah or hazon?) refers to the visual
element of the experience and AnoXaAVYIG (gilluy or ‘erwah?) to its au-
ditory or conceptual content. Finally, the issue at stake between Paul and
his opponents does not concern visions of angels, but visions “of the Lord”

ected. In the first place, it requires

*'Morton Smith,
(1981) 40329,
“Irenaeus Adversus haereses $.5.].

**M. D. Goulder, “The Visionaries of Laodicea,” JSNT 43 (1991) 15-39, esp. 18-20.
*Ibid., 19.

*Barrett (Commentary, 307) observed that Luke uses
("Visionaries,” 19 n. 1) acknow

“Ascent 1o the Heavens and the Beginning of Christianity,” Erdb 50

6m1a0{ & of earthly visions; Goulder
ledges 1his observation, but discounts it,

N account is at least consistent with
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jer i he has characterized his opponents as
@ cor ]2:11). ’I“:a:/]})\? }::v:ahedi]seg(\:?:ed e;hemselves as apostles of Christ but
“fals:‘ xa-g:l?t‘yesagems of Satan, the deceiver (2 Cor 1]11(123;:15)-1 'IT};CZS)C \?/i?:h
are . i aul’s equals or 11:12),
il ";1 ‘:"‘:ﬁ; mt:z I;elz(i)rinllze(:::\fepexperignced “visions f«xnd r§vela-
n_:usx”mean ;1 'at (ngt a lesser angel). Paul clearly regard's this claxm.as
o o~ “; is forced to counter it by referring to his own genuine
SPQTIOUS, me ed Nowhere does he contest the validity of such experience
M (c)ifpllre‘? in(:iree.d to do so would be to undermine the very basis of his
in prin : '
own aposiolic claim. i is vision in defense of his apostolic authority,
Auhough']?‘)rrxcefo‘:];“nxe i‘t“assvaiSI)eronal attainment. The “rr:mn”in Christ”
B e ths :egects his discomfort over the issue of “boastmg. and may
Fo ttempt to observe the pseudepigraphic convention of thef
e alyptic asticall) tradition,? even though to do so completely would o]
apoca]ypllc-m:”. urpose. The formula may also possess a deeper, mystical
course defeatl ‘].,sa\?e lZ}sewhere pointed out that in the apocalypuc-merkaba}:
i f'lcanC: scent into heaven and the vision of the kablo_d (whon.'n Pau
Frad".“?n ! e'(: Christ) involves a transformation of lh? visionary into ;n
1denn.fles - a-angelic likeness of this glory or divine image, ans that this
angelie o SUP;) bfck round of Paul's concept of “glorification ‘(f‘?r ex-
seems (o be l.;g- 2 C%r 3:18).27 The “man in Christ” is thus Paul's “heav-
ample. R?m 8‘.‘a ;slolic identity,” which is conformed to the xma}'ge of th.e
enty self ord ploriﬁed Christ and therefore possesses."power‘ andhc]ll-
e,.“hroned ?n edg authority. “This man” is comrasted-wnh Paul’s earthly,
vinely co}l{i?Thus just as Paul's earthly personality is conformed to t:et
N e o ﬂ'ﬂ Jesu; (characterized by "weakness,” 2 Cor 12:9-11), so his
of the ear y " is conformed to the image of Chnst-as-kabod. (character-
t‘he:\';;lxpt;a:i.) We may compare 2 Cor 4:18 (“while we live, we are
12¢ .

*Rowland (The Open Heaven, 242-45) and Segal (Paul the Convert, 58-59) interpret the
f°"?“|3 R W‘h);- ray-Jones, " Transformational Mysticism in the Apucalyphc-Me:k:l:ll;

“See C.A R o9r9’)) 1-31 .Compar: Tabor, Things Unuirerable, 10‘—19. and Segal, !
[ (ll :he ass‘agcs cited above, Paul extends this promise of xransfc]:m:;:c
e C""f’f"~ g nbothpa future event and an ongoing process) to all those who raor—
A 3P93fcn‘_‘y mbers” of the glorified body of Christ. 1t seems that the lraps :
o, “Pafll?lpalmﬁ ml:eavenly ascent was at an early period lrarfsferred to the nlefciv
oo 3-‘!_95“ Offl . ce is also found in Gnostic and Syriac Christian sources, a:d a :l
e s "an's "9"" tion of the divine name, which is a key Flemcn? of the i-a:‘ehcr)/
. oty aSSPle;‘E YC oc’;lyplic-merkabah tradition, with ritual immersion. Scerix ion,
”unslkl))[m!;"gr;r::iclkcanadpJarl Fossum, "Stripped Before God: A New Interpretation of Log
e o -y 123-50.

i spel of Thomas,” VC 45 (1991)
Y l;’,‘(;gfn;?:repRowland, The Open Heaven, 384-86.

;
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always being given up to death for Jesus’ sake, so that the life of Jesus may
be made visible in our mortal flesh™) and Gal 2:20 (“it is no longer I who
live, but Christ within me”). The same theme occurs at Eph 2:6, where the
author states that God “raised us up with him and seated us with him in
the heavenly places,” while Eph 4:24 speaks of “the new self, created
according to the likeness of God.” Returning 10 2 Corinthians 12, it is
Paul's identity with the celestial “man in Christ” (on whose behalf he is
willing 10 boast, 2 Cor 12:5) that is the source of his power and authority
although, paradoxically, it is his personal “weakness” that enables this power
to be manifest. This theme of conformity with Christ is at the heart of

Paul's apostolic claim (compare I Cor 11:1; 1 Thess 1:6). As James D.
Tabor has commented,

The apostle is the mediator of divine power in the world and the
guarantor of the “success of the enterprise.” He not only speaks "in”

or “for” Christ, but in a representative sense is Christ manifest in the
world,?

In 2 Cor 12:6, Paul explains his unwillingness, under normal circum-
stances, to boast of his mystical attainments on the grounds that he wishes
to be given credit only for his words and deeds. This idea is picked up in
2 Cor 12:11-12, in which he explains that he has been compelled to aban-
don his usual restraint and to commend himself because of the Corinthians’
failure to commend him despite the “signs and wonders and works of power”
that he has performed among them. These works, which Paul evidently
feels should preclude his need to boast, are the evidence of his apostolic
au'lhority and clearly connected in his mind with the “visions and revela-
tions” by which this authority was conferred upon him. He seems here 1o
be making a claim for himself that is reminiscent of the opening sections
of Hekhalot Rabbati, where the merkabah adept is said to possess seven
kinds of “greatness” (presumably, related in some way to the sevenfold
cosmic structure of the hekhalot);

*Tabor, Things Unutterable, 23.
Hekhalot Rabbati 1.2-2.3 (Schafer, Synopse, §§81b-93), abbreviated where indicated.

On this passage, see Peter Schafer, “Gershom Scholem Reconsidered: The Aim and Purpose
of Early Jewish Mysticism™ (12th Sacks Lecture; Oxford: Oxford Cenlre for Postgraduate
Hebrew Studjes, 1986) 15-16; reprinted as idem, “The Aim and Purpose of Early Jewish
Mysticism,” in idem, Hekhalor-Studien, 292-93: and idem. Der verborgene und offenbare
Gert: Haupithemen der frithen jidischen Mysiik (Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1991) 4144, now
available in English as idem, The Hidden and Manifest God (Albany: State University of New
York Press, 1992) 43-45; Halperin, Faces, 440-41; Gerd A. Wewers, “Die Uberlegcnhci! des
Mystikers: zur Aussage der Gedulla-Hymnen in Hekhalot Rabbati 1.2-2.3,"J5J 17 (1986) 3-
22. Wewers has translated the passage in full (excluding Schifer, Synopse. §93). See also

Peter Schifer, ed., ﬁbrrx?l:ung der Hekhalot Literarur (4 vols. [vol. | as yet unpublished];
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12Greatness beyond them all (8510 )t (that .heh‘ns al::;)] et:dt;:;:
(the angels) to himself,3? (compelling them) 10 z.xd‘mltd im a]ace e bim
into the chambers of the palace of ‘Arabol-Ragna an log) © him on
ight of the throne of glory, and (that he is able), w en ;
- oot vy, the God of Israel,® to see all that is done l?e ore
:)!f,ep‘l):r‘:n; ‘of his g:lory and to know all that is going to happen in the

world.

i of
13Greatness beyond them all, for he sees and discerns a'llht.he ic-:ee:vsem
; : cer re
rformed in secret, distinguishi
en, even when they are pel ; een
r\:/l(mhy and disgraceful actions. If a man sleals,.he knows ’,‘1522: e
ognizes him. If one commits adultery, he know§ it and recog
If one murders, he knows it and recognizes him. . . .

. . inst
L4Greatness beyond them all, for anyone who raises his handezgz:lrix‘sh
him and strikes him will be clothed with plague and cover

nd crowned with boils. Greatness beyond them all, for any-

o ne. gues of ulcers,

one who speaks evil of him will have cast upon him pla
dreadful wounds and sores dripping pus.

i f
15Greatness beyond them all, for he is set apart from all lheb:\?:sa:d
men, feared in all his characieristics and honored by those a

those below. . . .

i ike sil-

16Greatness beyond them all, for all creatures before hxrr;l.ax:hhl; -
' . . . . ic al

i h silver is blemished and Wi
10 a smith. He knows whic | Deen
;:iﬁed He examines a family (and discerns) how manyh::st::::y ere
. impure intercourse there are,

are, how many sons of imp . Py e

uc‘hs there are, how many men with severed members there ar
n ,

i inst
21Greatness beyond them all, for everyone who hardens his face agains
him will be struck blind. . . .

. . te,
22Greatness beyond, for the heavenly be{-dm blows the p:)z::rr:c:cihe
then the tremolo, then the plain note again, and they pron

te und Studien zum Antiken Ju dentum 17, 22, 29; Tubingen Mohr/Siebeck, 1987-) 2. 1-
eu kenJ . 22.29; gen. /Siebeck 7-)2.1
ex

/
Io. . . -
i i this unique expression is :
B’Th.; pre;‘fcl?e]ag.mii::\ (l'jbu;:_-ung, 2. 1-10; idem, Die verborgene und offenbare
Reconsidered, -16; .

*Di ] de GroBe
i F . " (“Die alle ubertreffen
: “Greatest of all is the facl_}hal. .. T I e ot
Gorr, 41-43) :if;rs *) but compare Wewers (“Uberlegenheit, 5-9) (;r‘: lg;iesais 5 amons
bes‘eh‘”d?:"‘v " ('“‘E-i;mc Gro8e von ihnen allen ist. ... 7 Schaffr nho.tehs éonveys e babie
Il;wlm a'n)&';:;e's 440) offers: “Greater than all of them: o .ww 1crs e sonbe o
. Pe”{ he ex ;ession but not the grammatical construction. e\tvcd L beriegen
sense o ':s lhpa( Exod 18:11 and/or m. *Abot 6.5-7 may lie behin: 212‘;. “:la‘ e, the
36);;1;%]6‘ ing Wewers (" Uberlegenheit,” 5); Schifer (Ubersetzung, 2. 2):
“Foilowt ) ; ' 5 oy
angels} bind themselves to him™ (“daB sie sich ibm verbinden™)
33Gee the following nole.

unclear. Schéfer (“Gershom Scholem
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lesser ban, then the lesser ban again, then the greater ban, three times
every day since the time when permission was given 1o the pure, 1o
the humble, to the meek, to the discerning, to the upright, 10 the pious,
10 the chosen, to those sel apart, to the righteous and 1o the perfect,
1o descend and ascend to the merkabah, to say: “Let him be under a
ban!" to m7-uxv, the God of Israel, to him, to his glorious throne,
to the crown of his head, to the ber-din on high, 10 the bet-din below,
to all the host of heaven, and 1o all his ministers who stand before
him, attending 1o the merkabah and serving him.

23R, Ishmael said: It is taught thus concerning the vision of the
merkabah—one who attends the merkabah has permission 10 stand up
only in these three cases: before the king, before the high priest, and
before the sanhedrin when the Nasi? is present. But if the Nasi® is not
present, he may not stand up even before the sanhedrin. And if he

does stand up, “his blood is upon his own head” because he lessens
his days and shorten his years.

This text is, admittedly, more crudely melodramatic than Paul's state-
ment, but the claim that it makes is essentially similar. Supernatural power
and authority are conferred upon the one who attains to the vision of the
merkabah, and this person functions as God's emissary and (eschatological?)
Judge of both Israel and the angels. In Peter Schifer's words, “The Merkavah

*According to the majority of the manuscripis: S&"I° AtR MIAt-pypob BT KA ARy,

Schifer (Ubersetzung, 2. 9) and Wewers (“Uberlegenhcit.” 8). assuming M -03r2 10 be God
himself, translated the preposition % by “for” (“fir™), implying that the adept is empowered
to pronounce the ban on God's behalf. The use of the construction % . . 2% (0 mean "o
say. . . on behalf of,” however. would be unusual. Altematively. the preposition may be
interpreted as an expression of the genitive, connecting ~-T¥L2 0 *953: “and to pronounce
the ban of = -oxwp, the God of Israel.” MS Munich 22, which substitutes 59 for , evidently
understands the construction in this way, but expression of the genitive by Y, rather than %o,
is rare in rabbinic Hebrew, By far the most natural interpretation of % .. Azt is "o say. . . .
10" (or, which amounts to the same thing, 10 say. . . with regard 107). The problem is that
this would apparently mean that the adept is empowered to excommunicate God. which
seems unlikely. The interpretation, however, is supported by MSS Vatican 228 and Leiden Or.
4730, which substitute =23 for 5. This can only mean “10 pronounce a ban against” and is
therefore lectio difficilior. In Merkabah Rabbai tSchafer. Synopse. §678) the formula; =
TK=T" TSk is appended 1o the name of the angelic viceregen! Metatron (see Schifer. Der
verborgene und offenbare Gour, 111). and angels whose names include the ma-element are
very frequently encountered in the hekhalot literature (see further. Morray-Jones, “Transfor-
mational Mysticism,” 7-10, and the references cited there). It may, therefore, be that -o3re
=" is here the angelic head of the celestial hierarchy. This interpretation is supported by the
observation that in Hekhalor Rabbati 1.2 the adept stands beside (on the right of) God's
throne, but opposite 7 -oxu0. If this view is correct. the meaning is that the adept’s authority
is second only to that of God himself, that it exceeds that of the heavenly and earthly courns,
und that he is empowered 1o judge and excommunicate even the celestial viceregent and his
retinue. Compare 1 Cor 6:3: “Do you not know that we are to judge angels?™
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- - bed.”
mystic is the chosen one of God to whom messianic qualities are ascribe

i i ritten against the back-
. Wewers infers that this passage was W : '
(g;re(:\?n: of a social environment that the writer per.cexvedffas. ho;:izdagi
i itude of patient, passive suffering basec o
ard which he adopted an amll‘x ri ed on
1?\:“servam" model encountered in prophecy and the Psa_xlms. pespl o hie
the adept is vindicated by the intervention o
.. . .
vine power on his behalf and possesses dwme}y confsrred authority tt::e;r)::s
eschatological judgment on his adversaries. ka}? Schhafer,] V\/Z\;lerism;\liduals
ic ahi i - 1 with eschatologi
“ he mystic aligned his self-poriraya t
(Ili};ziijla;\ e\heymessiah) and saw himself as corresponding closely to these
’ . g . . f,) »37
1 or identified himself with them?). .
flg“TY:: a(depl’s superior, revealed knowledge is o_ppc:\sed 10 thathc':onfer;ende ::;
exoteric and halakhic Torah scholarship, which mdlcatev5 that ;i;gpe;;ts onis
ic rabbini lishment. Wewers
of the scholastic rabbinic estab ment. Wew ugge: '
3;'35“::‘:’“l::::mon may be a response to a specific hl‘stonc.a] sx}tluauor;} a:s
:hlou h it can no longer be identified. The vaers v1ewp9mt, howevm“,:| s
similgar 10 that of several (Jewish and Christian) apo;alypufc a\:tagzts;,on ol
e product of a tr
i bly better to regard the passage as one . '
lsagr::;;péd over the course of several centuries, by many dxlff;remlhie;:—
:V ian groups: in situations of conflict with ottxers, more powerful U anSimilar
3’;‘ s. The situation inferred by Wewers is in several respe.cls vc?r}): i
se \:;a't addressed by Paul who, in his claim to conformity wu’ mhor:
- mes the “servant” role. The statement that the merka’\’b?h ade;?t§ aem "
fitsysuis given “to the pure, t0 the humble, to the meek” is reminisc
! "
" " “weakness.
¥ trast between “power” and wFa ] '
Pal”;}fec\(')ir;ionary ascent to heaven of which Paul is dnven‘to bo:st'tseeranns(i
then, 1o be of crucial importance 1o his clairq to aposl?lxc aut ,c:;riabm
owér There are grounds, moreover, for supposing that 1h1.s \;flas atheSis gl
sision. with Christ identified as the enthroned kabod. This hypo e
be s(r;,nglhened if clear parallels can be demonstrated between
X i des story.

t and the hekhalot/1almudic par y . .
Cm{l?he relationship between the “third hez?vcn of 2 Cor 122.2 z;x;d;&i t1;:) -
dise” of 2 Cor 12:4 requires consideration. Are verses 2 al 4t e

lsderslood sequentially or in paralle]? If a sevel"\—heaven .cosmmsgr)rlmSt
:?sumed either interpretation is lheorclical!y poss:blel,ogzla::t;z;ty st
iKely have based his claim to apos c
kel e WO“li‘:d ;f seven heavens, which would hardly q'ualey as
(2 Cor 12:7a). Moreover, our analysis of the

personal powerlessness,

ascent merely to the th ;
an “exceptional” revelation

3 - i 93). Com-
35gchafer, “Gershom Scholem Reconsidered,” 16 (= idem, He;:alat Studien, 293)
pare Tabor v.;n Paul (Things Unuiterable, 23; quoted above p. 274).

Jewewers, “Uberlegenheit,” 20-23.
bid.. 21.
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/ Jewish mystical tradition has shown that pardes was a term for the celestial
_Holy of Holies.in the uppermost heaven. {fhe seven-heaven model musi,
then, imply a “iwo-stage” ascent, first to thé third heaven and subsequently
to paradise in the seventh.’® There is, however, no parallel for this in
apocalyptic or Jewish mystical literature. Normally, the ascent through all
six lower levels to the seventh is described (or at least mentioned) unless
(as at Rev 4:1-2, for example) the visionary proceeds directly to the high-
est heaven without mention of intervening levels. Nowhere, to my knowl-
edge, does the elevator stop, so to speak, on only one intermediate floor.

Since there is evidence for an alternative, and probably earlier, three-heaven

cosmology, it seems most natural to assume that this is the model em-

ployed by Paul.?® This assumption is confirmed by the elegant analysis of
Hans Bietenhard,*® who has demonstrated that 2 Cor 12:1-5 are a sym-

metrical composition, the second half of which repeats and expands upon

the first. Thus, 2 Cor 12:5 picks up the theme of “boasting” introduced in

2 Cor 12:1 and adds the theme of “weakness,” while 2 Cor 12:3-4 repeats

the statement in 2 Cor 12:2 ("paradise™ = “the third heaven™) with an

additional ‘report of a secret, unutterable revelation. It seems virtually cer-

tain, then, that Paul’s paradise was located in the uppermost of three heav-

ens.

The continuation of the pardes story in Hekhalot Zutarri deserves con-
sideration:*!

A R. Agiba said: At that time, when I ascended 10 the merkabah, a bar-
gol went forth from beneath the throne of glory, speaking in the Ara-
maic tongue. In this tongue, what did it say?

B “Before the LORD made heaven and earth, he established. . . «corrupt
word*®. | . in Ragia‘, 1o go in by and 1o come out by {scribal gloss:

*Rowland (The Open Heaven, 380-82) and Tabor (Things Unutterable, | 15-20) interpret
the passage in this way.

*“Ralph P. Martin (Second Corinthians [Word Biblical Commenlary 40; Waco: Word,
1986} 401-3) and Young (“The Ascension Molif.” 90). for example, have defended this
interpretation,

““Bietenhard, Himmiische Welr, 162—68.

Y1Schafer, Synopse, §8348-52; Rachel Elior, Hekhalor Zutarti (Jerusalem Studies in Jew-
ish Thought Suppl. 1; Serusalem: Magnes, 1982) 23--25, lines 59-99_ The opening words, “R.
Aqiba said: At that time, when ] ascended 10 the Merkabah, a bat-gol went forth. . ., etc.”
are also found in the 1two manuscripts of Merkabah Rabbah that contain the pardes siory
(Schifer. Synopse, §674). See further, Scholem, Jewish Gnasticism, 77-78; Schafer. Der
verborgene und offenbare Gorr, 56-59: and idem, Uberserzung, 3. 17-24,

**This word is different in all five manuscripts in Schafer, Svnopse and in the Geniza
fragment 7.T.-S.k21.95.B. (in Schafer. Geniza-Fragmente, 90-91) but none of the versions
is meaningful (O: n tNiw3=a: D M40: monz M22: karsa: G7:
N = New York; D = Dropsie: M40 = Munich 40, M22 = Munich 22; G7 = Geniza fragment.)
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Al
and «corrupt word>. . . means nothing other than ‘gateway (1:\r:.>)],
He established the irrefutable name, with which to design the entire
universe.

C “And what man is able
To ascend on high?
To ride the chariot-wheels?
To descend below?
To explore the world?
To walk on the dry ground?
To behold his splendor?
To [?] unbind® his crown?
To be transformed into his glory?**
To utter praise?
To combine letters?
To utter names?
To behold what is on high?
And 1o behold what is below?
To know the meaning of the living?
And 1o sec the vision of the dead?
To walk in rivers of fire?
And to know the lightning?

D “And who is able to explain, and who is able to see? First of al.l it is
written; 'For no man may see me and live’ (Exod 33:20); .and'lehe;
second place it is written: 'For God speaks to man, and he lives’ (Deu

i H : ~; N:narmy; D,
In the following gloss, all except G7 give a dlffucnl form again. (O: M2 ¢ rdﬁlgl ;:S D
M40: a3 1 M22: nzeim; G7: kave). Schifer (Ubersetzung, 3. ‘18 nn. 14 an ) has & ‘go o
that CI7 glivc‘s the best reading, since the gloss at least agrees with the text (ass“m(;ricnwald
the preposition “like™ or “as™). Scholem (Jewish Gnosticism, 7‘7-78) and ];;ar:a:'h ruenwald
(A (‘:ralvptic and Merkavah Mysticism [AGIU 14, Leiden: Brill, ]98~(‘)]1] n{..:o(l‘bUilding“)
“v’c)slibt;le" on the basis of the gloss (Mam; G7 reads: Ar'ae). Possibly, %3
P s infinitiv g (M40: #noo°RY [meaningless);

R eading Tx10°k" (thus O, D. M22) as ’afa‘el 1nf|n}l{\e of Wf e oo,
N omits this word). Compare Scholem (Jewish Gnosticism, 78), “to dw. \

. Ubersetzung, 3. 19 n. 11. - ) .
afcrﬁ'n,i: expression is unceriain, but highly significant. The manqsqupts;cadf?sr:cftl;)wiaise
RIpR2 nr%*rcr‘“ (10 be praised in glory™; Scholem [Jewish Gnasnu,;)m. 78} o l: o le:mm]

« glory™y; M2 . o i i rhaps: “to become o

S H TROET = orea% (meaning uncertain, perhap ld [«

N ):‘ MOZl : "::::D'!r'l"" D(mMAO' f‘.P‘: wornnc. The above translation is basedfl?n
i 2 O:mpranzennct Dy : & ; v > "
g)l?f ?:::;fcrcncc i: to the divine glory (note that in the pIEVI'OuS hncﬂs the };osse)szy;i su l:y
rc.l'crs 10 God). it must mean either: “to be transformed into his glo:y (as a oﬁvfzrmed,i.r;his
his blory " Alternatively, it may refer to the myslic’s own glory: to be lr:;;( Tmed in e
]urﬁ/ " D and M40 are identical, save that they omit the possessn;c shu (ldi.vme)yg]ory d
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2; ir‘n‘p‘orlafl \k'illncss 1o the theme of “transformational mysticism” in the hekhalot .
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F are only the beginning, concerns the vision of the kabod and the myster-
ies of the divine name (of which the kabod is the embodiment). E estab-
lishes a link between the kabod in the preexistent celestial sanctuary and
the earthly temple. F discusses the manner in which the kabod is seen by
various categories of being. The saying attributed to “our rabbis” alludes 1o
the esoteric doctrine of the 3i‘ur gomah. The section culminates in a wam-
ing, attributed to Moses, that this is not a matier for rational understanding
or verbal definition. We may compare the following, from an anonymous
medieval Yemenite commentary on the Song of Songs:>°

It was said in the presence of Rabban Gamaliel: Though created be-
ings do not have permission 1o declare the true being of the Creator,
they do have permission to declare His praise. How so? As it is writ-
ten: “for no man shall see me and live” (Exod 33:20). Life depends
upon his praise, but his true being is concealed.

The following sections of Hekhalot Zutarti contain detailed descriptions of
the hayyot (holy living creatures), the merkabah, and the kabod, including
much 3¥ur gomah material and long strings of magical names of God. Thus,
the words heard by Agiba when he ascended to the merkabah in paradise,
or the celestial sanctuary, concerned the central mysteries of ma‘aseh
merkabah: that is, the innermost mysteries of God's being, which cannot
and may not be described in words, but are only partially known and
expressed through the medium of mystical praise. This is a remarkably
close parallel to Paul's “ynutterable words which it is not permitted for man
1o speak” (2 Cor 12:4).5

The nature of Paul's “thorn (or stake) in the flesh” (2 Cor 12:7b-8) has
been the subject of much speculation.52 Most modern scholars, following

“Tehillat Pirug Sir-ha-Sirim Mé‘orab mi-LaSon ‘Eber we-
<Arab,” in Festschrift zum achizigsten Geburistage Moritz Steinschneider's (Leipzig: Harras-
sowilz, 1896) Hebrew section, 49~59 (the quotation is on p. 58). On the antiguity of much
of the material preserved by this source, sce A. Marmonstein, “Deux renseignements d'Origéne
concernant Yes Juifs,” REJ 7} (1920) 195-99; and Saul Lieberman, Midréei-Teiman (2d ed.;
Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1970) 12-19 {Hebrew); see further idem, “Misnat §ir-ha-Sirim” (ap-
pendix D of Scholem, Jewish Gnosticism) 123-24. It is tempting, although perhaps overop-
(imistic, 1o conjecture that this tradition goes back to Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, who was
the first of six nési’im to bear this name and title, and who was allegedly claimed as a teacher
by Paul (Acts 22:3).

SiContra, for example, Kdscmann,
that Paul uses this expression to emphasize the pr
rience and 10 deny that any claim to authorily can
n. 64 below.

52For a useful summary of previous scholarship on this issue, see Mar

410-23.

$0pyblished by Moriz Friedldnder,

“Die Legitimitat des Apostels,” 63-64, who argues
ivate. incommunicable nature of his expe-
be based on such experiences. See further

tin, Second Corinthians,
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the earliest recorded church tradition,** and taking 1 capxi literally, have
argued that the expression refers to an illness or disability, also mentioned
at Gal 4:13-14] Various “diagnoses” have been offered on the basis of
these two passages.> Some commentators, rightly perceiving that the “thorn”
is closely associated in Paul's mind with his “exceptional” revelations, have
suggested a nervous complaint (for example, epilepsy, hysteria, or migraine)
caused by, or associated with, his ecstatic and visionary experience.s
'According to this view, the parallel expression GyyeAo¢ ZoTové. indicates
that Paul believed that a demonic assault had caused his illness. Others
have argued in favor of an interpretation first proposed by Chrysostom,s6
i namely, that Paul is referring 10 a human enemy or enemies at whose hands
he has suffered persecution.’” This view has been persuasively defended by
Terence Y. Mullins who, citing similar expressions in the Septuagint at
Num 33:55, Ezek 28:24, and elsewhere, showed that Paul's readers would
have recognized oxdAoy 1 gapki as a literary idiom for an enemy.58
Robert M. Price has pointed out, however, that this theory fails to account
for the close connection that exists in Paul’s mind between the “thorn” and
the visionary experience and suggested that the reference is to an angelic
opponent similar to the gatekeepers of the hekhalot tradition, who attack
and punish those deemed unworthy 1o ascend to the merkabah.’? This view
is consistent with Paul's emphasis on his “weakness” and his dependence
upon the power of Christ.
If Price’s interpretation is adopted, several noteworthy correspondences
between Paul’s account and the Jewish pardes story become apparent. The
“angel of Satan” is reminiscent of the demonic “angels of destruction” who

renacus Adversus haereses 5.3.1; Tenwllian Pud. 13.6; and Mare. 5.12.

*See BAG, s.v. 6xGAoy, 441b—42a, and xoAadi{w. 763b-64a; and further, for ex-
ample, Lightfoot, Galatians, 186-91; Neil Gregor Smith, “The Thorn that Siayed: An Inter-
pretation of 11 Corinthians 12:7-9," /nr 13 (1959) 409-16: F. F. Bruce, / and 2 Corinthians
(NCB Commentary; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and London: Marshall, Morgan, & Scou, 1980)
248-49; Gerhard Delling, ox6Aoy, TONT 7 (1971) 409-13; Hans Dieter Betz, Galarians: A
Commentary on Paul's Letier 1o the Churches in Galatia (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Foriress,
1979) 224-26.

**Thus, for example: Windisch, Der tweite Korintherbrief, Karl Ludwig Schmidt, xoAogi {w,
TDNT 3 (1965) 818-21,

**Chrysostom Hom. 26 on 2 Corinthians.

“Thus, for example: Ph. H. Menoud, “L'écharde et 'ange satanique (2 Cor. 12, 7)," in J.
N. Sevenster and W. C. van Unnik, eds., Studia Paulina in Honorem Johannis de Zwaan
Septuvgenarii (Haarlem: Bohn, 1953) 163-71; Michael L. Barré, “Qumran and the Weakness
of Paul,” CBQ 42 (1980) 216-27; Jerry W. McCant. “Paul’s Thorn of Rejected Apostleship,”
NTS 34 (1988) 550--72.

*Terence Y. Mullins, “Paul's Thorn in the Flesh," JBL 76 (1957) 299-303.

**Robert M. Price, "Punished in Paradise (An Exegetical Theory on 1l Corinthians 12:1-
10)," JSNT 7 (1980) 33-40. Price’s suggestion is in part anticipated by Windisch. Der :weite
Korintherbrief, 382-90.
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cek 1o “do violence” to Aqiba (Hekhalot Zutarti and Mer.kabah Rabb;;h
SC2b) We also recall that one of the four was “stricken énll)pg;‘), lzxn;; thl,:
is preci i f the verb xoha¢ilw employed by Paul.
is precisely the meaning of the Ve _ by Faul, 1F W2
i cidental, the Pauline account a P
correspondence is more than coin ie F count
story zt this point explain each other. This interpretation 18 by no mtt::lrin(s:
i i i f a nervous illness or reaction to ecs
inconsistent with the theory o ¢
experience, which Paul believed to be caused by lhe‘angel s blows. Ind;?f};
the geonic interpretation of the expression as refefm"lg to madness, W
is not too far removed from that of the earliest Christian commentators, c'an
be said to support this view. Finally, Paul’s report 1h:?t he bes.ought g:}:'xi;
to make his tormentor leave him corresponds to God‘s intervention on bbah
of Aqiba, “Leave this elder alone” (Hekhalot Zutarti and Merkabah Rabba
; ; 60
C2b; Babylonian Talmud, A58). ' o ‘
‘The cjmulali\'e weight of the evidence seems overwhelming: Paulrs1
account of his ascent to paradise and the Jewish Rard;s sloryhhavellzce)::n;ﬁd
i i ition. igmatic quality, due to the reti
roots in the mystical tradition. An en cticent end
ipti ipti is common to both accounts. The
elliptical manner of description, 18 ¢
spox;dences of detail indicate that they are even more closely r;lat;:Q x}:ia\er:
has previously been suggested. We may conclude, then, lhat‘ au :)sf &
scribing an ascent to the heavenly temple anc.i a m'erkal?ah vision f e
enthroned and “glorified” Christ. The context in whxch‘hxs acco;m o‘s.on
i i stolic authority on this vision.
ests that he bases his claim 1o apo , :
‘S‘lr’\/%egrkabah mysticism” was, therefore, a central feature of Paul’s :xpe}r\lence
i i is is so, there are no grounds for the as-
and self-understanding. Since this is so, no 8 e
is visi tary events. It is
i urely spontaneous, involun )
sumption that his visions were p ; A
i a mystical techmque,
i t they were induced by the use o : .
B P e | h described in the
i te than some of those
which may have been less elabora _ cribed In the
been markedly different 1n 1
hekhalot sources but cannot have narke ent ) ;
tials.5!/ As Tabor has argied,$? the expression “caught up” ((xpnayfevrah 2a
Cor 12:2; fjprayn: 2 Cor 12:4) in no way implies the absence of suc

hree limes™ implies three separate occasions.bG:ven
¥ i elow,
the fact that visions of Christ were a regular feature of Paul's cxperfence .(sec fu:::) oy
284 n. 66), and if the reference istoa chronic os recurring complam(.}hns may (c(.)m am,
: er' ha; pointed out ¢"Punished,” 35) that the text carries no such |m?1|canon e,ie‘;ce
ev ’ e . . i . .
Mo:r: 14:35-39) and argued that Paul is describing a single eventin his wsn:):ari T:,:es" nee:
Young (:‘The Ascension Motif,” 81) suggests, plausibly enough, that the “thre
responds 1o Paul's passage through the three celestial spheres.A o Motif.” 8. 841 s
¢iCompare Segal, Poul the Convert, 33-39. Yot.mg ("The Asce 1 Wis,h et
ambivalent on this point. On the one hand. he recognizes the background m. [ b
(d)rf"Paul's vision. but. on the othcr, he is anxious to distinguish belwzen Paull‘:nee);pfcr])f e
eligic "} and treme esoteric and someti -
dinary religious encounter™) and “an €x : ! | oy
eHr?iTislm “)',I‘his §roposed distinction appears to be motivated by theological considerati
mys ! ) . . .
however, and is not supported by historical analysis.
©2Tubor, Things Unurterable, 115-16.

601t has generally been assumed that "t
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technique, nor does the use of a mystical method imply that the experience
is wholly “seif-achieved” rather than divinely “‘granted.”s3

Finally, the question of the historical event 10 which Pau] refers remains
to be considered. The majority of scholars have denied any connectjon
between this event and Paul’s visions recorded elsewhere. This view, how-
ever, is often associated with a tendentious desire to prove that visionary
experience was of no more than marginal importance to Pau] % This is a
distortion of the context in which 2 Corinthians 12 occurs, is contradicted
by the whole record of Paul’s career, and does not deserve serious consid-
eration.® James D. Tabor and Alan F. Segal, on the contrary, maintain that
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practice of the heavenly ascent was repeated many times during his ca-
reer.% This view is almost certainly correct, but the inference that Paul is

*Compare Ma‘asch Merkabah §24, above p. 271,

%Those who hold such a view include Kisemann, “Die Legitimitit des Apostels,” 67-71;
idem, Perspectives on Paul (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971) 134; William David Davies, Paul
and Rubhinic Judaism (London: SPCK, 1948) 87, 196-97; Walter David Stacey, The Pauline
View of Man (London: Macmillan and New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1956) 139-40; Georgi,
Opponents, 277-83; Walter Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth: Eine Untersuchung :u den
Korintherbriefen (2d ed.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965) 197-206; Lietzmann,
An die Korinther, 155, 212; Barrett, “Paul’s Opponents,™ 24445, idem, Cnmmcnlary. 302~
6, Guniher, QOpponents, 276-17; Russell P. Spistler, “The Limits of Ecstasy: an Exegesis of
2 Corinthians 12: 1-10," in Gerald F. Hawihorne, ed., Current Issues in Biblical and Patristical
Interpretation: Studies in Honor of Merrill C. Tenney Presented by his Former Students
s, 1975) 25966 Bultmann, Sec ond Letter, 218-30; Andrew T. Lincoln,
“'Paul the Visionary": The Setting and Significance of the Rapture to Paradise in 11 Corinthians

X1 1-10," NTS 25 (1978) 204-20, esp. 211; idem. Paradise Now and Nor Yer: Siudies in the
Role of the Heavenly Dimension in Paul's Thought with Special Reference 1o his Eschatology
(SNTSMS 43; London/New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981) 71-85; Victor Paul
Furnish, 1/ Corinthians, Translated with Introduction, Notes and Commentary (AB 32A;
Garden City: Doubleday, 1984) 542-46; William Baird, “Visions, Revelation and Ministry:
Reflections on 2 Cor 12:1-5 and Gal 1:11-17." JBL 104 (1985) 651-62; Martin, Second
Corinthians, 287424; Ernest Best, Second Corinthians (Atlanta: Knox, 1987) 116-21 (an
extreme example of this tendency); Sumney, Identifving Paul’s Opponents, 167-68; and
Strecker, “Die Legitimitat des paulinischen Apostolates,” 577. Bruce (/ and 2 Corinthians.
245-50) denied a connection between 2 Corinthians 12 and any vision recorded in Acts, bui
did not downplay the significance of Paul's visions. On the position advanced by Goulder, see
pp. 27273 above.

**See Tabor, Things Unuterable, 32-34,fora pencirating exposé of the “hidden agenda”
underlying this approach, the aim of which is 10 produce a ponrait of Paul that conforms 1o
rationalist Protestant Presuppositions. A few of 1he commentalors cited in the previous note
have argued that Paul's visions were important for him personally, but irrelevant 1o his
apostolic claim or Christian belief. This is simply absurd.

"Ibid., 21, Segal, Paul the Convert, 34-71, Baumgarten (Paulus und die Apokalvprik,
143) has also emphasized the frequency of Paul’s visionary experience but did not discuss the
aspect of practical mysticism, nor did he think that Paul saw Christ on this occasion. See also
Richard Reitzenstein, Hellenistic Mystery Religions: Their Basic Ideas and Significance (PTMS
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According to A e Ui
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Sur Gustav Srihlin zum 7
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(Christ) has abandoned Israel in favor of the nations. Thus, whereas Isaiah
was sent 1o Israel, Paul is sent to the Gentiles. This radical reinterpretation
of the prophetic account explains the anger of his listeners (Acts 22:22),
and it is intriguing to note that this is expressed in language reminiscent of
m. Hag. 2.1C: “And whoever is not careful about the glory of his creator,
it were fitting for him that he had not come into the world.”

Robert Jeweut has objected that Paul's public description of the vision in
the temple in Acts 22 contrasts so strongly with his reticence in 2 Corinthians
12 that the two visions are unlikely to be the same.” This objection, how-
ever, overlooks the fact that the speech on the temple steps, which provides
the context in which the public description occurs, is almost certainly a
Lukan composition.” Several commentators have believed this 1o be true of
the vision itself, arguing that it reflects Luke's concern to legitimize gentile
Christianity by emphasizing its continuity with Judaism.™ Betz regarded it
as a Lukan commentary on the Damascus road event and believed it to be
a literary device intended to place Paul’s authority on the same level as that
of the Twelve, to whom the risen Jesus had appeared in the Holy City.”¢
On the other hand, Hans Conzelmann believes it to be an alternative ver-
sion of the conversion/call story, derived by Luke from a nonhistorical
tradition that associated the event with Jerusalem rather than Damascus.”’
Christoph Burchard has rightly disputed the suggestion of a tradition that
was ignorant of the Damascus road story or denied its veracity, but he has

Jewen, Chronalogy, 54-55.
T4Contra Bruce, The Speeches in the Acts of the Aposiles (Tyndale New Testament Lec-

1ure; London: Tyndale, 1942) 22-25. See, above all, Martin Dibelius, “The Speeches in Acts
and Ancient Historiography,” in idem, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (London: SCM,
1956) 138-85, esp. 158~61. On the specches in general see, for example, Henry J. Cadbury,
The Making of Luke-Acts (London/New York: Macmiljan, 1958) 184-93; Martin Dibelius,
“The Acts of the Apostles as a Historical Source."” in idem, Studies, 102-8; F. F. Bruce, The
Acts of the Apostles (3d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990) 34-40; Eduard Schweizer,
“Concerning the Speeches in Acts,” in Leander E. Keck and J. Louis Martyn, eds., Studies
in Luke-Acts (1966; reprinted Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980) 208-16; Fred Veltman, “The
Defense Speeches of Paul in Acts,” in Charles H. Talbert, ed., Perspectives on Luke-Acis
(Perspectives in Religious Studies, Special Series 51 Danville, VA: Association of Baptist

Professors of Religion, 1978) 243-56. Alsorelevant to this discussion are Benjamin J. Hubbard,
~Commissioning Stories in Luke-Acts: A Swdy of their Antecedents, Form and Content,”
Semeia 8 (1977) 103-26; and idem, “The Role of Commissioning Accounts tn Acts,” in
Talbert, Perspectives, 187-98.
*gee, for example. Dibelius, "Speeches™ 158-61; Ernst Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles:
A Commentary (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1971) 628-31; Volker Stolle, Der Zeuge als
Untersuchungen zum Paulus-Bild des Lukas (Stuiigart: Kohlhammer, 1973)
of Luke-Acts: A Literary Interpre-
1990) 268-84.

Angeklagier:
164-66, 210-12; Robert C. Tannehill, The Narrative Unity
rarion. vol. 2; The Acts of the Apostles (Minneapolis: Augsburg/Fortress,

76Betz, “Die Vision des Paulus im Tempel.”

M"Hans Conzelmann. Acts of the Aposties (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987) 187-88.
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is followed immediately by his vision.8! It seems most probable, then, that

Paul’s visionary ascent to the celestial sanctuary (= paradise) and apostolic
commision to the Gentites did occur in Jerusalem on the occasion of his
first visit after his conversion. Although certainty is of course impossible,
Luke’s location of the event in the actual temple is therefore likely to be

genuine.

It has emerged from this investigation that Paul's conversion on the
Damascus road and his apostolic commission to the Gentiles in the celestial
temple (= paradise) were almost certainly two separate events, the latter
occurring three years after the former in Jerusalem, and probably in the

temple.®2 Though contrary 1o the prevailing assumption, this finding fits

26. 1f Luke used 2 Corinthians 10-13 as a source,
he will almost cerlainly have recognized that 2 Cor 12:1-12 referred to the temple vision that
he recorded at Acts 22:17-22. It is, however, inconceivabie thal this gentile author was s0
familiar with the merkabah tradition that he was able 1o make up Acts 22:17-22, with its
detailed allusions 10 that tradition, on the basis of 2 Cor 12:1-12, the languape of which is
relatively veiled. The account of the temple vision must therefore be derived from a Jewish
source. To argue that this source was not Paul himsclf (see n. 78 above) is 10 complicate

matters beyond necessity of reason.
S2Though not widely accepied, this position

#12 Cor 11:32-12:1; compare Acts 9:23-

has been argued from the internal evidence

of Acts by, for example, Rudolf Liechtenhan, Die urchrisiliche Mission: Voraussetzungen,
Motive und Methoden (AThANT 9; Zirich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1946) 77-80; Anton Fridrichsen,
“The Apostle and his Message,” (UUA 3; Uppsala: Lundequistaka, 1947) 3-23; Benz, “Visio-
nir,” 91; Paul Gaechter, Perrus und scine Zeit (Innsbruck: Tyrolia-Verlag, 1958) 408-15; W,
D. Davies, "The Apostolic Age and the Life of Paul,” in PCB, 874 (§764a); Beda Rigaux, The
Letters of 51. Paul (Chicago: Franciscan Herald, 1968) 61-62; Edward P. Blair, “Paul’s Call
to the Gentile Mission,” BR 10 (1965) 19-33.

Kim’s attempt 10 refute these arguments (Origin, 58-65) is both conjectural and tenden-
\ious. His statement that the temple vision “does not. . . scem 1o have been of decisive
& for Paul, for he never mentions it in his letters” (p. 65) is, in the light of the above
analysis, completely wrong. The assumption that the conversion and the commission (o the
Gentiles were a single event is absolutely central to Kim's thesis, which is vitiated by this
finding (see n. 68 above). Kim lists several passages of Paul's writings that have often been
interpreted as references 1o the conversion (Origin. 3-31), but many of these may in fact be
references to the commission in the temple (= paradise). Newman (Glory-Christology, 164

247) follows Kim's efroneous assumplion.
James D. G. Dunn (Jesus and the Spirit:
rience of Jesus as Reflected in the New Testament [London
useful discussion of Paul's claim to apostolic authority but also assumes that the conversion
and commission were a single event. Dunn also overlooks a crucial difference between Paul’s
vision of the risen Christ and the “pre-ascension” resurrection appearances to the disciple-
he heavenly, glorified Christ-kabod. The Damascus road event
latory descent of the Christ-kabod or. alternatively, an “opening
supernatural blinding light which is markedly
Ihe other hand, the commission in paradise (=
1 of the Chrisl-kabod enthroned in the celestial
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of the heavens” (as in Ezekiel 1), hence the
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reconstruction based on the Epistles, rather than Acts, as proposed by John
Knox, Donald Wayne Riddle, John Coolidge Hurd, Charles Henry Buck
and Greer Taylor, Robert Jewett, and Gerd Liidemann.®® Since Gal 2:1
specifies a fourteen-year interval between the first visit to Jerusalem (when
the paradise/temple vision occurred) and the second (the “Jerusalem con-
ference™), 2 Corinthians 10-13 must have been written at about this time.
As we observed above, both letters seem 1o have been written in the heat
of the crisis over Paul’s apostolic authority and hence concern the validity
of the Gentile mission. Since 2 Corinthians 10-13 does not refer to the
Jerusalem meeting, it may have been written shorily before this event, and
Galatians shortly afterward. This complex issue, however, cannot be dis-
cussed in detail here. It is sufficient to have shown that the ecstatic ascent
to paradise, the temple vision, and the apostolic commission to the Gentiles
were one and the same revolutionary event. The impact of merkabah mys-

Al

$4See Knox, “‘Fouricen Years Later,’” esp. 341; idem, “The Pauline Chronology,” esp.
23-26; idem, Chapters in a Life of Paul (revised ed.; 1987; see n. 67 above) esp. 3-52;
Riddle, Man of Conflict, esp. 13-20 and 185-223; Buck and Taylor, Saint Paul, esp. 3-19;
lewen, Chronology, esp. 7-24; John Coolidge Hurd, Jr., “Chronology, Pauline,” /DBSup
(1962) 166-67; idem, The Origin of | Corinthians (New York: Seabury, 1965) 3—42; idem,
“Pauline Chronology and Pauline Theology,” in W. R. Farmer, C. F. D. Moule and R. R.
Nicbuhr, eds., Christian History and Interpreiation: Studies Presented 10 John Knox (Lon-
don/New York: Cambridge University Press, 1967) 225-48; and idem, “The Sequence of
Paul's Letters,” CJT 14 (1968) 188-200; Gerd Lidemann, Paul, Aposile 10 the Geniiles:
Studies in Chronology (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984). See now John Knox, “On the Pauline
Chronology: Buck-Taylor-Hurd Revisited,” in Robert T. Fortna and Beverly R. Gaventa,
eds., The Conversation Continues: Studies in Paul and John in Honor of J. Louis Mariyn
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1990) 258-74. Since these scholars have tended to discount Acts as
a source of reliable data, il is perhaps hardly surprising that none of them has identified the
ascent 1o paradise with the temple vision, but the identification is consistent with, or requires
only small adjustments to, the reconstructions that they have proposed. It allows the expres-
sion B0 dexatEcoOpwV ETMV in Gal 2:1 to be taken as consecutive with (rather than
inclusive of) peta €11 tpia in Gal 1:18, as seems most natural. Thus, Gal 1:15-17 refers
10 the conversion; Gal 1:18 states that Paul went up to Jerusalem three years afier this event;
and Gal 2:1 places the second visit to Jerusalem (1he “Jerusalem conference™) fourteen years
later. It is probable that Gal 2:11-14 is not part of this chronological sequence, but refers 1o
an earlier event (see Ludemann, Paul, 20-21). It should be noted that Paul's protestation at
Gal 1:21 implies that a different account of these events was being promulgated by his
opponents, and this could be the basis of the muddled chronology of Acts.

The reconstruction proposed by James D. G. Dunn (“The Incident at Antioch [Gal 2:11-
18)," JSNT 18 [1983) 3-57, reprinted in idem, Jesus, Paul and the Law [London: SPCK,
1990} 129-81) rests on the assumption that Gal 2:11-14 continues the chronological se-
quence of Gal 1:13-2:10. Giet (“Nouvelles remarques,” 335-40) has argued that Gal 1:18,
“Engito peta €1 tpio, means three years after Paul's stay in Damascus, the length of
which is not specified, so that more than three years elapsed between the conversion and the
first visit to Jerusalem, but this reading of the 1ext seems very strained.
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Lyric Autobiography: John Donne’s
Holy Sonnets™

Frederick J. Ruf

Georgetown University

In her admirable study of autobiography, Janet Vamer Gunn argued that
the religious significance of the form “lies not in its literary function but
in its anthropology,”! that is, in its role in articulating and creating human
experience. She also stated that much literary discussion of autobiography
serves to conceal its “strangeness” and “unruly behavior.”?

Both of these points seem to me 10 be important, particularly if it is true
that the human self is protean and receives 2 multiplicity of shapes accord-
ing to the cultural forces that mold it. To adapt a figure used by William
James, the mind is formed much as a stone is shaped by a sculptor: “In a
sense the statue stood there from eternity. But there were a thousand dif-
ferent ones beside it, and the sculptor alone is to thank for having extri-
cated this one from the rest.” Surely one of the central cultural sculptors
is autobiography, the form that claims above all others 1o possess the shape
of the self. Tt follows that any claims to the “proper” or “best” form of

*The writing of this article was supported by a Landegger Summer Research Grant in
1992.

1Janet Varner Gunn, Autobiography: Toward a Pactic of Experience (Philadelphia: Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Press, 1982) 10.

Ibid., 11

‘William James, The Principles of Psychology (ed. Frederick H. Burkhardi, Fredson
Bowers, and Ignas K. Skrupskelis; The Works of William James; 3 volis.; Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1981) 1. 277,

HTR 86:3 (1993) 293~ 307



