(1) Teacher, διδάσκαλος ;  (2) Disciple, μαθητής ;  (3) Instructor/Instruction, παιδεία ;  
 
﻿†﻿ διδάσκαλος﻿﻿ (→ ῥαββί).

A.     The Usage and Character of διδάσκαλος among the Greeks.
1.     The Usage.

διδάσκαλος is attested in the sense of “teacher” from the time of the Homeric hymns﻿﻿ and Aeschylus.﻿﻿ Indeed, it is occasionally found in the fem. for a “woman teacher.” From the very first it tends to become technical﻿﻿ in the sense of “master of instruction.”﻿﻿ a. On the one side, this may be the one who imparts instruction, esp. the “schoolmaster” to whom the young are entrusted for elementary teaching, e.g., in reading and writing.﻿﻿ Thus in Plato εἰς διδασκάλου (sc. οἶκον) φοιτᾶν﻿﻿ or εἰς διδασκάλων φοιτᾶν﻿﻿ means “to go to school” and ἐν διδασκάλων “in school.”﻿﻿ The word kept this meaning and is found in this sense in Jewish Gk., e.g., Philo﻿﻿ and Joseph.﻿﻿ b. On the other side, in the pre-Alexandrine period it may also denote the “chorus-master,” i.e., the one who has charge of the practice of choral poetry for public performance, and who is responsible for its correct performance.﻿﻿ Now all the great classical tragedies were intended for public performance rather than private reading, success on the stage being the criterion by which a dramatist received the reputation and crown of a great poet. Hence the Athenian dramatists were all men of the theatre,﻿﻿ and it is only natural that they themselves should train the choruses as well as playing specific parts.﻿﻿ The word thus came to be used for one who practises his own work with others, and then for the “poet” himself, whether his work be a choral poem, a tragedy or a comedy. Poets might well use it of themselves, as may be seen from Aristoph.Av., 912, where the ποιητής says: οὐκ ἀλλὰ πάντες ἐσμὲν οἱ διδάσκαλοι | Μουσάων θεράποντες ὀτρηροὶ κατὰ τὸν Ὅμηρον.﻿﻿ This was, however, a transient use, and the word soon reverted to its original meaning of the “chorus-master,” who at a later period was not usually identical with the author; indeed, we sometimes hear of publicly paid χοροδιδάσκαλοι.﻿﻿ Yet the usage did not disappear completely, as may be seen from Epict. (Ench., 17): μέμνησο, ὅτι ὑποκριτὴς (actor) εἶ δράματος, οἵου ἂν θέλῃ ὁ διδάσκαλος.﻿﻿
2.     The Character of the Word.

Both branches of the usage show clearly how strong the technical and rational element was from the very first, and how it came to the fore with the development of the term. The διδάσκαλος is not just a teacher in general, but a man who teaches definite skills like reading, fighting or music, developing the aptitudes already present. Thus, if the subject of instruction is not clear from the context, it has to be defined more precisely by an indication of the skills in question. This opens up a very wide field. A διδάσκαλος might impart technical ability, the art of strategy (Ditt. Or., 149 [2nd cent. b.c.]), or what is morally reprehensible (κακά),﻿﻿ e.g., apostasy (cf. PhiloSpec. Leg., I, 56). Because of its factuality, διδάσκαλος can be used quite objectively even in relation to ethical or religious conditions and in statements regarding their origin. The decisive point is that systematic instruction is given; if so, the word is apposite irrespective of the nature of the instruction or of the application of the term either to men or in a more figurative sense.

As this review shows, the usage is consistent. Philo is no exception. For him the priest giving directions about leprosy is a διδάσκαλος (Deus Imm., 134). So, too, is the νόμος φύσεως imparting knowledge (Agric., 66). So is the νόμος itself (Poster. C., 80). So is φύσις, since it points in a certain direction and lays down the right lines of cultic action (Rer. Div. Her., 182). Moses is a διδάσκαλος θείων, ἃ τοῖς ὦτα κεκαθαρμένοις ὑφηγήσεται (Gig., 54); he is ἀληθείας ἐραστὴς καὶ διδάσκαλος (Spec. Leg., I, 59). God Himself is for the σοφοί the ὑφηγητὴς καὶ διδάσκαλος, while the ἀτελέστεροι for their part must be content with the human σοφός (Rer. Div. Her., 19).﻿﻿ In all these cases the context betrays a strong intellectualisation. In this respect it is closely parallel to διδάσκειν. In Philo neither term is related to ethics or to moral conduct generally. The stress falls solely and simply on the presence of systematic instruction or on its effects, and this within the philosophical concern of Philo himself.
3.     The Consequences of the Character of the Word for the Use of διδάσκαλος.

In virtue of the character of the word we can understand the refusal of Socrates to be a διδάσκαλος or to call his mode of teaching διδάσκειν. We call also understand why Epictetus called himself a διδάσκαλος. And we can understand the almost complete absence of the word from the LXX.

a. In Plat.Ap., 33ab Socrates says expressly: ἐγὼ δὲ διδάσκαλος μὲν οὐδενὸς πώποτ᾽ ἐγενόμην … εἰ δέ τίς φησι παρ᾽ ἐμοῦ πώποτέ τι μαθεῖν ἢ ἀκοῦσαι ἰδίᾳ ὅτι μὴ καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι πάντες, εὖ ἴστε, ὅτι οὐκ ἀληθῆ λέγει. This does not mean only that Socrates refused to found a school or to gather disciples,﻿﻿ but no less sharply that he is completely misunderstood if a binding system is made of his statements. Socrates was never a teacher in the sense of trying to instruct and educate the young like the sophistic teachers, or in the sense of advocating an ideal, or particularly in the sense of making himself an example. He never pretended to be a teacher of moral virtue.﻿﻿ This would have involved only the contacting and developing of certain impulses. Socrates wanted more; his aim was to draw the whole man out of an existence which was primarily intellectual and to prepare him for consciously moral action. This did not imply any depreciation of the intellectual. The ratio of Sophistry was not constricted by him and his ethos. It was clarified and deepened, as we can see from the philosophy of Plato. He rejects only the merely intellectual, within which ἀρετή becomes one element among others, as with the Sophists. In contrast, Socrates brought back the ethical and the political into essential connexion with the intellectual. It was for this reason that he called his activity ὠφελεῖν rather than διδάσκειν. Furthermore, he sought to render this service to all his fellow-citizens.﻿﻿ In this respect, too, his dialectic was opposed to the mere intellectualism of his day, which naturally tended towards the formation of schools and sects. Socrates was differentiating himself at all these points when he refused to be called διδάσκαλος or to allow his methods to be described as διδάσκειν.
b. On the other hand, Epictetus was proud of the titles διδάσκαλος and παιδευτής in relation to his followers (Diss., I, 9, 12). This shows how different he is from Socrates in spite of all the attempts to establish similarity. For him the διδάσκαλος is the most important personage for those who seek perfection, and everything depends on their readiness to take full advantage of what he offers (Diss., II, 21, 10).﻿﻿ Already the use of διδάσκαλος shows how strongly schema and system and method replace the living ethos in Epict., as easily confirmed at other points (→ I, 442 f.).
c. In the LXX διδάσκαλος occurs only twice, at Est. 6:1 and 2 Macc. 1:10. In the former: καὶ εἶπεν τῷ διδασκάλῳ αὐτοῦ εἰσφέρειν γράμματα μνημόσυνα τῶν ἡμερῶν ἀναγινώσκειν αὐτῷ, the τῷ διδασκάλῳ is added in translation. The context makes it plain that it can have only the sense of “reader” and that it probably denotes the slave who was entrusted with the education of the eunuchs in the broadest sense.﻿﻿ In other words, this is the customary Gk. usage. The second passage, however, goes rather beyond this. The Maccabean community is writing to Aristobulus, who belongs to one of the highpriestly families and is to be regarded as the head of the Jews in Egypt.﻿﻿ It calls him the διδάσκαλος of King Ptolemy, who must be Ptolemy Philometor. This can hardly mean that he was an adviser to the king.﻿﻿ It is not a title conferred by the king, but by the Jews, on the ground that Aristobulus﻿﻿ dedicated to the king his ἐξηγήσεις τῆς Μωϋσέως γραφῆς,﻿﻿ by which we are to understand a systematic compendium of the total content of the Pentateuch analogous to Philo’s De specialibus legibus and with a view to demonstrating that the Μωϋσέως γραφή “already contained all that was later taught by the best Greek philosophers.”﻿﻿ Aristobulus was called the king’s διδάσκαλος because he expounded the Pentateuch in a work dedicated to him. Here, then, we have a use of the term which is dependent on the Jewish use of διδάσκειν in the sense of לִמֵּד﻿﻿ and which is thus distinct from ordinary Greek usage. This conclusion has an important bearing on the NT use of the word, since it shows the zeal with which Judaism defended itself against the threat of Hellenistic intellectualisation, and how this found expression linguistically.
Aristobulus could be called a διδάσκαλος in the Jewish sense only because his work served as propaganda for the Jews and was accomplished by him in subordination to this purpose. This means, however, that the word had already been given a specific content. When this happened we do not know. From the fact that it does not occur elsewhere in the LXX, while the part. διδάσκων is often used as a synonym,﻿﻿ we may conclude that in the eyes of the translators it was not yet adapted to express what they meant by a “teacher,” namely, the man who had to give direction in the way of God according to His Law. If διδάσκαλος has recently been found in a Jerusalem ossuary, this “oldest instance of this title in Jewish epigraphy” shows that it was “in use at the beginning of the Christian era.”﻿﻿
It may be that another factor militating against its adoption was the increasing application of the term to the paid and even the publicly appointed or professional teacher. One reason for Socrates’ rejection of the title was that he would never take money from his hearers, whether rich or poor (Plat.Ap., 33ab). Similarly, the Jewish teachers of wisdom were not teachers by profession; they gave counsel and direction where it seemed to be needed. For the rest, when mentioned in the LXX they are called σοφός (for חָכָם), so that there is also a linguistic difference from the Gk. διδάσκαλος.
B.     διδάσκαλος in the NT.
1.     The Usage.

a. διδάσκαλος occurs 58 times in the NT, and 48 times in the Gospels (not counting Jn. 8:4). In the Gospels it is used 41 times of Jesus, in 29 instances in the direct address διδάσκαλε, with κύριε the most common form of direct address. On 7 occasions it is used of others, twice in Mt. (10:24f.), 4 times in Lk. (2:46; 3:12; 6:40 twice) and once in Jn. (3:10). In Lk. 3:12 it is used of John the Baptist calling the people to repentance on the banks of the Jordan; in Jn. 3:10 Jesus calls Nicodemus a﻿﻿ διδάσκαλος τοῦ Ἰσραήλ; in Lk. 2:46 it is said of the boy Jesus that He sat ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἐν μέσῳ τῶν διδασκάλων, listening to them and asking them questions; finally in Mt. 10:24 f.; Lk. 6:40 there is a radical declaration concerning the relationship of the μαθητής to his διδάσκαλος.
To these instances from the Gospels should be added a smaller number from Ac. and the epistles. They are all consistent with one another. The most prominent are those which refer to the διδάσκαλοι as a leading group in the early Christian community (Ac. 13:1; 1 C. 12:28 f.; Eph. 4:11; cf. also Jm. 3:1). In 1 Tm. 2:7; 2 Tm. 1:11 the author calls himself a διδάσκαλος ἐθνῶν or simply a διδάσκαλος. In the three other passages the term acquires a particular meaning from the context (R. 2:20; 2 Tm. 4:3; Hb. 5:12).
b. The first point to emerge clearly from this review of the use of διδάσκαλος in the NT is that the term, and therefore the addressing of Jesus as διδάσκαλε, does not imply any attribution of dignity, like κύριος. The application to John (Lk. 3:12), or to the διδάσκαλοι sitting in the temple (Lk. 2:46), or even to a group of false teachers (2 Tm. 4:3), shows beyond any shadow of doubt that even when used of Jesus διδάσκαλος can denote only an obvious fact; for we naturally cannot suppose that Lk. uses the term in a different sense when it refers to John on the one side and Jesus on the other. What this fact is may be seen quite easily from the passages in the Gospels in which διδάσκαλος is used, and best of all from those in which it is used of others. Jesus Himself (Mt. 10:24 f. and par.) contrasts the μαθητής and the διδάσκαλος; the former is to learn both his goal and his limitations by comparison with the latter. To Jewish listeners this statement was crystal clear, for they could see the relationship concretely before them in that of the Rabbinic pupil to his teacher. Jn. 3:10 is no less plain. When Jesus calls Nicodemus a διδάσκαλος τοῦ Ἰσραήλ, the context makes it evident that He does not have in view particular philosophical capacities; He is honouring him as one to whom the people look as a prominent expositor of the divine will as laid down in the Law and the prophets. Finally, when the publicans in Lk. 3:12 are so shaken by the Baptist’s call for repentance that they wish to be baptised, and thus ask John: διδάσκαλε, τί ποιήσωμεν, both the address and the question indicate that on the basis of his knowledge of the will of God he can tell them what they must do to find favour with God. The vaguest reference is to the διδάσκαλοι in Lk. 2:46, though from the nature of Jesus’ dealings with them﻿﻿ we may infer that they were scribes occupied in answering questions which arose out of the Law.

The four or five passages in the Gospels where διδάσκαλος is used of others than Jesus thus display a consistency of usage. The word is directly related to the διδάσκειν of the LXX and the NT, which derives its content from לִמֵּד. In other words, the διδάσκαλος is “one who indicates the way of God from the Torah.”﻿﻿ This raises two questions, or groups of questions, to which we must now address ourselves. First, we must consider how far the same usage applies when Jesus is described as διδάσκαλος, and therefore what are the theological implications of the term in relation to Him. Then we must ask whether the other NT passages use the word in the same sense as the Gospels.

2.     Jesus as διδάσκαλος.

a. That Jesus is addressed as διδάσκαλε presupposes the fact that He outwardly conforms to the Jewish picture of the διδάσκαλος. This is indeed the case. Our investigation of the use of διδάσκειν in the Gospels (→ 139) has already shown us that Jesus may be basically associated with the scribes as regards both the form and content of His teaching. To be a διδάσκαλος and not merely an occasional διδάσκων, however, there was needed the further feature of the presence of disciples gathering around the διδάσκαλος (→ μαθητής). The fact that in the case of both Jesus and John (Jn. 1:35 ff.) certain men had been so gripped by their words that they set themselves in the position of pupils and disciples meant that in the eyes of their contemporaries the final presupposition had been externally fulfilled for granting them the title of διδάσκαλος, for addressing them as διδάσκαλε,﻿﻿ and for reckoning them among the teachers of the people.

That the address διδάσκαλε actually has this significance is proved by Jn. 1:38, where Jesus is addressed as ῥαββί by the disciples of Jn., and this is rendered διδάσκαλε for readers not familiar with this form of address (cf. also → ῥαββουνί in Jn. 20:16). Jesus is also addressed as ῥαββί by His disciples in Mt. 26:25; Mk. 9:5; 11:21; Jn. 4:31; 9:2; 11:8; by Nicodemus in Jn. 3:2; by the disciples of John in Jn. 1:49; by the enthusiastic crowd in Jn. 6:25; and by Judas at the arrest in Mt. 26:49; Mk. 14:45. Yet too much significance should not be attached to this, since רַבִּי might be applied to any exalted personage,﻿﻿, ﻿﻿ whereas διδάσκαλε is reserved unequivocally for the teacher.
The Gospels make it clear point by point that the relation between Jesus and the disciples corresponds to that of Rabbinic pupils to their masters and that the crowd treated Him with the respect accorded to teachers. The description of the disciples as μαθηταί (תַּלְמִידִים)﻿﻿ and the use of → ἀκολουθεῖν for their attachment to Him both follow later Jewish terminology. Even the way in which they serve Him is in keeping with current practice. The pupil brings the rabbi’s sandals (T. Neg., 8, 2), supports him when needed (b.Jeb., 42b), prepares the way before him (b.Ket., 63a),﻿﻿ and drives his donkey (T. Chag., 2, 1). A rather later reference (b.Ket., 96a; R. Joshua b. Levi, c. 250 a.d.) obliges the pupil to do for his teacher all the things a slave would do for his master﻿﻿ apart from taking off his sandals.﻿﻿ We do not know whether this included washing his feet, since there is no specific reference to this.﻿﻿ On the other hand, Jesus included it among the things the disciples owed one another, and He gave them an example by performing this service (Jn. 13:1 ff.), meeting the same kind of opposition from them (13:8) as great rabbis encountered in similar cases (e.g., S. Dt., 38 on 12:30). The disciples of Jesus acted as His boatmen (Mk. 4:35 ff. and par.) and also as distributors of food at the feeding of the multitudes (Mk. 5:37 ff. and par.; 8:6 and par.). They procured the donkey for the entry into Jerusalem (Mk. 11:1 ff.) and also made preparations for the passover (Mt. 26:17 ff.), which included the slaying of the lamb often left to slaves (cf. Pes., 8, 2). All this shows that the position of Jesus among His disciples was really that of the contemporary διδάσκαλος, of the rabbi among his pupils.

Nor is it only by the disciples that He is treated as such, for the crowds also honour Him in this way. In virtue of his handling of the Word of God the people set the teacher even above their own parents unless these also (i.e., the fathers) are teachers. Not only does the teacher precede his own father (BM, 2, 11), but the father stands up in the presence of his son if he is a teacher (b.Qid., 33b).﻿﻿ We know that when Akiba came from the school as a famous man, his father-inlaw and his wife reverently kissed his feet (b.Ket., 63a). We also read that the mother of R. Ishmael (d. c. 135) sought permission from the rabbis to wash the feet of her son when he came from the assemblies, and then to drink the water which she had used; he himself forbade this on the ground of breaking the Fifth Commandment, but she argued that his prohibition was the real breach, since she saw in the action an honouring of herself through her son (jPea 15c, 41ff.). In the same category we should place the service rendered to Jesus by the mother-in-law of Peter after she was healed (Mt. 8:15), or by the women who followed Him and ministered to Him of their substance (Lk. 8:3; cf. Mt. 27:55 and par.), or by Martha when she περιεσπᾶτο περὶ πολλὴν διακονίαν (Lk. 10:40). This does not refer only to service at table, though this is naturally prominent (→ διακονία, 87). Mention should also be made of the honouring of the mother of Jesus, for which there are Rabbinic parallels in the case of great rabbis.﻿﻿ Along these lines, too, the picture of Jesus the διδάσκαλος conforms to the practice of His day, and the word διδάσκαλος as applied to Jesus in the NT is undeniably linked with the later Jewish רַבִּי.

This is to some extent confirmed by Josephus.﻿﻿ His use of the term is important because it presupposes what we have to deduce from the Gospels for want of evidence in the LXX or other writings. Now Joseph. uses διδάσκαλος for the elementary teacher (→ n. ﻿10﻿), but he also uses it for the one who studies the Law, who leads others to study it and who takes from it rules of conduct. This is so in Vit., 274 where Pharisaic emissaries from Jerusalem boast that they are not merely his fellow-citizens but also his διδάσκαλοι.﻿﻿ Cf. also Ant., 18, 16, in relation to the Sadducees; when he says of them: πρὸς γὰρ τοὺς διδασκάλους σοφίας, ἣν μετίασιν, ἀμφιλογεῖν ἀρετὴν ἀριθμοῦσιν, and thus distinguishes them from the Pharisees, who preserve the tradition which the rabbi embodies and guarantees, he is following the same usage.﻿﻿
b. If we are to grasp the meaning of the title διδάσκαλος as applied to Jesus, it is essential to realise that He was not in any sense a new phenomenon as διδάσκαλοςרַבִּי. On the contrary, the way which He took was a common one when He finally opened the ears and eyes of His people once again to the will of God and its binding power. Nor did He lack recognition, Even in scribal circles it had to be recognised that He was ἀληθής and pointed out the ὁδὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ (Mt. 22:16 and par.; cf. Mk. 12:32; Jn. 3:2). If there was any objection to His activity as a teacher, it arose from the fact that He had not gone through the prescribed course of instruction or received authorisation from any teaching body (Jn. 7:15; cf. Mt. 13:54 and par.). In itself, then, the teaching of Jesus could not have led to the conflict which brought about His destruction. He might have founded a school like Hillel and Shammai. He might have discussed His differences with the scribes by the usual way of disputation. He might have tried to establish His view along these lines. If so, He would have given offence to some, but could still have been tolerated and recognised.﻿﻿ Jesus, however, could not take this path. For He had made His own the cause which God entrusted to Him. In the last resort, therefore, He had made it a human cause in a sense which could never be true of the opinions of Hillel and Shammai.

Jesus neither could nor would dispute because in so doing He would have surrendered the claim to absoluteness which He raised and which inevitably impressed all who heard and encountered Him.﻿﻿ This claim was essential. It could not be separated from His teaching. It emerged in it. This took place at the point where Jesus as διδάσκαλος took up again the line of the OT prophet who goes beyond traditional formulations and proclaims the will of God afresh and directly. Yet He was more than a prophet, for in opposition to the ossified religion and anthropocentric morality of His contemporaries He did not set the כֹּה אָמַר יְהוָֹה or נְאֻם יְהוָֹה of the prophets, but His own ἐγὼ δὲ λέγω ὑμῖν, which made it plain to His listeners that He was associating Himself directly with God, not as a mouthpiece,﻿﻿ but as the responsible Bearer of His will who is one with Him.﻿﻿ In this sense He may describe Himself as the One who fulfils the first direct revelation of God’s will in the νόμος both by bringing out the full extent of its claims and also by transcending it to the degree that He offers Himself as the way to the fulfilment of the will of God (Mt. 5:17, 20).﻿﻿ Because He is the Son, as John would say, His teaching is different from that of the γραμματεῖς and others, from what theirs could ever be, even though there is a similarity of form and matter.

c. Thus, when the word διδάσκαλος is used of Jesus, His person gives it a tremendous weight which it can never have elsewhere. We might almost dare to say that it stamps Jesus as the new Moses who frees the law from national limitation and offers it to all men. It thus indicates both His authority and His dignity. We may thus understand why the formula ὁ διδάσκαλος λέγει, with no more precise indication who the διδάσκαλος is, is sufficient in the Synoptics to procure the room needed for the Last Supper (Mt. 26:18 and par.). We may also understand why the disciples did not appropriate the name διδάσκαλος after the death of Jesus,﻿﻿ although it must have seemed strange that the new leader of a Jewish group so occupied with the study of Scripture as the early Christians should not have been called רַבִּי/διδάσκαλος. Yet the term is never used even of James, the Lord’s brother; and if Polycarp later uses διδάσκαλος with a religious accent (Mart.Pol., 12, 2; 16, 2; 19, 1), there is an obvious difference between the teachers of his day and those of the first period. For the latter the unabridged rule of Mt. 23:8 applied. Nor was it merely the letter of the saying which prevented them acknowledging any religious authority alongside or under Jesus; it was the realisation that there is salvation only in Him. For this reason it is a mistake in the NT even to be τοῦ Μωϋσέως μαθητής when the will of God is learned from Him (Jn. 9:28). For Jesus is the absolute διδάσκαλος. He is the One in whom Moses sees himself to be fulfilled (Jn. 5:45 f.). Hence the only possibility for the man who seeks salvation is to become a hearer and μαθητής of the διδάσκαλος Jesus.

In the early Christian proclamation of Jesus as we have it in the NT apart from the Gospels, this designation seems to have played no part. This is in keeping with the fact that the crucifixion rather than a collection of sayings stands at the basis of the Christian message.﻿﻿ Only with the developing intellectualisation of Christianity do we hear again of Jesus the διδάσκαλος, and the term is not now used in the sense of the רַבִּי which it bore for the first disciples, but in the sense of the founder of a philosophical school, though still with the claim to absoluteness. This may be seen already in the post-apostolic fathers, e.g., when it is said in Barn., 2, 6 that Jesus has brought the καινὸς νόμος,﻿﻿ or in 2 Cl. 3, 1 that He is the Mediator of a true knowledge of God. The actual term διδάσκαλος, however, is found only in Ign.Eph., 15, 1, if this applies to Jesus and not to God.﻿﻿, ﻿﻿ Only in the Apologists is He given the place of the διδάσκαλος (cf. Just.Apol., I, 4, 7; 12, 9; 13, 3 etc.). As such He can be compared with Hermes as the πάντων διδάσκαλος﻿﻿ (Just.Apol., I, 21, 1 f.), and set at the head of all the “teachers” of syncretism, whether the men concerned (Apollonius of Tyana etc.)﻿﻿ bore the term or not. By this time, of course, there is little connexion with the usage of the Gospels, which for its part rests on that of Judaism.﻿﻿
3.     The διδάσκαλοι of the Early Christian Community.

When we read of Christian διδάσκαλοι in Ac. (13:1) and the epistles (1 C. 12:28 f.; Eph. 4:11; cf. Jm. 3:1), it is not necessary for our understanding of the term to go outside the early Christian and later Jewish usage, or to seek enlightenment from the Greek world.

a. The situation is clearest in Jm. 3:1 if we can be sure that the epistle is early, or that it derives from the circle of Rabbinic Judaism,﻿﻿ for on one or other of these assumptions the word obviously denotes the expositor of the Law who makes possible a right fulfilment. The difficulty lies in the assumptions. On the other hand, there is nothing in the epistle to suggest Greek usage, for the → σοφία of James is practical rather than theoretical, and has thus a distinctively Rabbinic rather than a Greek character.

b. In 1 C. 12:28 f.﻿﻿ the διδάσκαλοι come after the ἀπόστολοι and προφῆται in a list of those who discharge specific functions in the community; in Eph. 4:11 they come fourth in a similar list after the ἀπόστολοι, προφῆται and εὐαγγελισταί, being classified with the ποιμένες (τοὺς δὲ ποιμένας καὶ διδασκάλους); in Ac. 13:1 they are mentioned together with the προφῆται. It should be noted that the men mentioned in Ac. 13:1 are all of Jewish origin, and are thus closely connected with the Law. Since the προφῆται and the διδάσκαλοι are obviously not identical, and since the προφῆται are “pneumatics” (1 C. 14:29 ff.), it is likely that the διδάσκαλοι are “non-pneumatics” who edify the congregation by means of their own clearer understanding.﻿﻿ This leaves us with the same Jewish and early Christian usage as we have also in the διδάσκειν of the epistles. The same is true as regards 1 C. 12:28 f. And if in Eph. 4:11 the common article makes it plain that the διδάσκαλοι are identical with the ποιμένες, this lies in the nature of the case; for the → ποιμήν is the one who is responsible for the life of the community, and therefore διδάσκειν in the widest sense is part of his office. This is in agreement with Did., 15, 1, where the congregation is summoned to appoint ἐπισκόπους καὶ διακόνους ἀξίους τοῦ κυρίου that these may discharge the λειτουργία τῶν προφητῶν καὶ διδασκάλων; the function of the διδάσκαλος is here, too, a function of divine service.﻿﻿ It is self-evident, therefore, that in the first instance the διδάσκαλος does what he teaches (Did., 11, 10; cf. R. 2:21).

We must be on our watch against the idea that there is an order of rank in the lists in 1 C. 12:28 f. and Eph. 4:11.﻿﻿ The order is purely material. The activity of the διδάσκαλος is needed only when that of the ἀπόστολος and προφήτης has laid the foundation for the construction of a Christian outlook and manner of life. The διδάσκαλος of the first community is thus linked with the חָכָם or σοφός of later Judaism, whose work lies within the sphere of the community. Thus in Eph. 4:11, at a time when the ἀπόστολοι and the whole first generation are beginning to disappear from the life of the Church, the ποιμένες and διδάσκαλοι are similarly preceded by the εὐαγγελισταί, the new bearers of missionary responsibility. Basically, the situation is much the same as in the first Gospel, where Jesus first appears as the εὐαγγελιστής awakening faith (4:12ff., 23ff.) and only then emerges as the διδάσκαλος (5:1ff.). It is a mark of the insight of the early Church, and especially of Paul, that in the question of edification they did not break free from the example of Jesus at this point.
Once we understand 1 C. 12 and Eph. 4 in this way, 1 Tm. 2:7 and 2 Tm. 1:11 become plain. κῆρυξ takes the place of εὐαγγελιστής and with διδάσκαλος describes the twofold function of the ἀπόστολος. We have here a high sense of mission and an equally strong sense of service typical of Paul. There can be no question either of the Rabbinic claim to rule on the one side or of the Greek claim to knowledge on the other. It is only to show the extent of his ministry that the author calls himself a διδάσκαλος ἐθνῶν in 1 Tm. 2:7.﻿﻿
c. The usage of the early Church must be sharply distinguished from the early Christian use in relation to men also. We are not thinking now of the passages in the Did., but of the usage in the Egyptian Church where the free διδάσκαλος persisted longest.﻿﻿ For the Egyptian διδάσκαλος is very different from the teacher of 1 C. 12:28 f. The Church is now invaded by Alexandrian wisdom, and with this it adopts the use of διδάσκαλος for the one who represents and teaches this wisdom, as in Philo. The Alexandrian School is not a continuation of the work of the first Christian teachers, but the introduction of a Greek institution into the Church in Christianised form.﻿﻿ Along the same lines the task of the early Apologists and teachers was to “give an orderly presentation and defence of Christianity.”﻿﻿ It is only natural that among these teachers the intellectualisation of Christianity and faith should reintroduce the very thing against which Jesus and Paul and the early teachers strove with might and main for the sake of God and His undiluted lordship over man.
﻿†﻿ νομοδιδάσκαλος﻿﻿ (→ νομικός).

This word is not found in secular Gk., nor in the LXX, Josephus﻿﻿ or Philo. The only similar construction is νομοδιδάκτης in Plut.Cato Maior. 20 (I, 348b),﻿﻿ which is used for those who teach the νόμοι.﻿﻿ The linguistic basis of the term is to be found in the formulae τὸν νόμον διδάσκειν (1 Esr. 9:48 etc.) and לִמֵּד תּוֹרָה (Sota, 3, 4) or simply לִמֵּד (→ 137). It can hardly be of Jewish origin,﻿﻿ since διδάσκαλος is here equated with רַבִּי. It is rather a Christian construction designed to mark off Jewish from Christian teachers at the decisive point, namely, the absolutising of the νόμος.
It is found three times in the NT: in Ac. 5:35 of Gamaliel as an influential “teacher of the Law” (cf. Ac. 22:3); in Lk. 5:17 (with Φαρισαῖοι) to describe those elsewhere called γραμματεῖς (→ γραμματεύς); and in 1 Tm. 1:7 to denote the legalism of the errorists opposed by the author, but in an ironical sense: they want to be νομοδιδάσκαλοι, but do not really know what the νόμος is all about, and are certainly not called to instruct others in it.﻿﻿

διδάσκω.
A.     διδάσκω outside the NT.
1. διδάσκειν is commonly attested from the time of Homer. It derives from the root δα(ς), meaning “to teach” (*διδασ—σκω == διδάσκω, Hom. δέδαε “has taught”) and “to learn” (Hom. δαῆναι).﻿﻿ It denotes “teaching” or “instructing” in the widest sense, whether the point at issue is the imparting of information (cf. Hom.Il., 9, 442 f.: διδασκέμεναι τάδε πάντα, | μύθων τε ῥητῆρ᾽ ἔμεναι πρηκτῆρά τε ἔργων), the passing on of knowledge (cf. Hom.Od., 8, 488, where Odysseus calls to the singer Demodocos: ἢ σέ γε Μοῦσ᾽ ἐδίδαξε, Διὸς παῖς, ἢ σέ γ᾽ Ἀπόλλων), or the acquiring of skills (cf. Plat.Men., 94b: τούτους μέντοι, ὡς οἶσθα καὶ σύ, ἱππέας μὲν ἐδίδαξεν οὐδενὸς χείρους Ἀθηναίων). The word calls attention to two aspects, being applied on the one side to the insight of the one who is to be instructed and on the other to the knowledge presupposed in the teacher. In relation to the second aspect, especially when it is a question of practical arts and crafts, the example of the teacher forms a bridge to the knowledge and ability of the pupil.﻿﻿ Thus διδάσκειν is the word used more especially for the impartation of practical or theoretical knowledge when there is continued activity with a view to gradual, systematic and therefore all the more fundamental assimilation.﻿﻿ This is very plainly the meaning when it is said of Artemis in Hom.Il., 5, 51 f. that she herself taught men to hunt wild animals (i.e., successfully): δίδαξε γὰρ Ἄρτεμις αὐτὴ | βάλλειν ἄγρια πάντα, or when it is stated in Hdt., III, 81: κῶς γὰρ ἂν γινώσκοι ὃς οὔτ᾽ ἐδιδάχθη οὔτε εἶδε καλὸν οὐδὲν [οὐδ᾽] οἰκήιον; It is all the more important that copying the example of the teacher is not here regarded as a principle of instruction merely in the sense of imitation. The aim is the highest possible development of the talents of the pupil, but always in such a way that the personal aspect is both maintained and indeed strengthened.﻿﻿ There is no trace of any schematism, though the authority of the διδάσκων is in no sense diminished. This is important in relation to the transition of διδάσκειν to Jewish soil.
Only occasionally do we find a use of the term which verges on the religious, as in the Isis hymn of Andros, 39 ff.﻿﻿: ἅδε γονήιων | ἁζομένως τιμὰν ἔτι νηπιάχως ὑπὸ μαζῶι | κωρισμοῖς ἐδίδαξα μελίφροσι, or the Isis hymn of Kyme, 23﻿﻿: ἐγὼ ἀγάλματα θεῶν τειμᾶν ἐδίδαξα. Both these texts portray the goddess as one who exercises omnipotent concern for a meaningful order in the cosmos and its individual parts, and who thus seeks to promote the cultural and religious development of men. This usage, however, is rare and relatively late.﻿﻿ Hermes is sometimes called διδάσκαλος (158), but only in Stoic philosophy and in connexion with the → λόγος. As such (λόγος ὁ ἑρμηνευτικὸς καὶ πάντων διδάσκαλος) Justin compares him with Christ (Apol., I, 21, 2).
How strong is the intellectual and authoritative element in διδάσκειν may be seen from current usage as attested in the pap. and ostraka. In addition to the sense of “to instruct,” “to apprise of,”﻿﻿ etc., διδάσκειν can also have the sense of “to demonstrate,” “to prove,” “to show.” Thus it can be said in relation to the official reading of an agreement (ἀνάγνωσις τῆς ὁμολογίας) that it “yielded” something definite (ἐδίδαξεν, Mitteis-Wilcken, II, 2, 96, Col. II, 5 [4th cent. a.d.]). On another occasion the word can be used to express the demand that a “valid proof should be adduced”: διδαχθήτω (P. Tebt., 72, 453 [2nd cent. a.d.]). In both cases διδάσκειν is closely related in meaning to → δεικνύναι with its objective character.﻿﻿
Simply for the sake of completeness we should also mention a use of διδάσκειν which had already disappeared in Hell. Gk., namely, its use for the chorus instructor whose task it was to train the chorus for great public performances.﻿﻿ In this sphere διδάσκειν came to have almost the sense of “to perform,” “to execute.”﻿﻿ And since in the age of the great poetic contests (5th to 4th cent. b.c.) the conductors were usually the authors of the works performed, διδάσκειν can also denote “poetic activity,” including the composition of a dithyramb (Hdt., I, 23) as well as a tragedy (Aristoph.Ra., 1026 with reference to Aeschylus; cf. Hdt., VI, 21) or a comedy (Plat.Prot., 327d).
2. In the LXX διδάσκειν occurs about 100 times. In 80 cases there is an original. Among these the root למד figures in 57 instances (לִמֵּד or לֻמַּד in 55), and is thus predominant. למד is normally the original for διδάσκειν in the Torah (only Dt.), the historical books and the Psalms (apart from ψ 17:34). On the other hand, למד is used only at 21:22 among 14 appearances of διδάσκειν in Job, and only at 5:13 and Παροιμ 24:26 (== 30:3) among 7 in Proverbs. This is the more striking because in the LXX διδάσκειν is the only word for למד except for δεικνύναι in Dt. 4:5; Is. 40:14; 48:17.﻿﻿ This can be explained only by assuming that διδάσκειν increasingly comes to have technical significance for the Greek speaking Jews.
In the LXX it is no more possible to restrict διδάσκειν than לִמֵּד to the religious sphere. In both cases the term can be used for instruction in the use of weapons (2 Βας. 22:35 etc.: διδάσκειν χεῖράς τινος εἰς πόλεμον) or practising a song (Dt. 31:19, 22 etc.). The particular object of διδάσκειν, however, is the will of God in its declarations and demands. Thus in ψ 93:10 it is said of God that He teaches men γνῶσις, and in Job 22:2 God is called ὁ διδάσκων σύνεσιν καὶ ἐπιστήμην. διδάσκειν is especially used with reference to the concrete declarations of the divine will as these are present in His δικαιώματα and κρίματα (Dt. 4:1) and ῥήματα (Dt. 4:10), or comprehensively the νόμος (1 Esr. 9:48), and as they lead to the doing of the will of God (ψ 142:10; cf. 50:13). It makes no difference whether the one who gives the instruction is God Himself (Dt. 4:10), the head of the family (Dt. 11:19), or the righteous (ψ 50:13). The term is always marked by the fact that it has a volitional as well as an intellectual reference. The διδάσκειν of the LXX always lays claim to the whole man and not merely to certain parts of him. This is most apparent where it is applied to a will and a way contrary to those of God. In Jer. 12:16 it is the guilt of the nations towards Israel that they ἐδίδαξαν τὸν λαόν μου ὀμνύειν τῇ Βάαλ. The use of διδάσκειν indicates that we are here concerned with an organised and systematic attempt to wean Israel from its God, and that this attempt was crowned with success. The total claim associated with διδάσκειν made it peculiarly fitted to become the word for God’s presenting of His will to His people in order to subject the people to this will and to fashion it accordingly.
At this point there emerges a distinction between the secular use and that of the LXX. The idea of a total claim is not to be detected in secular Greek, where the aim is to develop talents and potentialities. In the LXX (OT), on the other hand, the concern is with the whole man and his education in the deepest sense. Nevertheless, this does not mean that there is any final isolation of OT from secular διδάσκειν. There is always the common link that the object of instruction is everywhere envisaged as in some way the goal. It is for this reason that in the OT the prophetic proclamation of the coming salvation is never the object of διδάσκειν;﻿﻿ the object is always something which is already there even though it has to be appropriated or developed.

3. In later parts of the OT and on the soil of Rabbinic Judaism we find a fixed usage along the lines indicated in the history of the word among the Jews. Used absolutely, διδάσκειν or the corresponding לִמֵּד denotes the manner in which, by exposition of the Law as the sum of the revealed will of God, instruction is given for the ordering of the relationship between the individual and God on the one side, and the neighbour on the other, according to the divine will.

This usage is found already in 2 Ch. 17:7 ff., where it is told of Jehoshaphat that he caused the people to be taught (לִמֵּד/διδάσκειν) by a number of outstanding men. Incidentally it is mentioned that they had with them the סֵפֶר תּוֹרַת יְהוָֹה on their journey. The narrator saw no reason to emphasise particularly that it was a matter of instruction in the Law with a view to religious education. This means, however, that לִמֵּד was for him an unambiguous term.﻿﻿
In the Rabbis לִמֵּד is sometimes used in a secular sense. Thus it can be stated that the father is obliged to teach his son a trade (לְלַמֵּד אֻמָּנוּת), and that if he fails to do so this is tantamount to teaching him robbery (לֵיסְטוּת, b.Qid., 30b).﻿﻿ In the strict sense, however, לִמֵּד is now a specialised term for the translation of the Torah into concrete directions for the life of the individual. Sometimes תּוֹרָה etc. can now be added as an object, but the absolute use is also common and quite unambiguous. In Rabbinic exposition of Nu. 3:1 f., the sons of Aaron are also the sons of Moses because, while Aaron begot them, Moses instructed them (לִמֵּד), and for the Rabbis the successful introduction of a man to the Torah means both for the man himself and for God no less than his birth (b.Sanh., 19b).﻿﻿ Since practical instruction in the Law implies exegetical judgment, even when it is not more precisely defined לִמֵּד can often mean “to reach a scholarly decision,” “to pronounce an established scholarly opinion”﻿﻿ (Sanh., 11, 2 etc.); when a scribal authority gives a considered judgment in a halachic question, he “teaches” it (Ber., 2, 5 ff. etc.).﻿﻿ Thus the word לִמֵּד carries an unequivocal meaning to the Jewish ear. This is further illustrated by the deriv. תַּלְמוּד, which means the teaching of the Law (→ διδαχή), as also by the formulae בָּא הַכָּתוּב דְלִמֵּד “Scripture﻿﻿ offers instruction” etc.﻿﻿ (S. Nu., 70 on 9:13, p. 67, 1, Horovitz)﻿﻿ and תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר there is a teaching (of Scripture) in what it says” (Ab., 5, 1; Sota, 5, 4 etc.).﻿﻿ This covers the formal aspect; the material, however, will demand separate investigation (→ 142).
B.     διδάσκω in the NT.
Of some 95 occurrences in the NT, roughly two thirds are in the Gospels and the first part of Acts. On the other hand, there are only 10 instances in Paul (including Eph.). We can thus see that the emphatic use of the term is among the first followers and in the early Church rather than in the Gentile congregations of Asia Minor or Greece.
As concerns meaning, the term has the unambiguous sense of “to teach,” “to instruct.” We need hardly discuss the nuances, since these are plain from the various contexts. Thus in Mt. 28:15 the context excludes a religious usage, and in accordance with the history of the word in the LXX the reference is simply to the presence and observance of a direction. On the other hand, it is quite essential to investigate the inner structure of διδάσκειν in the NT.
1.     The διδάσκειν of Jesus according to the Synoptists.

a. According to the unanimous witness of the Gospels διδάσκειν was one of the most prominent functions of Jesus in His public ministry. Thus in Mt. 4:23, in a comprehensive reference to His wandering ministry in Galilee, we first read that He taught in the synagogues, and only then do we read that He proclaimed the glad tidings of the βασιλεία and healed the sick. Cf. also Mt. 9:35; 11:1. The synagogues are continually mentioned as the places of instruction (Mt. 9:35; 12:9 ff.; 13:54 and par.; Mk. 1:21; Lk. 4:15; Jn. 18:20 etc.), or the temple in Jerusalem (Mk. 12:35; Lk. 21:37; Mt. 26:55 and par., though cf. Jn. 7:14 ff.; 8:20), where there was a special synagogue to which there might well be attached the house of instruction mentioned in T. Sukka, 4, 5,﻿﻿ since most synagogues provided facilities for instructional purposes (jMeg., 73d, 23).﻿﻿ In any case, orderly teaching could be given in the temple. The Evangelists are certainly agreed that a great deal of what has been handed down concerning Jesus consists in teaching material.

b. The form in which Jesus teaches is that of a Jewish teacher of the period. It is true that we are not always told concerning the externalities of the teaching of Jesus. This was hardly necessary, since one part of the Church for which the Gospels were written already knew the customs followed from their own observation, and the other part was not interested in the form but in the all-important content. We do at least have information about what happened in the synagogue at Nazareth (Lk. 4:16 ff.). After the reading of the Scripture portion (Is. 61:1 f.), which took place standing,﻿﻿ Jesus seated Himself like other expositors of the time﻿﻿ and based His address on the passage just read (Lk. 4:21 ff.). This handling of a text is “teaching” for later Judaism. Hence it is quite apposite that in the brief reference to the incident at Nazareth in Mt. 13:53 ff. and par. the absolute διδάσκειν should be used, though it can be omitted in Lk. 4:16 ff. because the matter is plain enough without it (Mt. 13:54; Mk. 6:2). The same practice of sitting to teach is mentioned by Mt. in 5:1 at the beginning of the Sermon on the Mount, by Mk. in 9:35 when Jesus gave instruction to the Twelve on the occasion of their quarreling for supremacy, and by Lk. in 5:3 at the beginning of the discourse by the lake.﻿﻿ It is thus with good reason that Jewish tradition concerning the teaching of Jesus also speaks in terms of לִמֵּד (b.AZ, 17a).

c. If the external form of the teaching of Jesus is within the framework of later Judaism, the same is true of the matter. At Nazareth (Lk. 4:16 ff.) He uses a saying of Isaiah as a basis or starting-point. In other cases we have exposition of the Torah (Mt. 5:21 ff.; 15:3 ff.; 22:37 ff. and par.; cf. also 22:23ff.). On the other hand, He does not restrict His teaching to exposition of the Law. For one thing, He is against estimation of the Law merely for its own sake. For another, He stands in irreconcilable opposition to the lifeless casuistry which does not start with the situation of the one who needs the counsel of experts in the religious sphere but, irrespective of his own questions, subjects him to its own principle and system,﻿﻿ bringing about religious separation from those who for practical reasons﻿﻿ or for conscience sake cannot allow themselves to be bound by it.﻿﻿ The whole teaching of Jesus is with a view to the ordering of life with reference to God and one’s neighbour (Mt. 22:37 ff. and par.; cf. 19:16ff. and par.). Thus His teaching constantly appeals to the will, calling for a practical decision either for the will of God or against it. He finds a common basis with the Rabbis and the Pharisaic community in the fact that He sees a revelation of the will of God in Scripture and especially in the Law (→ νόμος), so that it is quite impossible for Him to surrender even a single letter (Mt. 5:17 f.). On the other hand, He is distinguished from these groups by the fact that for Him the Law and the whole of Scripture cannot be so restricted in meaning as to be the only way to enter into and to remain in contact with God. For Him the Law and Scripture are rather a confirmation of His own relationship to the Father.﻿﻿ Thus the gap between Jesus and the Rabbis in respect of the subject of teaching is to be found, not in the matter itself, but in His own person, i.e., in the fact of His self-awareness as the Son. This is why His teaching, whether in the form of exposition or otherwise, causes astonishment among His hearers (Mt. 7:28; 13:53 and par. etc.): ἦν γὰρ διδάσκων αὐτοὺς ὡς ἐξουσίαν ἔχων, καὶ οὐχ ὡς οἱ γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν (Mt. 7:29; Mk. 1:22).﻿﻿

Yet this is also the point which gives final meaning to the absolute use of διδάσκειν in relation to His teaching, even though Jesus rejects the absolutising of the Law historically presupposed by the word in view of its Semitic equivalent לִמֵּד. This rejection is to be viewed simply as the repudiation of an aberration. In opposition to it, Jesus resumes the true line of לִמֵּד in the διδάσκειν attributed to Him. For He is again advancing the claim of God to the whole man in a way which does not allow either contradiction or theoretical reflection. This is a total claim which is not bound to any intermediary authority and which is completely independent of the perception of the one who is claimed. This claim, which has as its goal the education and reformation of man according to the will of God (cf. Mt. 5:48), becomes a reality in the teaching of Jesus. For this reason He is the end of the Law as the Rabbis conceived it, i.e., as the basis and theme of scribal instruction and the way by which man may painfully attain to God (R. 10:4). These are the historico-linguistic reasons why early Christianity spoke of teaching in the absolute when in its tradition it referred to the teaching activity of Jesus among His people. His teaching was for it teaching in the absolute because with every word He brought His hearers into direct confrontation with the will of God as it is revealed in His Word and as it is constantly revealed in history.

It is relevant to the matter that the absol. use of διδάσκειν in this sense﻿﻿ dominates not merely the more Palestinian Mt. but all the four Gospels, including Jn., in their statements concerning the teaching of Jesus. We have in Josephus﻿﻿ an unimpeachable witness for the fact that an absolute διδάσκειν on the pattern of לִמֵּד would sound strange to Gk. ears. Thus, when Joseph. used the word in this sense, he always﻿﻿ added information concerning the subject of the διδάσκειν, either in the acc.﻿﻿ or in a ὄτι clause.﻿﻿ Yet it is to be noted that even Lk. uses διδάσκειν in the absol. for the teaching of Jesus, even though he is writing for readers outside the Jewish world of thought. This is explicable only on the assumption that the term had acquired for him an absol. sense through its connexion with the person of Jesus, in relation to whom he uses it. The new thing is that Jesus is teaching, not that He is teaching in a particular way.﻿﻿
d. A novel feature in this use by the Evangelists is the complete supersession of the intellectual element present in non-biblical usage. The basis of the distinction from the Rabbinic לִמֵּד is also to be sought here. These points have both been referred to earlier (→ 137, 140), but now demand fuller discussion. Our investigation of Gk. usage showed that there was always an intellectual side to διδάσκειν (→ 135). Nor is this limited to the class., the post-class., or even the Gk. Hellenistic writers; it applies no less to the Jew Philo than to Epictetus. A strongly intellectualised use is found in Epictetus. A good example is in Diss., III, 5, 17, where διδάσκειν is set alongside εἰδέναι as its lawful consequence: ταῦτα ἦν, ἃ ᾔδει ὁ Σωκράτης, καὶ ὅμως οὐδέποτε εἶπεν, ὅτι οἶδέν τι ἢ διδάσκει. And elsewhere διδάσκειν mediates instruction which by way of perception exercises a formative influence on the man concerned (Diss., 1, 26, 5). For this reason διδάσκειν is for him an essential mark of the philosopher (cf. Diss., I, 29, 9),﻿﻿ esp. when it is a matter of attaining to a right understanding of things (cf. Diss., I, 28, 27; IV, 7, 34 f.). The usage of Philo is very much the same. There is in him no trace of the influence of לִמֵּד; everything lies in the sphere of the intellect.﻿﻿ Sufficient proof of this may be found in two passages which speak of either Scripture or Moses teaching something, where a more profound usage might be expected. In Rer. Div. Her., 243 Scripture is the subject: εἰσηγεῖται δὲ γνώμην ἀληθεστάτην διδάσκων, ὅτι δικαιοσύνη μὲν καὶ πᾶσα ἀρετὴ ψυχῆς, ἀδικία δὲ καὶ πᾶσα κακία σώματος ἐρῶσι, in Rer. Div. Her., 291 Moses: φιλοσοφῶν καὶ διδάσκων ἡμᾶς, τίς ὁ πρὸς ἀλήθειαν εὐγήρως ἐστίν. In both cases the context shows that διδάσκειν is a function of the thinker in which he addresses himself primarily to the thinking powers of his fellows. This is the exact opposite of the διδάσκειν of Jesus with its demands on the will. On the other hand, astonishing though this may seem, it is closely related to the Rabbinic method of teaching.
Linguistically, the usage of Philo and Epictetus resembles that of the Sophists, for whom διδάσκειν and its derivatives are almost slogans in the sense of the intellectual and rational mediation of knowledge and insight.﻿﻿ In virtue of this basic attitude, the Sophists are on the one side pioneers in so far as for the first time they make the whole complex of διδάσκειν the theme of systematic investigation. But in raising a total claim for their διδάσκειν they also come into collision with Socrates, who cannot allow that ἀρετή can be taught like other capacities, or in any sense mediated along rational lines; → 150.
Scribal learning﻿﻿ was a reaction by conservative Judaism to the disintegrating force of Hellenism. Its aim was to maintain the faith of the fathers through every peril. It was thus constrained from the very outset to use the methods of its opponents. A closed philosophy and a detailed order of life were needed if, as the Rabbis saw it, Judaism was to be effectively protected against the danger of absorption. This meant that the main emphasis of Rabbinic scholarship came to be put on exegesis, not in the practical religious or ethical sense, but rather in the theoretical. Thus it is understandable that the Rabbis were increasingly characterised by learning as the continually necessary presupposition of teaching, and not so much by exemplary action (→ μανθάνω). The upshot of this imposed development,﻿﻿ which is reflected in the attacks of Jesus on the Rabbis in the NT (Lk. 11:46 ff. and par.; 20:46 and par.), is to be found in a resolution proposed by Aqiba, and adopted by the authoritative Rabbis in Lydda during Hadrian’s persecution, to the effect that a higher rank is to be conceded to studying the Law than to doing it (S. Dt., 41 on 11:13; b.Qid., 40b). It can thus be said: “Whosoever is in the Scripture, the Mishnah and the (required) manner of life, will not easily sin, for it is stated: The threefold cord is not so quickly broken (Qoh. 4:12); whosoever is not in the Scripture, the Mishnah and the (required) manner of life, does not belong to that which abides” (Qid., 1, 10).﻿﻿ The theological attitude has obviously triumphed in this statement. Basically, however, this is a Greek or Hellenistic attitude rather than a Jewish, since in it the intellectual becomes the predominant principle and there is a falling short of the whole man. For this reason, the Rabbis are finally on the side of Philo and even Epictetus, even though their teaching stands in a different relation to Scripture than that of Philo and finally acquires its meaning only from Scripture. For this reason, too, the figure towards which earlier Jewish history really moves is Jesus, who in contrast to Hellenistic and Rabbinic Judaism gives absolute content to לִמֵּד/διδάσκειν in His teaching.
2.     διδάσκειν in the Johannine Writings.

a. We are concerned only with a limited number of passages (Jn. 6:59; 7:14, 28, 35; 8:20, 28; 9:34; 14:26; 18:20; 1 Jn. 2:27; Rev. 2:14, 20). Some of these at least deserve brief treatment on their own, namely, those which speak more emphatically of teaching by God or by the Spirit. The rest fall essentially under the category of what we have already said concerning the διδάσκειν of Jesus, irrespective of the special content of the teaching of Jesus in them (Jn. 6:59; 7:14, 28, 35; 8:20; 18:20). A special place is occupied by Jn. 9:34, where διδάσκειν is used of the man born blind who, when he was healed, became a witness of Jesus. Indeed, it is used in relation to the opponents of Jesus, who would not accept instruction from him. Also to be numbered apart are the two passages in Rev. which speak of the teaching of Balaam and Jezebel in a way which has its model and presupposition in the OT use of לִמֵּד/διδάσκειν (→ 136). This leaves us with Jn. 8:28; 14:26 and 1 Jn. 2:27.
b. A characteristic of the use of διδάσκειν in Jn. 8:28; 14:26; 1 Jn. 2:27 is that it suggests in the first instance the presence of a direct inspiration or revelation. In Jn. 8:28 Jesus says with reference to His statements concerning Himself: ἀλλὰ καθὼς ἐδίδαξέν με ὁ πατήρ, ταῦτα λαλῶ. In Jn. 14:26 Jesus holds out to the disciples the prospect of the παράκλητος, τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον, and promises: ἐκεῖνος ὑμᾶς διδάξει πάντα καὶ ὑπομνήσει ὑμᾶς πάντα ἃ εἶπον ὑμῖν ἐγώ. In 1 Jn. 2:27 the writer denies that his readers should need anyone to instruct them, because the χρῖσμα which they have received διδάσκει them … περὶ πάντων καὶ ἀληθές ἐστιν καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ψεῦδος, καὶ καθὼς ἐδίδαξεν ὑμᾶς, μένετε ἐν αὐτῷ. The → χρῖσμα here is undoubtedly the Holy Spirit, so that this passage should be linked with Jn. 14:26. In any case it denotes the endowment with διδαχή from another world. This is a use of διδάσκειν which we seek in vain in the Synoptists. Hence the question arises whether this is a Hellenistic usage, or one which derives from Hellenistic conceptions, so that it is not to be explained in terms of the usage elsewhere in the Gospel. Thus far, however, no parallel has been adduced which would justify the assumption of borrowing from the outside world.

It is sometimes recalled﻿﻿ that Apollonius of Tyana maintains that he is doing only what the gods inspire him to do. But when he calls the gods his counsellors,﻿﻿ this is rather different from what Jesus says of Himself, namely, that the Father has taught Him. There is lacking in Apollonius the authoritative element which is so obvious in the context of Jn. 8:28, quite apart from διδάσκειν. Nor does this authoritative element point to Hellenism as the place where an explanation of the striking διδάσκειν is to be found; it points to לִמֵּד, which is marked, as we have seen, by the unconditional and total claiming of the one who is taught by the one who teaches (→ 137).
We thus do well to explain the διδάσκειν of Jn. 8:28 in the light of לִמֵּד or διδάσκειν as used of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels. If to the Jewish ear διδάσκειν suggests the successful and total moulding of the will of another by one’s own, διδάσκειν expresses the same thought elsewhere stated by John in the phrase ὁ πέμψας με πατήρ, i.e., the thought of the unity of will between Father and Son (→ I, 405). If here διδάσκειν rather than πέμπειν is used for the participation of God in the work of Jesus, this is because the reference is not to the being of Jesus as the Son, but to His speaking in the name of God.﻿﻿

The position is basically the same in Jn. 14:26 and 1 Jn. 2:27, except that the reference is now to the participation of Jesus in the status of His people. In Jn. 14:26 this is emphasised with reference to the continuation of the work of Jesus by them;﻿﻿ in 1 Jn. 2:27 it is asserted in relation to false teachers who raise totalitarian claims on the community and must be radically resisted (οὐ χρείαν ἔχετε, etc.) if the link with Jesus is not to be broken. One of the reasons why διδάσκειν is chosen is because clear goals are set on both sides which cannot be overlooked and which demand the commitment of the whole man.﻿﻿

It cannot be denied that there still remains an ambivalence in the Johannine διδάσκειν; nor does this apply only to these three passages, but to all its occurrences. We can only say, however, that if in Jn.—with the natural exception of Rev. 2:14, 20—the word continually verges on the sense of “to reveal,” this is not due to any special usage but is simply because the subject of διδάσκειν in Jn. and 1 Jn. (including Jn. 9:34) is always Jesus Himself. This distinguishes Johannine from Synoptic usage, but it also shows how in Jn. even sayings which in themselves seem to have no outstanding significance are influenced in content by the central position of Jesus.
This is perhaps the point to append a note on Lk. 11:1. The disciples’ request to Jesus: δίδαξον ἡμᾶς προσεύχεσθαι καθὼς καὶ Ἰωάννης ἐδίδαξεν τοὺς μαθητὰς αὐτοῦ, cannot be explained simply in the light of Synoptic usage. It is readily understandable, however, if from the standpoint of Johannine usage we see in the δίδαξον﻿﻿ a willingness and readiness of the disciples for unconditional subjection to the direction of Jesus which is affirmed and accepted in the giving of a form of prayer specially designed for them. Understood in this way, the scene loses the episodic character which it first seems to have. The request of the unnamed disciple in Lk. is to be set alongside the confession of the Messiahship of Jesus in Mt. 16:13 ff. and par.; Jn. 6:60 ff., and is thus of central importance in the history of the Church.
3.     The διδάσκειν of Early Christianity.

The material presented in Acts and the Epistles may be grouped in three sections. To the first belong the passages which use διδάσκειν after the model of לִמֵּד; to the second those which refer to διδάσκειν about Jesus; to the third those which speak of teaching as a function of the Church. No sharp distinction is possible between the groups, especially in view of the fact that the word is mostly used in the absolute.
a. Already during the life of Jesus and at His command the disciples began to teach (Mk. 6:30), thus making it their own concern to declare the claim of Jesus. In Mt. 28:20 the Risen Lord made the continuation of this task the life work of His people. διδάσκειν is here either a presupposition of βαπτίζειν, which for its part implies the μαθητής, or of μαθητεύειν, if the phrase βαπτίζοντες … πνεύματος (28:19) is regarded as an ancient interpolation.﻿﻿ The content of διδάσκειν is πάντα ὅσα ἐνετειλάμην ὑμῖν, and therefore the proclamation of Jesus, His → διδαχή,﻿﻿ rather than proclamation concerning Him. This line is pursued in the early Church: the διδάσκειν of the disciples, naturally ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ Ἰησοῦ (Ac. 4:18; cf. 5:28, → ἀπόστολος, I, 430 ff.) and their → καταγγέλλειν (→ I, 71) of the resurrection of Jesus accompany one another (Ac. 4:2; cf. 5:42: οὐκ ἐπαύοντο διδάσκοντες καὶ εὐαγγελιζόμενοι τὸν Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν; cf. also 15:35) and are not just identical. This does not mean that διδάσκειν is restricted to exegesis of the OT or to instruction in the new interpretation given by Jesus to the Law. Here again the whole complex of Scripture is only a starting-point and background. In the light of it the teaching of the early Church culminates in the call to repentance which is accompanied in the kerygma about Jesus by the offer of ἄφεσις ἁμαρτιῶν (cf. Ac. 5:31, but also 20:21).﻿﻿ It is thus understandable why offence was given not merely to the Sadducees, who disliked particularly the witness to the resurrection and who included the most prominent priestly families (→ ἀρχιερεύς; Ac. 4:1 ff.; 5:17 f.), but also to more popular religious circles (Ac. 5:34 ff.). This was a call to repentance which demanded justification before it could be accepted. From the standpoint of the history of early Christian proclamation, therefore, there takes place in the διδάσκειν of the early community the unconscious transmission and sifting of traditional sayings, while in the kerygma we have the beginning of a collection of the narrative material, both under the comprehensive challenge which stands at the head of the Christian message generally: μετανοεῖτε καὶ πιστεύετε ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ (Mk. 1:15).

There can be no doubt that the teaching of the early Church followed the external forms of Jewish teaching, since we read of the apostles in Ac. 5:25: εἰσὶν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ ἑστῶτες καὶ διδάσκοντες τὸν λαόν. Nor is this any the less important in their case than in that of Jesus, since acceptance of the form denotes similarity of content. That is to say, the teaching consisted primarily in exegesis and exhortation rather than factual instruction in the work of salvation.
There are indeed some passages where διδάσκειν is narrowed down to instruction in the Law, e.g., R. 2:21 and Ac. 15:1, where we are told of the attempt to induce Gentile Christians to accept circumcision by the adducing of Scripture (cf. Gl. 4:21, though διδάσκειν is not used here). Hb. 5:12 should also be mentioned in this connexion: the introduction of Jewish boys to Scripture begins with the διδάσκειν of the alphabet, and a new beginning must now be made, since the learned readers of the epistle are obviously no longer able to “read.”
b. Since one of the marks of διδάσκειν is the constant reference to Scripture, it includes proving from Scripture that Jesus is the promised Messiah. This is the bridge to the use of διδάσκειν in the formula διδάσκειν τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ (Ac. 18:25) or διδάσκειν τὰ περὶ τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ (Ac. 28:31).﻿﻿ There is here an unmistakeable limitation of the content of διδάσκειν. In Ac. 18:25 it takes place in the synagogue, which naturally determines the method (proof from Scripture). In Ac. 28:31 it is expressly mentioned with κηρύσσειν τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ, with which it is combined to give a comprehensive definition of Paul’s preaching in Rome, i.e., to characterise its two aspects (→ 145).﻿﻿ Here again one cannot assume that it denotes the impartetlon of facts; it rather presents these facts in such a way that the only possibility is to accept them or to be betrayed into opposition to Scripture.﻿﻿ In this light it is only natural that the attempts in this direction should be described by opponents as a διδάσκειν κατὰ τοῦ νόμου (Ac. 21:28) and a διδάσκειν of ἀποστασία ἀπὸ Μωϋσέως (Ac. 21:21).

The only difficulty is caused by the account in Ac. 18:11 that Paul taught (διδάσκων) the λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ. Though there is here a definiteness never found elsewhere with the possible exception of Ac. 20:20, we are probably right to interpret λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ, not as the word of NT proclamation of salvation in general, but as the proclamation of salvation on the basis of and in the light of Scripture. It is, of course, possible to see in λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ a fixed formula of the early Church; but we should then have to give to διδάσκειν a sense which it does not have elsewhere.
c. The most astonishing aspect of the NT use of διδάσκειν is at a first glance its comparative paucity in Paul.﻿﻿ Yet this is easily explained when we realise how closely it is bound to Scripture even in the NT. In a setting where Scripture was not known, διδάσκειν τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ would be out of place, just as it was very much in place in the early community and in dealings with Jews. Thus Paul speaks of διδάσκειν only with reference to his own instruction of the communities at the time of their foundation (2 Th. 2:15; Col. 2:7; Eph. 4:21)﻿﻿ and in the sense of an internal function of Christianity. Even for Gentile congregations proof from Scripture was an indispensable weapon against the attacks of Jews, as shown by the history of the Gelatian Church; and it had thus to be given by the apostles. On the other hand, it seems to have had no part in the churches themselves. When Paul in R. 12:7 summons the διδάσκων to serve ἐν τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ of the community, he is not thinking of men who apply the Scriptures to Jesus, but of those who give from Scripture directions for Christian living,﻿﻿ and he admonishes them to place their better knowledge wholly in the service of the congregation. This is the same kind of διδάσκειν with a view to the distinction between good and evil as we have learned to know from the synagogue and the usage of the Gospels.﻿﻿

In Colossians we find διδάσκειν mentioned with νουθετεῖν (1:28; 3:16) in a pastoral and ethical sense as a function of Christians in their mutual dealings. This usage recurs in the Pastorals. In 1 Tm. 4:11 it is linked with παραγγέλλειν, and in 1 Tm. 6:2 with παρακαλεῖν, on both occasions as the privilege and responsibility of Timothy; in 2 Tm. 2:2 it is the task of those who have the necessary personal qualifications, though according to 1 Tm. 2:12 it is forbidden to women.﻿﻿ In Tt. 1:11 there is a rejection of those ἐκ τῆς περιτομῆς, διδάσκοντες ἃ μὴ δεῖ αἰσχροῦ κέρδους χάριν. The last passage shows that the historical connexion between Scripture and διδάσκειν is still intact, and also (cf. the ἃ μὴ δεῖ) that it is primarily concerned with ethical directions, or in this case with ethically contestable directions. We thus do well to interpret the other occurrences in the Past. in the light of this reference. The distinction between the Past. and Col. is that what was applied to all Christians in the latter can now be ascribed only to selected Christians, especially the leaders of the congregation. This tallies with the external development of the Church noticeable in a comparison between the Past. and Col.

If this sketch is correct, it confirms the thesis of Harnack that Paul did not give the OT to his congregations as the classical book of edification, at least from the standpoint of moral instruction.﻿﻿ In the older epistles R. 12:7 is our only witness that the OT as such was the starting-point for the reconstruction of ethics, and Paul is probably thinking here of Jewish Christians. Of a piece with this is the paucity of διδάσκαλος, διδασκαλία etc. in the older epistles. Only in Col. do we find a reversal,﻿﻿ and in the Past. διδάσκειν and other διδασκ— words become prominent again. Should we conclude from this that the OT was now emerging, especially in its legal sections, as the norm of Christian ethics which it became in the ancient Catholic Church? There is perhaps a hint of this in the reminder in 2 Tm. 3:15 that Timothy from a child knew the ἱερὰ γράμματα,﻿﻿ τὰ δυνάμενά σε σοφίσαι εἰς σωτηρίαν διὰ πίστεως τῆς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ. Cf. also 1 Tm. 4:13 with its admonition: πρόσεχε τῇ ἀναγνώσει, τῇ παρακλήσει, τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ, and 2 Tm. 3:16: πᾶσα γραφὴ … ὠφέλιμος … πρὸς παιδείαν τὴν ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ.
This does not mean, of course, that the OT was not of great importance for Paul, or that he could dispense with it. Such a thesis is disproved at once by the way in which he uses the OT in his epistles.﻿﻿ This applies also to morality, the final basis and goal of which Paul finds in the OT, in the νόμος (cf. R. 3:31). On the other hand, Paul is careful not to make the Law a pitiless taskmaster (cf. Gl. 4:25) for Christianity too. He thus rests his own διδάσκειν on the διδάσκειν of Jesus (cf. Gl. 5:14). Hence, although he speaks highly of the Law (R. 7:12), he builds the new morality on the cross of Jesus, on His ἀγάπη (cf. Phil. 2:1 ff.). In so doing, he prevents early Christianity from breaking up into different sects which are simply linked with Jesus through a particular → διδάσκαλος. He thus honours and fulfils the saying of Jesus: ὑμεῖς δὲ μὴ κληθῆτε ῥαββί· εἷς γάρ ἐστιν ὑμῶν ὁ διδάσκαλος, πάντες δὲ ὑμεῖς ἀδελφοί ἐστε (Mt. 23:8).
μαθητής.﻿﻿
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A.     The Term in the Greek World.
1.     The General Use.

a. As a nomen actoris﻿﻿ from μαθ—, μαθητής denotes the man who directs his mind to something. In its earliest literary use it takes on the sense of pupil in analogy to μανθάνω (→ 391 f.). The oldest instance is in Hdt., 4, 77, where the Scythian Anacharsis is called τῆς Ἑλλάδος μαθητής in this sense. He has adopted Gk. wisdom and culture, and become their champion. The context is instructive, for it shows us that there is no derogatory sense such as might cling to “tyro.” The emphasis is not so much on the incompleteness or even deficiency of education as on the fact that the one thus designated is engaged in learning, that his education consists in the appropriation or adoption of specific knowledge or conduct, and that it proceeds deliberately and according to a set plan. There is thus no μαθητής without a διδάσκαλος. The process involves a corresponding personal relation.
b. The almost technical sense of the word, which implies a direct dependence of the one under instruction upon an authority superior in knowledge, and which emphasises the fact that this relation cannot be dissolved, controls the whole usage, no matter whether the reference is to the winning of technical or academic information and skill.

μαθητής is the usual word for “apprentice.” The pap. esp. yield many examples, e.g., P. Oxy., IV, 725, 15, the apprentice of a weaver, who is called διδάσκαλος in line 14.﻿﻿ We find this use in Plat. when in Men., 90e he calls the man learning to play a flute a μαθητής (cf. also 89d, where διδάσκαλος too, is used). The doctor in training is a μαθητὴς ἰατρικῆς (sc. τέχνης) (Plat. Resp., X, 599c), with a trained physician in the background (cf. Men., 90c). But any student is a μαθητής if he has a teacher, cf. the students of a rhetorician in Plut. Cons. ad Apoll., 36 (II, 120e); Apophth., 13 (II, 182d), or the disciples of the Sophists in Plat. Prot., 315a: τῶν Πρωταγόρου μαθητῶν, etc. μαθητής could also be used to show the allegiance of a philosopher to a given school. Thus the associates of Socrates can also be called his μαθηταί though he himself bitterly opposed this, Plat. Ap., 33a;﻿﻿ → 2. Later the word is regularly used to show to what school one belongs in the history of philosophy, e.g., Athen.,﻿﻿ Diog. L.,﻿﻿ Plut.,﻿﻿ and Cicero.﻿﻿ We find this usage in Joseph. too, for in Ap., 1, 14 he says of Pherecydes,﻿﻿ Pythagoras and Thales that according to common consent they were Αἰγυπτίων καὶ Χαλδαίων μαθηταί. We find the same use when he speaks of Clearchos in Ap., 1, 176 as ὁ Ἀριστοτέλους ὢν μαθητής.﻿﻿
c. Finally, μαθητής is used in a broader sense when the reference is to an intellectual link between those who are considerably removed in time. In this connection we should mention especially the widespread view that Socrates is the true μαθητής of Homer because he is his ζηλωτής and imitates him.

Already in Xenophanes Fr. 10 (I, 131, Diels5) Homer is the teacher of all Greece.﻿﻿ In Plat. Resp., X, 606e Socrates himself quotes this idea, recalling the admirers of Hom. acc. to whom τὴν Ἑλλάδα πεπαίδευκεν οὗτος ὁ ποιητὴς καὶ πρὸς διοίκησίν τε καὶ παιδείαν τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων πραγμάτων ἄξιος ἀναλαβόντι μανθάνειν τε καὶ κατὰ τοῦτον τὸν ποιητὴν πάντα τὸν αὑτοῦ βίον κατασκευασάμενον ζῆν. The same point is made in Xenoph. Sym., 4, 6 (→ ﻿manqavnw, n. 67﻿): Ὅμηρος ὁ σοφώτατος πεποίηκε σχεδὸν περὶ πάντων τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων. But while the Socrates of Plat. Resp., X, 606e accepts the view only with reservations (607a),﻿﻿ a later age connected the greatest philosopher of Greece indissolubly with its greatest poet, through whom Greece “achieved a unity of national consciousness.”﻿﻿ Dio Chrys. in his 55th address (De Homero et Socrate) advanced the thesis (3) ὅτι Σωκράτης τό γε ἀληθὲς Ὁμήρου μαθητὴς γέγονεν. The long span of time between the two cannot shake the thesis, since Socrates is the ζηλωτής of Homer. This is proved as follows: (4) εἴπερ οὖν ζηλωτής, καὶ μαθητὴς εἴη ἄν. ὁ γὰρ ζηλῶν τινα ὀρθῶς ἐπίσταται δήπου ἐκεῖνον ὁποῖος ἦν καὶ μιμούμενος τὰ ἔργα καὶ τοὺς λόγους ὡς οἷόν τε ἐπιχειρεῖ ὅμοιον αὑτὸν ἀποφαίνειν (5) ταὐτὸ δὲ τοῦτο καὶ ὁ μαθητὴς ποιεῖν ἔοικε· μιμούμενος τὸν διδάσκαλον καὶ προσέχων ἀναλαμβάνει τὴν τέχνην. τὸ δὲ ὁρᾶν καὶ ξυνεῖναι οὐδέν ἐστι πρὸς τὸ μανθάνειν.﻿﻿ It is then shown in detail how Socrates as a philosopher can be the μαθητής of the poet Homer. Among the arguments the most important is that the theme of both is ἀρετὴ ἀνθρώπων καὶ κακία, i.e., the sphere of moral and religious life, the only difference being that the one handles it διὰ τῆς ποιήσεως the other καταλογάδην (v. 9).
The significant thing here is the way in which μαθητής is expounded in terms of μιμεῖαθαι. The centre of gravity of μαθητὴν εἶναι is thus removed from the formal side of the relation between μαθητής and διδάσκαλος to the inner fellowship between the two and its practical effects, and this to such a degree that the latter is basic to the whole relationship. This is not without considerable significance in relation to the development of the Christian use of μαθητής (→ D.).

2.     Pupil or Disciple?

a. The character of μαθητής in which, as in διδάσκαλος (→ II, 149), the technical and rational element takes precedence of the inner fellowship, very definitely restricts the possible range of usage. It is not in place when the reference is not merely to an external connection with the goal of picking up certain information or aptitudes under expert direction, but to a materially grounded fellowship which arises under a goal which is certainly directed by an individual, but towards which all who participate are equally striving. This explains the aversion of Socrates and his circle to this word, an aversion whose effects may be seen throughout the history of its use on Greek soil. The desire is to have disciples, not pupils.﻿﻿

Socrates refused to be called a διδάσκαλος or to let his teaching be called διδάσκειν (→ II, 150). Similarly, μαθητής was not for him the word to describe the relation of his companions to him. He would have called the use of this word a calumny,﻿﻿ just as he expressly rejected the phrase μαθητὴν εἶναι in personal application.﻿﻿ The Sophists have μαθηταί﻿﻿ but not he. If his followers were called μαθηταί this would have made him a teacher after the manner of the Sophists.﻿﻿ He uses the word﻿﻿ ironically in Plato for a disciple, so Euthyphr., 5a: ῏Απʼ οὖν μοι, ὦ θαυμάσιε Εὐθύφρων, κράτιστόν ἐστι μαθητῇ σῷ γενέσθαι … ﻿﻿ As in Plato, so in Xenophon μαθητής is not used for a follower of Socrates (but → 419). Aristotle, too, stands under the influence of the Socratic-Platonic judgment on the relation between master and disciple, for he generally avoids μαθητής when compelled to mention these relations. In the one passage in which he uses it (Metaph., I, 5, p. 986b, 21 ff.)﻿﻿ it serves to denote, not the relation between teacher and pupil, but the incontestable dependence of the pupil on the teacher, here within the school or trend of the Eleatics. The word came strongly back into favour in the philosophy of the schools (→ 416), and rightly so in view of its character, since here the μίμησις of the master is cultivated.﻿﻿ But it is also used in cases where it is modified by co-ordination with another term, e.g., ἑταῖρος (Plut. Cons. ad Apoll., 36 [II, 120e]) etc. In Epict., who emphatically calls himself a διδάσκαλος (→ II, 150), μαθητής plays only a minor role.﻿﻿
b. Though the disciple is so closely bound with and to his master, there are not a few words to express his independence and a certain personal dignity. Along with γνώριμος we find designations like οἱ συγγιγνόμενοι, οἱ συνόντες, οἱ ὁμιλοῦντες, ἀκόλουθος, ζηλωτής, ἐταῖρος (→ II, 699 f.) etc.

γνώριμος is perhaps the most widespread, though only later writers use it in this special sense, Athen., II, 55 f. (p. 130) etc.; Stob. Floril., 57, 12 (cf. v. Arnim, I, p. 69, No. 312) etc.; Diog. L., VII, 36 (31) etc.; Strabo I, 2, 2 etc., and they do so in contrast to μαθητής when it is desired to emphasise fellowship with the master rather than dependence on him.﻿﻿ In γνώριμος there is also a suggestion of some intimacy, cf. Philostratus when in his Vit. Ap. he calls the companions of Apollonius γνώριμοι (IV, 47 etc.) as well as the common ὁμιληταί (I, 16 etc.) and θεράποντες (I, 18). The same is true with Epictet. or Arrian (Diss., I. 29, 66: τοῖς γνωρίμοις, τοῖς δυναμένοις αὐτὰ ἀκοῦσαι … cf. III, 22, 1). The common συνήθης points in the same direction.
Avoiding all specialised terms, Socrates himself simply speaks of οἱ δʼ ἐμοὶ συγγιγνόμενοι (Plat. Theaet., 150d), while various words to the same effect alternate in Xenophon: οἱ συνόντες, Mem., 1, 4, 19; 1, 7, 5 etc.; οἱ ὁμιλοῦντες (αὐτῷ), Mem., IV, 7, 1 etc.﻿﻿ These terms later give place to γνώριμος but they do not wholly disappear, and οἱ συνόντες is strikingly found in Epictet. Diss., III, 16, 5 for those gathered around Socrates,﻿﻿ so that the old ideal still has its echoes. One cannot say that it is renewed in the circle around Epictet.; the rational element is now too strong, → II, 150.
c. Xenophon uses a special word.

Avoiding μαθντής he shows that he has taken up, or tried to take up, the concern of Socrates (→ 418). But by occasionally using μανθάνοντες, even in connection with the work of Socrates (Mem., 1, 2, 17), he also gives evidence that he has not succeeded in grasping, or in expressing beyond possibility of misunderstanding, the distinctiveness of Socrates. Though he did not put Socrates on the same level as the Sophists, he failed on the other hand to get beyond the commitment of hearers to the teacher, or to understand their mutual relation in common commitment to the object. For Xenophon, as distinct from Plato, Socrates is finally the great personality who draws into his circle and thus has pupils even though one can still see the powerful influence of Socrates’ own concern, → 420 and 394. Cf. esp. the Oec. and the portrait of Socrates there.
3.     Master and Disciple.﻿﻿

Antiquity knows the master-disciple relation in two forms. The first is in the sphere of philosophical culture, the second in that of cultic and religious activity. The two forms come together where philosophical and religious elements intersect in the person of the master. This may be seen at the time of early Christianity.

a. Socrates, Plato and the Academy. The first time that master and disciple meet on the soil of Greek culture is when Socrates associates with his circle in deliberate avoidance of the teacher-pupil relation which was taken for granted among the Sophists. This is by its very nature rational and professional, and those concerned were in part aware of this. It was now replaced by a purely ideal fellowship between the one who gave out intellectually and those who received intellectually. In the academy founded by Plato this relation was given its classic form which continued to exert an influence for centuries and which was still in some sense the model for the great schools of a later age.

Protagoras﻿﻿ was the first Sophist and also the first to take μαθηταί for a fee. In return for this he imparted to them knowledge of practical value.﻿﻿ Later writers say that he demanded a high sum.﻿﻿ Perhaps this was exaggerated, though there can be little doubt that he asked a good deal. It is a mark of his self-esteem that if pupils thought it exorbitant he left it to them, after serious examination in the temple, to give him what they thought that which they had learned was worth.﻿﻿ His success was such that wherever he went great crowds of students gathered around him and followed him enthusiastically.﻿﻿ What is true of him is more or less true of the other Sophists. Fundamentally the image which they present with their μαθηταί is the same, for everywhere the intellectual direction of the διδάσκαλος must be compensated by financial contributions of the μαθηταί.﻿﻿
It is in keeping that Socrates, when he refused to allow the relation between himself and his listeners to be described in terms of διδάσκαλοσ/μαθητής (→ 395), should also reject any compensation or payment: ἐγὼ δὲ διδάσκαλος μὲν οὐδενὸς πώποτʼ ἐγενόμην· εἰ δέ τίς μου λέγοντος καὶ τὰ ἐμαυτοῦ πράττοντος ἐπιθυμεῖ ἀκούειν, εἴτε νεώτερος εἴτε πρεσβύτερος,﻿﻿ οὐδενὶ πώποτε ἐφθόνησα, οὐδὲ χρήματα μὲν λαμβάνων διαλέγομαι μὴ λαμβάνων δὲ οὔ, ἀλλʼ ὁμοίως καὶ πλουσίῳ καὶ πένητι παρέχω ἐμαυτὸν ἐρωτᾶν, καὶ ἐάν τις βούληται ἀποκρινόμενος ἀκούειν ὧν ἂν λέγω (Plat. Ap., 33, a-b). The basis of the relation is Socrates himself rather than the knowledge at his disposal. He is the master around whom disciples gather. Young and old become his disciples because he grants to them his fellowship, allowing them a share in his intellectual life. The avoidance of μαθητής in the circle around Socrates is thus justified not only on formal grounds (→ ﻿395, n. 43﻿) but also on material. Plato,﻿﻿ and, with some reservations (→ 419), Xenophon,﻿﻿ rightly understood him﻿﻿ at this point, and Aristotle also followed him in this respect.﻿﻿ An external expression of the relation, which was marked both by personal freedom in relation to Socrates﻿﻿ and also by the material attachment of the listeners to him, is to be found in the meals which he often shared with a familiar circle.﻿﻿ He did not in fact found a school. The same is true of Plato, his greatest disciple, and the academy founded by him. In this there was a fellowship of life as well as intellect, so that the picture resembles that of the Pythagorean circle.﻿﻿ It is worth noting in this connection that → ἑταῖρος was often used to describe those who belonged to the academy.﻿﻿ The director is the first among equals. This was true even in the way that his office, with common consent, was freely transferred by the incumbent to his successor before death.﻿﻿ Both the Platonic and Aristotelian circles adopted the common meal from Socrates. Epictet., too, can sometimes call his disciples ἑταῖροι,﻿﻿ thereby expressing the fact that he does not seek to rule over them, but wishes to be of profit to them.﻿﻿
b. The Mystery Religions. The mystery religions are another area where one finds the specific master-disciple relation. The initiate needs the master to introduce him to the mysteries of the god and the cultus in order that he may become a member of the society gathered around the god. Thus the mystagogue is the master for the adept. By the very nature of the case this is true here only in so far and so long as the initiate stands under the direction of the expert. The latter has significance for him only in the discharge of his function. For this reason he remains in the sphere of anonymity and never becomes personal.

The need briefly to mention this aspect is based on the fact that “teaching” and “learning” very probably had no little significance in the mysteries (→ μανθάνω, 398 f.). If those who took part in the processes described by these words were not actually called διδάσκαλος and μαθητής, the reason is obvious. Learning in the mysteries is a necessary process, but not an end in itself. For the goal of the rites is not knowledge of the god; it is fellowship with him. Hence it is more natural to think of the mysteries in terms of a family rather than a school when they wish to describe relations not only with the god but also with the religious leaders and among members. For this reason the head of the priestly hierarchy in the Mithras mysteries is called father,﻿﻿ and it seems likely that the same term was used for the leading priests of individual cultic societies in the Attis mysteries,﻿﻿ → πατήρ. Here then, and quite logically in terms of the basic ideas behind the mystery religions, the master-disciple relation was construed naturally, though only in symbol.
c. The Master-Disciple Relation with a Religious Aspect. There is a definite religious side to the relation in men like Pythagoras, Epicurus and Apollonius of Tyana. Legend and myth have clustered around all these figures, so that the attempt to give a clear and historically objective picture is extraordinarily difficult. Nevertheless, the original sources in their various layers enable us fix on the basic element at issue here, namely, the religious veneration of the master by his disciples.

The followers (μαθηταί, Diog. L., VIII, 3 [3] etc.; Iambl. Vit. Pyth., 254 etc.; γνώριμοι, Diog. L., VIII, 14–15 [12–15]; συνήθεις, VIII, 39 [31]; ἑταῖροι, loc. cit.) of Pythagoras seem to have constituted a religious and moral community from the very first.﻿﻿ The heart of this was the word﻿﻿ and person of the philosopher, and entry into it was by examination, in which proof of worthiness had to be given.﻿﻿ His person, which pious saga soon took in hand, became increasingly more important for his later followers, so that he has a divine aspect for the succeeding world, and is equated with Apollo.﻿﻿ This development is understandable, however, if impulses towards it are already present in the direct relation between him and his μαθηταί, and in the general picture which his contemporaries had of him. The rapid spread of Pythagoreanism in his own lifetime and the 5th century points in the same direction.
What has come down to us concerning the relation of Epicureans to their master seems related in many ways. Epicurus seems from the very first to have bound his disciples primarily to his own person. Acc. to tradition he certainly made them learn by heart sayings of his own (Diog. L., X, 12 [6] and 7 [3]) which were called κύριαι δόξαι (ibid., X, 29 [18] etc. → ﻿425 and n. 69﻿); and also acc. to tradition he disparaged other philosophers in the eyes of his γνώριμοι or μαθηταί (so Diog. L., X, 22 [11] etc.), cf. Diog. L., X, 7 f. (4) etc. Acc. to the accounts we have, his estimation of himself must have been high, and there are traits which present him more as the founder of a religion than a philosopher.﻿﻿ Even in his lifetime he was honoured by his disciples as a god,﻿﻿ and in the 1st cent. b.c. his follower and enthusiastic propagandist in Latin, Lucretius, lauds him in the exalted terms: … Epicurus …, qui genus humanum ingenio superavit et omnis restinxit, stellas exortus ut aetherius Sol (De rerum natura, III, 1042–1044). In none of the schools of antiquity is the memory of the master so cultivated or his legacy so carefully preserved as in Epicureanism. The almost religious veneration of the person of Epicurus and the careful transmission of his thoughts and most important sayings in literal form﻿﻿ go hand in hand.﻿﻿
In the days of early Christianity we find the Neo-Pythagorean Apollonius of Tyana. Here again the tradition has many strata, but already the sources used by Philostr.﻿﻿ make it apparent that the personality of Apollonius was calculated to make an unusual impression on his contemporaries, and actually did so.﻿﻿ It is fairly certain that Apollonius did not regard himself as divine.﻿﻿ The more resolutely, then, did his followers see in him more than a man. This is shown by the fact that the tradition is rich in miracles, and certain historical traits (visions, healings etc.) seem to form a startingpoint.﻿﻿ There is no doubt that his relation to his disciples is definitely religious in character. Indeed, some aspects seem astonishingly close to the NT, though it is unlikely that there are any literary connections.﻿﻿ Hence there is no reason for surprise if we occasionally read of enthusiastic groups of disciples who spread abroad the fame of their master when he went on his great journeys: ἠκολούθησαν δὲ αὐτῷ οἱ γνώριμοι πάντες ἐπαινοῦντες καὶ τὴν ἀποδημίαν καὶ τὸν ἄνδρα, Philostr. Vit. Ap., IV, 47.
It may be mentioned by way of supplement that the picture which Lucian gives of the position of the μαθηταί (of Peregrinus Proteus (Pergr. Mort., 28; ὁμιληταί in 30, and ἑταῖροι in 29 and 41) is not dissimilar, e.g., when he mentions the possibility that they erected a sanctuary to him at the site of his self-immolation by fire (ibid., 28).
4.     The Fellowship of Disciples and the Principle of Tradition.

a. The Fellowship of Disciples. The groups which assembled around the great philosophical teachers of antiquity were much too solidly established to disintegrate when the teachers died. This was not just because of the personal regard which the masters enjoyed and which gave them influence even after death. The true presupposition for the continuation of groups of disciples is to be found, not merely at the personal level, but in the cause advocated and presented by the teachers. In the last resort these groups were formed by common acknowledgement of insights peculiar to the masters concerned. The groups regarded these as truth which they could not give up but had to propagate with all their power. The death of the teachers could not alter this. On the contrary, it increased responsibility for the work and strengthened commitment to it. This sense of responsibility in the groups of disciples went hand in hand with the natural desire of the teachers to know that their cause would be represented with true dedication after their death. The suprapersonal interest on both sides led to the formation of communities of disciples out of the original groups of students. It is worth noting that this principle embraces not only fellowships of a religious character, like the Pythagoreans and Epicureans,﻿﻿ but also groups like the Peripatetics and Stoics, not to speak of the Platonic academy. Alongside the resolute will to continue the master’s work in fellowship, it is fundamentally a secondary question whether there was always success in remaining faithful to the master’s intentions.﻿﻿ We cannot go into this question here.

By public position as well as organisation the oldest philosophical schools were θίασοι, i.e., religious unions. Even the Platonic academy is no exception to this general rule. This fact throws light on the dominant position of the master even at the level of organisation. He usually has at least the opportunity to influence the continuation of the fellowship along his own lines by appointing his nearest follower as his successor. It is reported of no less a figure than Aristotle that shortly before his death he chose Theophrastus as his successor in directing the Peripatetic school founded by him, though only after omnis eius sectatorum cohors had urgently requested him to settle the question of his successor in the teaching office himself.﻿﻿ This procedure bears testimony to the situation of the fellowship of disciples as outlined above. Its distinctive nature is the result of an interplay of various factors. More frequently the future leaders are in fact chosen by the schools themselves.﻿﻿ Nevertheless, one may say that increasingly in all schools the centre shifts from the official leaders to the schools as such, since the members consciously seek to propagate the cause of the school as the cause of its founder. This may be seen particularly well in the Epicurean Lucretius in the 1st century b.c. (→ 422). The Stoics might be mentioned along with the Epicureans in this connection, the more so as they very largely determined the intellectual image of the world into which early Christianity came.
b. The Principle of Tradition. In keeping with the origin of the fellowships in the work of the master is the fact they remained inwardly committed to him, and were aware of this. Outward expression of it is to be found in a principle which controlled the whole life and work of the fellowships. This can best be called the principle of tradition. At issue here is that the intentions of the master should be cultivated, and his sayings carefully preserved and transmitted. The principle is to be found everywhere up to and beyond the time of the NT. But it does not appear to have been equally comprehensive in every case. Another essential point is that the tradition does not seem to have operated mechanically, but in a process of constant movement which enables us to see that we have here the opposite of schematism and rigidity, namely, a living appropriation in both freedom and commitment.

It has long since been recognised that the Gk. philosophical schools both at the time of their formation and in the manner of their operation were working fellowships under the decisive leadership of the master who formed their centre.﻿﻿ There are also important reasons for assuming that this was true from the very first, and not just from the time of Plato and Aristotle.﻿﻿
This sheds a significant light on the fact of the development of this principle of tradition in the philosophical schools, on the natural way in which it was everywhere handled, and also on the fact that it was never felt to impose a restriction on personal freedom. On the one side the school lives by its tradition, on the other the tradition has in the school which cultivates it the soil by which it is continually renewed. It can thus happen that when Aristotle takes issue with Pythagoreanism he never speaks of the teaching of Pythagoras, nor does he deal with individual representatives of the movement known to him, but he concerns himself always with the Πυθαγόρειοι, i.e., the whole school.﻿﻿ It is also true that among the Pythagoreans themselves, in the phrase αὐτὸς ἔφα, constant appeal is made to the authority and word of the master.﻿﻿
It is among the Epicureans that there is strongest orientation to the person of the master. Strikingly, a number of sayings stands here at the heart of the tradition. These were supposedly formulated by Epicurus himself, and they were handed down from generation to generation as the most succinct and pertinent sum of his teaching. These κύριαι δόξαι﻿﻿ are authentic in content, and this is the important point in this connection, not whether they were really collected by Epicurus, which is not very likely.﻿﻿ Though there is not always complete agreement in wording,﻿﻿ many of the sayings collected in Diog. L. are found through the centuries both in literary and non-literary sources,﻿﻿ including Christian. Finally, the school of Epicurus has also a very definite discipline.﻿﻿
Things are much the same among the Stoics.﻿﻿ What we know of the origins of Stoicism enables us to see how the specific Stoic tradition was established. After the death of Zeno, a quo coepit Stoicorum rigida ac virilis sapientia (Seneca ad Helviam, 12, 4), the school founded by him threatened to break up, not least because he intentionally allowed his disciples the freedom to think independently. Then Chrysippus﻿﻿ restored the threatened cohesion of the school. Though he was a creative thinker and came to not a few new insights, for the sake of the school he did not present these as his own teaching, but as a development of the doctrine of Zeno, even when in fact he was going his own way.﻿﻿ Serving to maintain and increase the authority of Zeno, he was thus the one to whom the Stoa owed, not its existence, but its preservation and high repute in the ancient world.﻿﻿ Anti-Stoic polemic was largely directed against him for this reason, esp. from the beginning of the 2nd cent. a.d.﻿﻿ “But in many cases, when accounts were given of the orthodox dogma of the school, reference was made, not to the Stoics, but to τοὺς ἀπὸ Ζήνωνος, or simply to the name of the founder of the school, with no careful enquiry whether he was in fact personally responsible for the individual doctrine.”﻿﻿ Perhaps nothing shows more clearly how strong and vital and dominant in Stoicism too was the principle of tradition (in the above sense) together with the sense of being a school.
The principle of tradition is thus an inherent feature of the philosophical fellowship of disciples in the Greek or Hellenistic world. Since it is often taken for granted that on Greek soil a principle of tradition obtained only in the mystery religions, and that it there served the esoteric transmission of religious and cultic secrets,﻿﻿ this finding represents a notable widening of our horizon which is bound to have important consequences (→ B. 6). The traditional view certainly has in its favour the fact that the word group παραδιδόναι, παράδοσις etc., which is used to describe the process of tradition in the mystery religions,﻿﻿ is very rare﻿﻿ in relation to the principle of tradition in the philosophical schools.﻿﻿ Nevertheless, it may be shown that the group was not so apt in this field. In any case, this is not our present concern. All that we are pointing out is that the principle of tradition is generally accepted, and that it is so in the framework of the selfawareness of the school as a fellowship of disciples.

B.     The Term in the Old Testament and Judaism.
1. The Use of μαθητής/תַּלְמִיד in the OT (LXX).

a. μαθητής in the LXX. The term μαθητής does not occur in the established LXX tradition. It is simply found in three passages in A.﻿﻿ These verses add nothing to the history of the word.

Ιερ. 13:21﻿﻿ (to Jerusalem: καὶ σὺ ἐδίδαξας αὐτοὺς ἐπί σὲ μαθητὰς (A) εἰς ἀρχήν, Mas. וְאַתְּ לִמַּדְתְ אֹתָם עָלַיִךְ אַלֻּפִים לְראֹשׁ. The usual reading here is μαθήματα (as hapaxlegomenon). In similar cases (Prv. 16:28) the underlying Mas. אַלֻפִים is rendered φίλος. It is perhaps in view of αὐτούς that A substitutes the personal μαθητής for the impersonal μαθήματα. But this does not clarify the Gk.. The very fact that a word formed from μαθ— is used can be explained only by assuming an attempt to carry over into Gk. the juxtaposition of לִמֵּד “to teach”) and the rare אָלַף (“to learn”) seen in the original.﻿﻿
On the other hand it is hard to see what A had in view at Ιερ. 20:11 (καὶ κύριος μετʼ ἐμοῦ καθὼς μαθητὴς ἰσχυρός for Mas. כְּגִבּוֹד עָרִיץ)﻿﻿ וַיהוָה אוֹתִי, where the usual reading is μαχητὴς ἰσχύων. Even more puzzling is Ιερ. 26:9 == Jer. 46:9: ἐξέλθατε, οἱ μαθηταὶ αἰθιόπων … instead of οἱ μαχηταὶ Αἰθιόπων for Mas. הַגִּכָּוֹרִים כּוּשׁ.﻿﻿
b. תַּלְמִיד in the OT. The Heb. תַּלְמִיד, which is later (→ B. 4) the usual equivalent for μαθητής, is found in the OT only at 1 Ch. 25:8 along with מֵבִין. Both words are general, and in translation the part. μανθάνοντες is used rather than μαθηταί. If the term is rather specialised, the refusal to use μαθητής (→ manqavnw, 401) is justified, but the almost complete absence of תַּלְמִיד even from the later parts of the OT is striking. When we take into account the parallel absence of μαθητής a special problem arises, since the significance of teaching (→ II, 136) and learning (→ 400) in the OT would at a first glance suggest the development of a special term for learners.

2. The Material Problem in the OT.

a. The Reason for the almost complete Absence of תַּלְמִיד/μαθητής from the OT (LXX). In the way in which the LXX uses μανθάνω one may see the influence of לָמַד, of which it is the normal rendering (→ 401). לָמַד stands always in conscious relation to the revealed will of God. It denotes the process in course of which man makes this will his own. Hence other words and concepts occur when there is no question of the formation and filling of one’s own will in the light of God’s will, especially as this is summed up in the Torah. For the direction of man, the usual word is יָסַר and derivates, for which the LXX uses παιδεύειν, παιδεία etc.﻿﻿ More particularly, however, the whole people is always the subject of learning. God has chosen His people in order that as a whole it may serve Him as the Lord by fulfilling His will.﻿﻿ If the same demand is made on the individual, this is because, as a member of the chosen people of God, he has a special task, e.g., as king,﻿﻿ and he shares the responsibility of the whole people in this specific way. The self-awareness of the OT community is thus controlled by the fact of its divine election, and on this basis it is quite impossible for it to use a noun formed from לָמַד to denote the individual who gives himself specially to לָמַד, and thereby to differentiate him from the other members of the chosen people.﻿﻿ Mutatis mutandis the same applies to the use of μαθητής. It is thus no accident, but wholly in keeping with the facts of the situation, that תַּלְמִיד and μαθητής play only a very minor role in the OT, and that תַּלְמִיד occurs only once in one of the later writings.﻿﻿

b. The Absence also of the Master-Disciple Relation from the OT. If the term is missing, so, too, is that which it serves to denote. Apart from the formal relation of teacher and pupil, the OT, unlike the classical Greek world and Hellenism, has no master-disciple relation. Whether among the prophets or the scribes we seek in vain for anything corresponding to it.

(a) The relation between Moses and Joshua, as this is portrayed in the OT, is on a very different level.

Joshua is always the servant (מְשָׁרֵת)﻿﻿ of Moses, who stands at his side. He does not gradually grow into Moses’s office as his disciple and heir, so that he has simply to assume this office on the death of Moses. He is publicly appointed Moses’ successor by express command of God (Nu. 27:15 ff.). It is worth noting that the account of this does not touch on the personal relation between the two. Moses does not ask God for this successor, nor does the narrator explain the succession along these lines.﻿﻿ The decision is with God alone, who directs Moses already to impart to Joshua some of his הוֹד/δόξα (→ II, 242). In keeping with this, Joshua does not discharge his office in the shadow of his predecessor but in terms of the full authority with which he is vested by God (Jos. 1:2 ff., esp. v. 5a;﻿﻿ 4:14; cf. Dt. 34:9).
(b) The OT prophets had no disciples. This is true both of the popular prophets and of men like Elijah, Elisha and Jeremiah, who had assistants who looked after them and who to some extent were more than servants.

The nebìim are organised in guilds (2 K. 6:1 ff.). Sometimes we see that these guilds had a head (1 S. 19:20).﻿﻿ But there is nothing else to suggest hierarchical organisation. Above all, membership of the guild does not rest on a personal relation to the leader. What binds the members is the guidance and filling of the Spirit of God who takes possession of them (cf. 1 S. 10:10 ff.; 19:20 ff.). Thus there is only one comprehensive name for them: בְּנֵי־הַנְּבִיאִים/υἱοὶ τῶν προφητῶν, and this, in keeping with the established use of בֵּן/υἱός,﻿﻿ simply suggests that they belong to the נְבִיאִים/προφῆται.﻿﻿
The assistant of Elijah is not a disciple, but a servant. First he is a נַעַר (1 K. 18:43; LXX: παιδάριον, → παῖς) whose name is not known. Then it is Elisha (19:19ff.). Of the latter it is stated emphatically in 19:21 that he served Elijah (וַיְשָׁרְתֵהוּ), and 2 K. 3:11 leaves us in no doubt that he performed the kind of services rendered by slaves. Later Gehazi is regularly called the נַעַר of Elisha (2 K. 4:12, 25, 38; 5:20; 6:17; 8:4), though his activity is also described as that of a מְשָׁרֵת (→ supra). The circumstances in which Elisha became the companion of Elijah point in the same direction. When Elijah casts his mantle over the young husbandman as he is ploughing (1 K. 19:19), this tacit but immediately understood gesture does not imply “the dedication of Elisha as a nabi and the successor of Elijah.”﻿﻿ It is a distraint on Elisha; he is now to be at the disposal of Elijah.﻿﻿ It is thus correct to take the וֵיֵּלֶךְ אַחֲרֵי אֵלִיָּהוּ of 1 K. 19:21 simply as a ref. to the entry of Elisha into the service of Elijah, and not, acc. to later usage,﻿﻿ as the beginning of the discipleship of Elisha. The presupposition and background of the whole scene is the authority of Elijah. The context gives us no reason to suppose that binding power goes forth from the mantle of Elijah.﻿﻿ For the rest, 1 K. 19:16, which comes from the same source as 19:19ff., shows that Elisha is to be the successor of Elijah in his prophetic office. But for all his fellowship with Elijah (cf. 2 K. 2:1 ff.), he no more grows into this office than does Joshua (→ 427 f.). He receives it the moment Elijah leaves the scene (2 K. 2:9 ff.), and he exercises it, not in Elijah’s name, but, like Elijah (2:15), solely in the name of God (3:11ff.).
The decisive aspects may be seen again in the relation between Baruch and Jeremiah. How this came into being we do not know. But the records we have seem to show that Baruch served Jeremiah as Gehazi served Elisha (cf. Jer. 32:12 ff. with 2 K. 4:27 ff.; 5:19 ff.), except that Baruch is more of a scribe and sees to the publishing of what is written (Jer. 36:4 ff.; 45:1 ff.). Jer. 43:3 presupposes that Baruch spoke when the prophet himself was prevented.﻿﻿ This brings out the closeness of the working partnership between them (cf. also 36:26). Baruch undoubtedly had a hand in giving literary form to the original parts of the Book of Jeremiah.﻿﻿ But there is no hint of any independent work of Baruch alongside or after Jeremiah. He is the assistant and interpreter of Jeremiah, no more. Hence it is fitting that the assistant should disappear from the scene along with the prophet. This would not happen on Gk. soil, where the master lives on in his disciples and their teachings.
On Is. 8:16 → 430.
(c) To the degree that there are scribes in the OT, the presence of early impulses towards the formation of schools will always be an open question.

1 Ch. 2:55 speaks of מִשְׁפְּחוֹת סוֹפְרִים (LXX πατριαὶ γραμματέων). The phrase suggests that we have here a first attestation of the fact that after the return the סֹפִרים consolidated themselves, in distinction from the חֲכָמִים, as a group especially concerned with the Torah (cf. 1 Macc. 7:12: συναγωγὴ γραμματέων).﻿﻿ But the text is hardly reliable, so that it is inadvisable to draw far-reaching conclusions from it.﻿﻿ At best one can only deduce﻿﻿ that the scribes were organised in guilds like the nebiim (→ 428).
c. The Absence of the Principle of Tradition from the OT. Finally, we search the OT in vain for a principle of tradition of the kind found in Greek and Hellenistic philosophy and its off shoots in the religious sphere. This is the more remarkable in that the OT is consciously “Mosaic.”

The religion of Israel stands or falls with Moses and his work.﻿﻿ Alongside the great figures of the age that follows, whose names are known and among whom we are to mention esp. the prophets, the great anonymous men of the OT also stand on the shoulders of Moses and continue his work.﻿﻿ Even a great religious leader like Samuel is simply preserving the legacy left by Moses.﻿﻿ Hence the religion of Israel may rightly be called Mosaism, the more so as the very existence of the people is rooted in the lifework of Moses.
It is thus remarkable that in the OT administration of the legacy of Moses is not bound up with veneration of his person. Though the prophets steadfastly follow his intentions, Moses is mentioned by them only a few times along with others (Mi. 6:4: Jer. 15:1; Is. 63:11 f.; Mal. 3:22). Nowhere is he presented as a hero, even in the background, though he accomplished the redemption of his people out of Egypt.﻿﻿ Nor is he honoured even as the founder of a religion. The prophets look back to the time of Moses, not to Moses himself (cf. Am. 5:25; Hos. 2:16 ff.; Jer. 2:1 ff.).﻿﻿ The thing is what counts, not the man.
From the very outset, then, the principle of tradition is alien to the OT in the sense of orientation to the person of the master, i.e., in the form which it takes on Gk. and Hellen. soil, where a significant personality initiates intellectual movements (→ 424).﻿﻿ It will be seen later that this is rooted in the very nature of religion in Israel, and is thus a necessary feature (→ 3.).
In these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that in the prophetic movement there are no moves towards the formation of a religious or moral tradition linked with individual prophets. Even Is. 8:16 is no exception. Here a few exegetes see evidence of the founding by the prophet of a fellowship of disciples whose members will save his witness and teaching for a better time.﻿﻿ But the state of the text is such﻿﻿ that no certain results can be attained from it. Even if this view is right, the preservation of תּוֹרָה/νόμος is the task of the community, and these point beyond the prophet and his word to God Himself, on whom they rest (→ 427 and supra). Hence it is better to speak, not of a fellowship of disciples, but of the new community gathered around the prophet. In this the community of faith will be fashioned out of the national community for the first time in the history of Israel.﻿﻿
3. The Reason for the Absence of the Master-Disciple Relation and the Principle of Tradition from the OT.

The religion of Israel is a religion of revelation. Here, then, the religious speech of man is simply the means which God uses to make known Himself and His will. Testimony is borne to the authenticity of the sense of calling and purpose of the agents and representatives of OT revelation by the fact that they never even try to interpose themselves as a factor of independent worth in the dialogue between God and His people. They never speak on their own account, and, when they have to defend their cause, they never fight for their own persons.﻿﻿ Their whole work is based on the divine commission which they have received. God has given them knowledge of His will, and put His Word on their lips.﻿﻿ This commits them﻿﻿ to pass on what they have received, for it comes to them for the sake of their people, which is God’s people. It also makes them stewards who pass on what they have received as that which has been received, i.e., God’s Word. If the word of the commissioned witness of God implies commitment, this is commitment to God, not to men, no matter how profound a vision these men may have of the mysteries of God. In the sphere of revelation there is no place for the establishment of a master-disciple relation, nor is there the possibility of setting up a human word alongside the Word of God which is proclaimed, nor of trying to ensure the force of the divine address by basing it on the authority of a great personality (→ n. ﻿118﻿). For here God’s Word alone is justified, no matter whether we be dealing with Moses or the prophets. Moses is indeed the first of the great line of divine witnesses. But the whole revelation of God is not present in him. If prophecy would have been impossible without Moses, new insight is still given to the prophets as compared with Moses. If in the OT there is no place whatever for the veneration of the religious leader as master, or for the cultivation of his memory as an almost religious duty, the final reason for this is that in the OT the disclosure of God is regarded as continuous and dynamic.﻿﻿

So far as Moses is concerned, it is impossible to give a firm historical picture of him. We know him simply through the impression which he made and the influence which he exerted. Both affected the OT portrait But the feature with which we are here concerned is definite enough He is simply a minister in the cause of God (cf. Ex. 4:10 ff.). The declaration of the divine will constantly controls his acts, Ex. 5 ff. It is worth noting that the legislation, in which he seems to play the part of a mediator (Ex. 19:20 ff.),﻿﻿ comes only after the liberation, which throughout the OT is presented as God’s own act. Having prepared a people for Himself, God sets this people under His will. The decisive point is that materially the two things belong together, and. as God’s election of Israel to be His own people, they are uniformly understood as God’s own action.﻿﻿
Since it is this act of God which binds Israel to God, the prophets hold up before runagate Israel, not the person of Moses, but the time when it became God’s people under his guidance (→ 430). They do not appeal to Moses or invoke his aid to get a hearing. Their word goes forth in the name of Yahweh, and it is He who, through their constant fellowship with Him, gives them a true understanding and the right word in a given moment,﻿﻿ and leads them from insight to insight, but always in such a way that each renders his service in exclusive dependence on God. Thus God Himself is their Master and Teacher. This means that there is for them no other master, not even Moses. Nor do they themselves have either the desire or the ability to be masters for others, even though they are the great and highly blessed religious guides of their people.﻿﻿
4. The Rabbinic Use of תַּלְמִיד.

a. The Meaning of the Word. Since לָמַד is used for learning a trade (→ 402), one might expect that the common noun תַּלְמִיד would also denote an apprentice. But this is not so.﻿﻿ It is used exclusively for the one who gives himself (as a learner) to Scripture and to the religious tradition of Judaism. The word stands wholly under the influence of the specific sense of לָמַד (→ μανθάνω, 403). לָמַד in the specific sense constitutes the תַּלְמִיד.

It is hardly necessary to give examples of the many instances in Rabb. texts, → 434, and on the תַּלְמִידִים of Jesus → 442.
b. The Different Groups of תַּלְמִידִים. Rabbinic usage distinguishes two groups of תַּלְמִידִים. The first are the so-called תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים, the second the ordinary תַּלְמִידְים. The latter are in some sense beginners in the study of scribal materials. In distinction from them the תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים﻿﻿ have reached the stage which enables them to make independent decisions in religious law even though they have not yet been formally ordained rabbis or given public recognition as authorities.

The תַּלְמִיד is the first step towards the rabbi, who in later Judaism is the religious authority for those who are bound by traditional piety. He who would follow the Law in all things cannot do without the constant instruction and guidance of the rabbi. Only the rabbi, on the basis of his familiarity with the materials of religious law, can say for certain what is right in individual cases. Hence the pious ideal is that all Jews should be occupied in the Torah and its exposition and application, so that they can and will do what is right in a given situation.﻿﻿ The fulfilment of this ideal is expected in the Messianic age. This will be a time when all Israelites will zealously study the Torah, and the Messiah will be the great example.﻿﻿ Indeed, the opinion is ventured (R. Chanin, c. 300 a.d.) that God Himself will teach His people the Torah.﻿﻿ Until then the rabbi is indispensable, and תַּלְמִידִים are needed who are preparing for the office. In respect of the goal of making all Jewry a people of the casuistically expanded Torah, two complementary rules are to be noted. The one is for the pious Jew who wants to learn: עֲשֵׂה לְךָ רַב (Ab., 1, 16; Rabban Gamaliel the Elder at the time of Jesus), the other is for rabbis: הַעֲמִידוּ תַּלְמִידִים הַרְבֵּה (Ab., 1, 1, ascribed to the men of the Great Synagogue).﻿﻿ Teachers and pupils belong together (→ 434), and indeed teachers are continually augmented from the תַּלְמִידִים. This is the ref. of the statement ascribed to Hillel: “He who does not learn is worthy of death.”﻿﻿ Israel is the people of God because it is the people of the Torah.﻿﻿ Not to study the Torah is to despise God and disrupt His work of election, and this makes worthy of death. For this reason contempt﻿﻿ and even hatred of those who learn﻿﻿ is ascribed to members of the people who are not constantly engaged in investigating the Torah and the divine intentions which are contained in it, but which are disclosed only with considerable effort, i.e., to the עַמֵּי־הָאָרֶץ or the ὄχλος ὁ μὴ γινώσκων τὸν νόμον (Jn. 7:49).
Generally reckoned as תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים are the תַּלְמִידִים who have carried their studies so far that they equipped for the work of the rabbi: A תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם is one who is asked and who answers (כָּל שֶׁשּׁוֹאֲלִין אוֹתוֹ וְהוּא מֵשִׁיב: j MQ, 83b, 18 f. Bar.).﻿﻿ The term tells us on the one side that he is no longer among the תַּלְמִידִים and on the other that he is not yet numbered with the חֲכָמִים, ordained scholars or rabbis (→ σοφός). These form a kind of guild (ῥαββί) which can be entered only when certain material conditions are met (comprehensive knowledge of Scripture and tradition, and dealings with תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים: Lv. r., 3, 7 on 2:3) and the candidate is 40 years of age. He is then ordained by laying on of hands (→ χείρ).﻿﻿ From Sanh., 4, 4 (cf. T. Sanh., 8, 2) it may be seen that ordination does not automatically come at this stage, but is according to need, so that there is always a great number of תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים available. These either execute the measures taken by a court﻿﻿ or, later at least, they have their own tasks, so long as those whom they have to serve are ready to accept their judgment.﻿﻿ jMakk., 31d, 74 ff. suggests that sometimes a school (בֵּית וַעַד) was built for a תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם.﻿﻿ In any case this shows that a תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם could be highly esteemed. Tradition reports many men of rank who were not ordained; this may be linked with the fact that in times of persecution a rite like ordination might carry with it the danger of execution.﻿﻿ Nor does the term תַּלְמִיד have a derogatory ring, as may be seen from a statement, based on Ps. 21:6, which ascribes הוֹד שֶׁל רַב as well as הָדָר שֶׁל תַּלְמִיד to the Messiah (Midr. Ps. 21:4, ed. S. Buber [1890], p. 179), so that he is both the perfect teacher and also the perfect student of the Torah.﻿﻿
c. Only Men as תַּלְמִידִים. The word is used only of men. This is connected with the general position of women in later Judaism. Religiously women are on a lower level and cannot give themselves to the work of teaching and learning. → I, 781 and → μαθήτρια.

d. תַּלְמִיד as a Title of Honour. The תַּלְמִיד is highly esteemed by pious Jews. He shares the glory of the Torah, which he studies so diligently.

The sources offer many instructive illustrations. They naturally give prominence to the תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם. Best known, perhaps, is the statement which sets a bastard﻿﻿ who is a תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם above the high-priest as a עַם־הָאָרֶץ (T. Hor., 2, 10﻿﻿).﻿﻿ b. Sanh., 52b contains a Tannaitic saying, perhaps from the 1st cent., to the effect that the dignity of a תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם demands that he not even speak with a עַם־הָאָרֶץ, let alone engage in friendly intercourse with him. The conduct of the תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם is also regulated elsewhere (cf. b. Ber., 43b, Bar.). Thus a father takes precedence of the teacher of his son only when he himself is a תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם﻿﻿ (BM, 2, 11). b. Pes., 113a, Bar., warns not to stir even a תַּלְמִיד קָטָן to anger. Finally, the passages in Ab., 6, 1 ff. impressively describe how he who gives himself to study is inwardly and outwardly changed by the subject-matter, the Torah. Thus even תַּלְמִיד is always a title of honour which exalts the one who bears it above his fellow-countrymen and fellow-believers. Even proselytes can profit by it, of whom we find some among the תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים and later חֲכָמִים.﻿﻿
e. The Targumic Usage. The usage of the Targum deserves special mention. Here the Aram. equivalent תַּלְמִידָא can be used for terms which have no linguistic or material connection with למד to denote the one who receives, or who is influenced, in a personal relation.

The בְּנֵי־הַנְּבִיאִים are often תַּלִמִידֵי נְבִיָּא (2 K. 2:15 etc.), and the מִשְׁפְּחוֹת of 1 Ch. 2:53, 55 תַּלְמִידַיָּיא. Tg. O. translates Nu. 32:14 תַּרְבּוּת אֲנָשִׁים חַטָּאִים (“brood of sinners”) by תַּלְמִידֵי גַּבְרַיָּא חַיָּיבַיָּא (cf. also Tg. J. I). In each of these instances the word, which is almost completely alien to the OT (→ 426), is imported into the text, so that the idea in the transl. is quite different from that of the Mas. On the reason for this change → 438; 440.
5. The תַּלְמִיד as the Member of a School and Tradition.

a. The תַּלְמִיד as a Pupil. There is no תַּלְמִיד without a teacher (רַב). He who has no teacher is no תַּלְמִיד no matter how diligently he studies.﻿﻿ This is most plainly expressed in b. Ber., 47b Bar.: “Even though a man has read Scripture and learned the Mishnah, but not served תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים (שִׁמֵּשׁ) he is a עַם־הָאָדֶץ.” Only entry into the fellowship gathered around a teacher, and subjection to the authority of the teacher, constitutes the תַּלְמִיד. Hence a pre-Christian writer (Joshua b. Perachiah) counsels: “Take to yourself a teacher and acquire a companion (חָבֵר)” Ab., 1, 6. Gamaliel I adopted this principle and based it on the fact that in cases of doubt only adherence to a teacher can give certainty, Ab., 1, 16.

The term שִׁמֵּשׁ expresses external submission to the teacher. It is the first mark of the תַּלְמִיד, for it makes his purpose plain to all. The תַּלְמִיד owes his רַב the same services as does the slave his master apart from certain particularly menial tasks like untying shoes (b. Ket., 96a; R. Joshua b. Levi, c. 250; cf. Mk. 1:7 par.).﻿﻿ The texts show that the honour paid the teacher is finally for the Torah to whose investigation the teacher has dedicated his life, cf. b. Ber., 7b; Str.-B., I, 527. Service of the teacher also provides a valuable opportunity of practical growth in the halacha according to his example.﻿﻿ If the תַּלְמִיד follows the teacher on the way (→ I, 212 f.), this simply corresponds to the fact that he serves him, as may be seen already in the OT (→ 428). No specific meaning attaches to the “following” (→ I, 213).
b. The תַּלְמִיד as a Listener. Learning takes place by listening to what the rabbi says, and appropriating what is heard. Thus שָׁמַע describes the true function of the תַּלְמִיד.

In Rabb. teaching both teacher and pupil sat,﻿﻿ and the teacher lectured, with an opportunity for questions.﻿﻿ The questioning תַּלְמִיד is a recurrent figure in anecdotes from the house of instruction. The question put by the listener would open up a discussion in which the others took part. This older method of teaching was perfected by a man like Akiba, who demanded that questions should be put.﻿﻿ Yet Akiba is also the best example to prove that questioning was not an obligation on the listeners. According to tradition he was silent for thirteen years in the house of instruction, and then became at a stroke one of the acknowledged authorities of his day.﻿﻿ Rabb. rulings make it plain that the only task of the תַּלְמִיד was to acquire knowledge from his teacher,﻿﻿ though not without critical reflection.﻿﻿ The latter is not ruled out by the common use of שָׁמַע. All Rabb. listening stands in an ultimate relation to Scripture (→ I, 218). But the rabbi is the instrument to make possible for the תַּלְמִיד the right hearing which is his concern. Thus his word, too, is to be heard and appropriated.﻿﻿ Nevertheless if it is dangerous on the one side to form one’s own understanding of Scripture (→ 434), testing of what is presented by the rabbi is also a duty of his hearers on the other.﻿﻿
c. The School. The predominant position of the rabbi in the work of teaching means that schools come into existence. The circle of תַּלְמִידִים around a teacher becomes a fellowship under his influence, and this is controlled both outwardly and inwardly by his message and conduct.

The two great schools of Hillel (בֵּית הִלֵּל) and Shammai (בֵּית שַׁמַּי) are well known.﻿﻿ Their debates dominate many parts of the older tradition (e.g., Ed., 4–5). On the whole the former prevailed, largely on the basis of the methodological rules enunciated by Hillel and adopted and further developed by his pupils.﻿﻿ But his successors also played a notable role here, for they took over from him the intellectual leadership from which the patriarchal office later developed.﻿﻿ Yet within the great schools the individual rabbi can also have his special school. We see this most clearly in Akiba. He developed to perfection the method by which each letter of Scripture has its distinctive sense, and thus made possible both an extension of the halachic tradition and also an exegetical establishment of oral tradition (הֲלָכָה לִמשֶּׁה מִסִּינַי, תּוֹרָה שֶׁבְּעַל פֶּה ) so far as this was feasible (though cf. S. Lv. צו, 11:6 on 7:12).﻿﻿ At the same time Akiba was also the first to arrange systematically the materials of religious law, and thus to lay the basis for its coherent transmission.
The degree to which a fellowship of pupils is also externally controlled by the teacher (materially → 435) may finally be seen from the school of Akiba.﻿﻿ His attachment to the Zealot movement, for which he found self-evident justification in his method, was followed by the allegiance of his school, and since he had so many pupils this had a big influence on the course taken at that time by the Rabbihate,﻿﻿ disastrously so for those who believed they should follow him, since he dragged them down to destruction with him.
d. The תַּלְמִיד and Tradition. In the school the individual תַּלְמִיד is necessarily the representative of the tradition established by the rabbi and the member of a chain composed of the various generations of the school.

The Rabb. method of teaching, in which everything depends on listening (→ 435). is designed to make the תַּלְמִיד a bearer of tradition. In keeping is the fact that the material of religious law is in fact passed down from lip to lip,﻿﻿ with express mention of names in so far as teachers helped to form it or in so far as there were at certain points differences between different teachers. Almost every chapter of the Mishnah gives examples of the current formula “R. NN has said” or variations of it. This does not express, of course, biographical interest in the rabbi concerned. For the Rabbinate the real centre of concern is the matter advocated by the teacher, not the teacher himself.﻿﻿
Nevertheless, one cannot go so far as to ascribe a purely incidental significance to the persons of the teachers for the תַּלְמִיד.﻿﻿ The great teachers are regarded with respect, cf. Ab., 1, 1 ff. When Joshua b. Chananiah publicly calls Akiba a תַּלְמִיד of Jochanan b. Zakkai (Sota, 5, 5) even though he never served him, this is not just to mention the association, but to honour Akiba because of this direct connection.﻿﻿ The bearer of the tradition and the man cannot be separated in the image of the teacher or in the eyes of the pupils, as may be seen from the fact that in serving the תַּלְמִידִים were seeking to learn from the example as well as the word of the teacher, → 434. All this is ultimately based on the fact that Rabb. Judaism is a religion of attainment. On this soil the righteous man has his part, even though his true task is to pass on the tradition. Thus the numerous statements made by Akiba do not merely exalt the Torah; they also increase his own fame.﻿﻿ The individual link in the chain is responsible both as scholar and teacher for the loyal transmission of the tradition. The many lists preserved for us﻿﻿ express the seriousness with which this responsibility was felt.﻿﻿
e. The Rabbinate as the School of Moses. In Rabbinic teaching, though the individual teacher has an important place, the dominating element is the Torah. In the form controlled by the prominence of tradition this means that Moses is the starting-point and absolute teacher. Rabbinic Judaism is a conscious Mosaism.

The authority of the Torah and the tradition contained in it may be seen in the fact that it limits the authority of individual rabbis. Since the Torah was given to Israel through the mediation of Moses, and he was the first to make Israel acquainted with it, the decisive pt. for individual rabbis is to be in agreement with Moses.﻿﻿ For the Rabbinate Moses is the greatest teacher of the Torah who sets the direction for all who follow. Joshua and the wilderness generation are related to Moses as the תַּלְמִיד to the rabbi.﻿﻿ The same is true of the prophets, to whom on this view תַּלְמִידִים are subject in the בְּנֵי־הָנְּבִיאִים.﻿﻿ In T. Sot., 4, 7 Elisha is called a תַּלְמִיד of Elijah, Who for his part is תַּלְמִיד of Moses. In S. Dt. § 26 on 3:23 Moses and David are the pillars of doctrine. It is also possible that תַּלְמִידָיו שֶׁל־משֶׁה is used by the Pharisaic Rabbinate as an emphatic anti-Sadducean self-designation (oral and written Torah deriving from Moses), cf. b.Joma, 4a. Bar.; 53a, Bar.; In any case, this would again fit in with the thought developed in the introduction to Abot. Finally, the description of the teaching chair in the house of instruction as קָטֶדְרָא דְמשֶׁה (→ μανθάνω, n. ﻿94﻿) tells us that he who sits in it does his work in the name of Moses.﻿﻿ This is an important feature if we are to understand the Rabbinate’s view of itself.
6. The Origin of Rabbinic Views of the תַּלְמִיד as the Member of a School and Tradition.

a. The Impossibility of Development from the OT. The links between these Rabbinic views and the OT are comparatively slight. The only real connection is the superiority of the divine material in the Torah (the revelation of God’s will) to those who represent it, though this supremacy is affected by the emphasis on Moses and other teachers of the Torah. Detailed derivation from the OT is hardly possible.

Thus we do not find in the OT even the first beginnings of a school or a principle of tradition (→ 429) such as may be seen in Rabbinism. Nor is there conscious Mosaism in the sense of reposing everything on the person of Moses (→ 430).
b. Hellenistic Influences. In developing these views later Judaism was under influences which could come only from Hellenism, where they were firmly established.﻿﻿ For here were schools in the sense of fellowships of disciples (→ 423), and here, too, the principle of tradition was accepted (→ 424). Greek influences may certainly be seen, or are very probable, at least at certain points.

(a) There is an unbroken chain of Rabb. tradition only up to the Maccabean period.﻿﻿ This corresponds to the facts.﻿﻿ A special class of סוֹפְרִים/γραμματεῖς is found for the first time in Sir. 38:25–39:11, though not in the special sense of the later Rabbinate. It is thus formed at the time of the decisive conflict between Palestinian Judaism and Hellenism.﻿﻿ This imposes on the Rabbinate the unavoidable task of ensuring the survival of Judaism in its traditional form. In fact, apologetic debate with Hellenism and its philosophy continues throughout the work of the Rabbis.﻿﻿
(b) If the outward cause of the formation of a teaching office which would guard the pious tradition of Judaism was the attack of Hellenism upon it, we have also to consider that the form of this work was strongly affected by Hellenism. Thus the way in which Akiba conducts a disputation gives unmistakable evidence of the influence of the methods of the Gk. schools. For example, the opposition of the hearer is provoked in order to lead him to independent apprehension of the truth.﻿﻿ Indeed, discussion as such is fundamentally alien to Judaism, and is of Gk. origin.﻿﻿
(c) The way in which older authorities, and esp. one’s own teacher or the head of one’s school, are cited, is par. to the form customary in Stoicism; cf. the formula which occurs times without number: אָמַר רַבִּי . . . or רַבִּי . . . אוֹמֵר with Gk. formulae like φησὶν … ὁ Ἀρίστων (v. Arnim, I, 88, 11 ff. [Plut.]; φησὶ … Χρύσιππος (I, 90, 13 [Diog. L.]); Ἀντίγονος … φησί (I, 94, 24 ff. [Athen.]); Aristo Chius dicere solebat (I, 78, 23 f. [Cic.]); Ariston ait (I, 85, 28 [Sen.]); Ariston aiebat (I, 88, 21 [Sen.]) etc. In the same connection it is worth noting that Joseph.—for whatever motives—describes the Φαρισαίων αἵρεσις as παραπλήσιος τῇ παρʼ Ἕλλησιν Στωϊκῇ λεγομένῃ (Vit., 12).
(d) Another Gk. feature is the lionising of Moses, which distinguishes Judaism from the OT.﻿﻿ The oldest instance is Sir. 45:1 ff. An extract from the passage extolling the fathers (44:1–50:24) enables us to see already the direction in which we are led by the Rabbinate: משֶׁה רַבִּינוּ (cf. 45:5 and → 437). For Joseph. Moses is a θεῖος ἀνήρ (Ant., 3, 180), and both in Joseph. and the Rabb. he is encircled by magnifying legends which culminate in the account of his assumption (cf. also Ass. Mos.).﻿﻿ That in this lionising everything revolves around the fact that he mediates the divine will is inevitable in view of his position in the religion of Israel as a religion of revelaton. Even Moses the hero is still the Moses who is and does all things for God’s sake.﻿﻿
(e) Greek teachers take fees (→ 420). The Rabbinate allowed this only for elementary teachers;﻿﻿ scribal instruction had to be given free.﻿﻿ But perhaps this is a rule first introduced by Hillel (Ab., 1, 13) and not always scrupulously observed.﻿﻿ At any rate, it is said of Hillel himself that so long as he was תַּלְמִיד he could not always pay the modest fee for entering the school of Shemaiah and Abtalion (bJoma, 35b). It is possible that genuine reminiscence underlies the anecdote.﻿﻿ This would show that at least in earlier times the Rabbis were like Gk. teachers at an important point.
c. The Adoption of the תַּלְמִיד from Hellenistic Teaching (cf. Josephus). We may finally venture to say that the תַּלְמִיד as such came into Judaism from the educative process of the Greek and Hellenistic philosophical schools.

(a) Linguistically the use of תַּלְמִיד corresponds closely to the use of μαθητής to denote intellectual fellowship where there is no direct link. The phrase תַּלְמִּידָיו שֶׁל־משֶׁה (→ 437) is in every way par. to the Gk. μαθητὴς Ὁμήρου (→ 417). Cf. also formulae like תַּלְמִידוֹ שֶׁל־אַבְרָהָם אָבִינוּ, תַּלְמִידוֹ שֶׁל־בִּלְעָם הַרָשָׁע (Ab., 5, 19), תַּלְמִידָיו שֶׁל אַהֲרֹן (1, 12), תַּלְמִידוֹ שֶּׁל־עֶזְרָא, תַּלְמִידוֹ שֶׁל־הִלֵּל (b. Sanh., 11a). in these it should be noted esp. that תָּלְמִּיד sometimes has no further connection at all with the specific sense of לָמַד, from which it was formed (→ 431). This seems to support the view that תַּלְמִיד is analogous to μαθητής.
Excellent examples may also be found in the usage of Joseph. in so far as he remains in the Jewish sphere.﻿﻿ Thus Joshua is the μαθητής of Moses (Ant., 6, 84). Elijah has a θεράπων (8, 344, cf. 348), but then in Elisha he finds a μαθητὴς καὶ διάκονος (8, 354; cf. 9, 28 and 33). In its twofold sense this term describes exactly what the Rabbinate understands by a תַּלְמִיד but it follows Gk. usage by reserving μαθητής for the one who enters into intellectual rapport with his master and makes his cause his own.﻿﻿ The description of Elisha as μαθητής presupposes that Elijah for his part officially represents the Torah. In fact, for Joseph. this man who is zealous for God (as in the OT) is also zealous for God’s ἐντολαί (8, 337) and the πάτριοι νόμοι (8, 361). This view of Elijah was common in the Judaism of the day, as may be seen from 1 Macc. 2:58, where ζῆλος νόμου is ascribed to him. Elisha, too, has a διάκονος (9, 54 ff.), but along with him (9, 68 f.) we also find his μαθηταί (the πρεσβύτεροι (זְקֵנִים) of 4 Βασ‌. 6:32), and these are hearers as well as ministers, so that the picture is repeated again; cf. also Ant., 9, 106 with 4 Βασ‌. 9:1. In Jos. Baruch is the μαθητής of Jeremiah (10, 178). In 15, 3 μαθητής is used in the sense of the Rabb. תַּלְמִיד.﻿﻿ The total picture is rounded off when in Ant., 18, 11 f.; Bell., 2, 119 ff. Joseph. takes the further step of calling the three trends in current Judaism φιλοσοφίαι, i.e., schools. Sometimes he sets the Pharisees alongside the Stoics (→ 438) and the Essenes alongside the Pythagoreans (Ant., 15, 371). On Philo → 441.
(b) Materially we find two Gk. names amongst the oldest names in the official lists, Antigonos of Sokho (Ab., 1, 3) and Abtalion﻿﻿ (1, 10). The latter, who was one of the teachers of Hillel (→ 439), was not necessarily a proselyte (→ n. ﻿147﻿), but he certainly came from a Gk. background and knew the situation there, so that he provided the necessary presuppositions for adopting Gk. elements into the Jewish system of instruction.
7. The Theology Implied in the Later Jewish תַּלְמִיד.

a. The formal dependence of the Rabbinate on Hellenism in respect of the תַּלְמִיד may be taken as certain.﻿﻿ Unlike the rabbi, the תַּלְמִיד is of Greek origin.

b. The Greek form, however, is not simply taken over as it stands. It is integrated into the central concern of Judaism, i.e., concern for the Torah. Hence the Rabbinic תַּלְמִיד is never an individualist. If so, he would place himself outside the fellowship. He stands always within the Jewish community, seeking to help it to a right orientation of the service which it renders to God.

c. In the existence and continued gathering of תַּלְמִידִים, quite apart from their origin etc. (→ 434), there may thus be seen the claim to absolutism which characterises the classical Torahism of the Rabbinate and its theology. This confronts the philosophical schools of the age, and their attempts to understand the world, with the certainty that the answer to all questions, and the sum of all necessary ordinances, is to be found in the will of the God of heaven and earth as this is laid down in the Torah.

d. Torahism’s confession of its own absoluteness finds its echo in the assertion that the chain of tradition begins with Moses and in the projection of the תַּלְמִיד institution back into the lives of the great figures in the national history. At the same time Torahism seeks a historical basis along these lines; it claims to be an integral part of the history of revelation from the very first (cf. on this 1 Macc. 2:49 ff., esp. 2:58 [Elijah], and → 437). To this extent the Rabbinic use of תַּלְמִיד also makes a contribution to the Rabbinic understanding of the history of Israel, and therewith of history in general.﻿﻿

8. Philo.

The use of μαθητής in Philo is essentially the same as the general Gk. usage (→ 416): “apprentice” (Spec. Leg., 2, 227); “pupil,” esp. one who seeks divine wisdom (Poster. C., 146). The word has no derogatory nuance (Poster. C., 136: σπουδαῖος μαθητής), but in Philo it is distinctively associated with γνώριμος (ibid., 151). The occasional combination of ὁ μανθάνων and ὁ μαθητής (Sacr. AC., 64) suggests that the μαθητής is a student who has already reached a certain ripeness, as distinct from a beginner. This explains phrases like τοῦ μόνου σοφοῦ μαθηταί (Sacr. AC., 64) and ὁ θεοῦ φοιτητὴς ἢ γνώριμος ἢ μαθητής (ibid., 79), which materially lead us to Philo’s mysticism. Perhaps the most important point, however, is that even Philo is in the stream of one Jewish scholastic tradition. Its presence has always to be inferred, and it is to some extent very different from that cultivated in Palestinian Judaism,﻿﻿ though there is, of course, kinship between them.﻿﻿
C.     The Term in the New Testament.
1.     The Usage.

a. Statistical Data. In the NT μαθητής occurs only in the Gospels and Acts. As distinct from the comparatively rare μανθάνω (→ 406) it is a common word, attested for certain some 250 times.﻿﻿ The usage is from the very first characterised by the fact that, apart from a few exceptions, μαθητής denotes the men who have attached themselves to Jesus as their Master. In the Gospels association with Him is in these cases either expressly mentioned or to be assumed from the context. Acts has an absolute use of μαθητής in the sense of a disciple of Jesus. As will be shown, this developed within the community, and it thus represents a distinctively Christian use (→ 457). In all the Gospels the word is also used a few times for the “disciples of John the Baptist”; this phrase is always expressly used. In Ac. 9:25 we find disciples of Paul, and in Mk. 2:18 par.; Mt. 22:16 μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων. Finally, in the Fourth Gospel there is preserved a saying in debate in which the opponents of Jesus are described as τοῦ Μωϋσέως μαθηταί, Jn. 9:28.

b. The Uniformity of Usage. The first thing to emerge from this review is the uniformity of usage.

μαθητής always implies the existence of a personal attachment which shapes the whole life of the one described as μαθητής, and which in its particularity leaves no doubt as to who is deploying the formative power.

There is a good example in Mk. 2:18. The μαθηταί of John the Baptist and those of the Pharisees on the one side, and the μαθηταί of Jesus on the other, are distinguished by the fact that the former exercise the pious discipline of fasting﻿﻿ while the latter do not. It is in full keeping with the situation if, in seeking the reasons for the conduct of the disciples of Jesus, ref. is made, not to them, but to Jesus, who is thus regarded as the head of the school. There is a par. in Mk. 2:23 f. par, It is expected that Jesus will direct His disciples not only to do what is right but also not to do what is regarded as wrong.
The control of the μαθηταί by the man to whom they have committed themselves extends in the NT to the inner life. This may be seen from the fact that the circle around the Baptist had a prayer which it had received from John and which united the individual members of this circle. Hence the disciples of Jesus also asked for a similar prayer as a sign of their fellowship with Him and with one another (Lk. 11:1).﻿﻿ In the NT we do not find any instances where μαθητής is used without this implication of supremely personal union. The common non-NT Greek use for purely formal dependence never occurs in the NT.

Some scholars﻿﻿ find the general sense of “pupil” or “scholar” (as distinct from teacher) in Mt. 10:24 f.; Lk. 6:40. But in view of the fact that NT usage is so unequivocal this could be justified only if the verses mentioned were proverbial sayings. Thus far, however, Rabb. par. have been found only for Mt. 10:25b.﻿﻿ This leads us to suppose that 10:24a, 25a are formulated in relation to the context. But the point at issue is not the relation of scholars to their teacher; it is the destiny of the disciples of Jesus in so far as this is bound up with the person of Jesus. In Lk. 6:40 the ref. is not to the imperfection of the pupil compared with the master, but to the responsibility which the disciples of Jesus bear because they are disciples.
c. The Relation of μαθητής to מַּלְמִיד. In its fixity of usage the NT μαθητής is closely related to the Rabbinic מַּלְמִיד. Explicitly or implicitly the μαθητής is always accompanied by the διδάσκαλος around whom the μαθηταί gather. In this is repeated﻿﻿ what was said under → B. 5 (434) about the Rabbinic תַּלְמִידִים. We refer essentially to terminological kinship, no more; a more precise comparison of the μαθηταί of Jesus with the תַּלְמִידִים of the Rabbis will make this clear (→ 444). The linguistic kinship is confirmed by the fact that the Rabbinate itself spoke of the תַּלְמִידִים of Jesus, b. Sanh., 43a, Bar.: Jesus had five תַּלְמִידִים. Mattai, Naqqai, Nezer, Buni and Toda …﻿﻿

d. Peculiarities of the Usage. Lk. especially proves that in early Christian usage μαθητής was the common term for the disciples of Jesus. He found the word as a fixed term in all the sources which he used, including the special material worked over by him (Lk. 11:1; 14:26 ff. etc.). It is thus the more remarkable that in his Gospel (as distinct from Mt. and Mk., also Jn.) the description of the disciples of Jesus as μαθηταί breaks off at 22:45 (Gethsemane), and is never resumed. This can be explained only if we assume that it was due to theological considerations (→ 446). The terra appears again only from Ac. 6:1 onwards, and here it refers, not specifically to the personal disciples of Jesus, but to all Christians. It is regularly used in this sense in Ac.; indeed, its occurrence may even be regarded as a special feature of the source which Lk. uses here.﻿﻿

2.     Jewish μαθηταί in the NT

a. The μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων. The phrase μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων (Mk. 2:18 == Lk. 5:33; Mt. 22:16) causes some difficulty, since the Pharisees were the practical exponents of nomism as distinct from the γραμματεῖς, who as the Rabbinate championed it theoretically, and in later Judaism the μαθητής (תַּלְמִיד) is always close to a rabbi (→ 435). This fact has led to the conclusion that Mk. 2:18 has been worked over, and that the μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων, and the Pharisees, have been brought in later.﻿﻿ But the par. in Mt. 9:14 certainly speaks of Φαρισαῖοι, and the formula also occurs in Mt. 22:16, and is thus found in the Evangelist whose acquaintance with the Judaism of the time of Jesus is generally recognised. Nor should it be overlooked that in Mt. 12:27 (Lk. 11:19) there is ref. to οἱ υἱοὶ ὑμῶν (i.e., τῶν Φαρισαίων), which presupposes the currency of a formula of οἱ υἱοὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων. Since בַּר/בֵּן /υἱός is often used to describe a fellowship which implies kinship of species,﻿﻿ and since Jos. can use μαθηταί for the בְּנֵי־הַנְּבִיאִים of the OT (→ 439), this amounts to the same as of οἱ μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων. Thus there is no reason to suspect the difficult of οἱ μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων in terms of contemporary usage.
Material explanation is more difficult. But this, too, is possible when two points are remembered. First, it is to be noted that, while the NT has the distinction between theoretical and practical exponents of the Law with its γραμματεῖς and Φαρισαῖοι, the boundaries between the two are fluid, for often the γραμματεῖς are Φαρισαῖοι, and are even in many cases leaders of the Pharisaical societies.﻿﻿ Secondly, for Rabbinic תַּלְמִידִים teachers are not just purveyors of nomistic knowledge but also examples of a life acc. to the precepts of the Law (→ 434 f.). Nor should it be overlooked that the concern in both Mk. 2:18 ff. and Mt. 22:16 is with important matters of Pharisaic practice. Thus the ref. to μαθηταὶ τῶν Φαρισαίων is quite possible in terms of the material relation, even though the phrase involves some measure of obscurity. Perhaps it also carries with it a recollection that opposition to Jesus began with the Pharisees, since His rejection of formalism wounded them at a sensitive point in their religious self-awareness.﻿﻿
b. τοῦ Μωϋσέως μαθηταί. In Jn. 9:28 the Ἰουδαῖοι of the Fourth Gospel call themselves τοῦ Μωϋσέως μαθηταί in emphatic antithesis to one whom they call a μαθητής of Jesus. Here Moses is regarded as “our teacher,” as he was often called by the Rabbinate (→ 437). Those who call themselves his disciples consciously regard themselves as links in the chain which stretches back to Moses and at the beginning of which is the clear and unequivocal revelation of the will of God for the people through him (cf. v. 29a). As compared with Moses, Jesus is unknown and unproved (v. 29b). Thus the self-designation as τοῦ Μωϋσέως μαθηταί denotes a deliberate contesting of the authority of Jesus by the Ἰουδαῖοι on the ground that His authority is personal authority. At this point Jn. is close to the Synoptists, for he bases the decision for or against commitment to Jesus (μαθητής) on a personal relation to Him and not on material considerations. This is underlined in Jn. 9:35 ff., where the point at issue is the faith of the man born blind, → II, 156.

3.     The Disciples of Jesus.

a. The Call of the Disciples of Jesus.

(a) The Initiative of Jesus. A fundamental mark of the μαθηταί of Jesus in the tradition is that they are called by Him to discipleship. This aspect dominates all the Gospel accounts of the way in which they began to follow Jesus. It is not always so linguistically clear as in Mk. 1:17; Mt. 4:19 (where Jesus addresses to Peter and Andrew a δεῦτε ὀπίσω μου), or in Mk. 2:14 par. (the call of Levi), or in Mk. 10:21 (the rich young ruler), or in Lk. 9:59; Jn. 1:43 (Philip), where the challenge is ἀκολούθει μοι. But materially every such incident is exclusively marked by the initiative of Jesus. This is attested not only by Lk. 9:57 f.; 9:60 ff., but also by a passage like Mk. 5:18 ff. (Lk. 8:37 ff.), and esp. by the Lukan account of the calling of the first disciples (Lk. 5:1 ff.), where there is no formal call, but where the main point is that Peter and Andrew simply obeyed Jesus when they left all and followed Him. In this matter the tradition is quite unambiguous. If there are differences in detail regarding the call of the first disciples (cf. Mk. 1:16 ff. [Mt. 4:18 ff.] with Lk. 5:1 ff.), there is complete agreement at this point.﻿﻿ Nor does the Johannine tradition (Jn. 1:35 ff.; cf. also 15:16 etc.) differ in this regard.﻿﻿

The way in which disciples commit themselves to Jesus is thus fundamentally different from what we usually find in the Rabbinate.﻿﻿ There the prospective תַּלְמִיד must see to it that he links up with a teacher, and a rule from the early days of the Rabbinate (Ab., 1, 6; cf. 1, 16) expressly makes this a duty for the righteous. But here the initiative is with Jesus Himself, both in respect of forming a circle of disciples, and also with respect to its composition. Decisive here is the fact that He calls to Himself disciples who do not seem to enjoy the necessary qualifications for fellowship with Him, e.g., the tax-gatherer Levi (Mk. 2:13 ff.), for by their calling tax-gatherers were regarded as sinners and were thus shunned by the pious (Lk. 15:1 f.).﻿﻿

(b) Some Disciples not Personally Called? On the other hand, the question arises whether there were also among the μαθηταί of Jesus those who attached themselves to Him without express calling. The usage of the Evangelists is not absolutely clear on this matter. This may be due to deeper causes than lack of linguistic precision. It may well be that the ambiguity of μαθητής in respect of whether every μαθητής of Jesus had to be personally called by Him reflects the actual circumstances of the early days of His activity when the people flocked to Him from all sides. Above all, the fact that He gave the impression of being a רַבִּי/διδάσκαλος may have had some influence. The more significant it is, then, that the whole tradition is agreed that finally it was Jesus Himself who decided the matter of belonging to Him. From this standpoint a passage like Jn. 6:60 ff. has great significance in this context.

Expressions like ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ πολλοί (Mt. 12:15), ὄχλος πολὺς μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ (Lk. 6:17), ἅπαν τὸ πλῆθος τῶν μαθητῶν (Lk. 19:37), πολλοὶ … ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ (Jn. 6:60: cf. 66), make it clear that the circle of μαθηταί gathered around Jesus was not small, and a passage like Lk. 10:1 (ἑτέρους ἑβδομήκοντα) confirms this with a number. The tradition even gives us some names, e.g., Cleopas in Lk. 24:18, Joseph of Arimathea in Jn. 19:38, perhaps Ananias in Ac. 9:10 and Mnason in Ac. 21:16 (ἀρχαῖος μαθητής, → 458, n. ﻿283﻿). There are not so many accounts of express callings as these figures would cause us to expect, though it should be noted that the tradition also does not give accounts of those who were later members of the circle of the twelve (cf. Lk. 9:59). Here and there we find instances of the readiness of Jesus to accept into fellowship, i.e., to allow to become a μαθητής, without issuing any summons thereto (Lk. 9:57, 61; Mk. 5:18 par.). Thus the impression might easily arise that there are two groups of μαθηταί, a wider circle of those who believe in Him, and a narrower circle which always accompanies Him.﻿﻿ On the other hand, in, e.g., Jn. 6:66, μετʼ αὐτοῦ περιπατεῖν seems to be a definite feature of the μαθηταί. The impression given by Jn. is that there was at first a large group of disciples, but at a distinct point in time this broke up because offence was taken at the self-testimony of Jesus. Thus what Jn. tells us confirms in its own way the fact that the composition of the circle of disciple depends, not on the disciples, but on Jesus.
In the development of this initiative by Jesus we are perhaps tempted to detect a Greek trait in Jesus.﻿﻿ But it will be seen that the roots of this wholly non-Jewish relation of Jesus to His disciples are to be found, not in the affinity of Jesus to Hellenism, but in Himself.

b. The Disciples of Jesus in Their Relation to Him.

The relation between Jesus and His disciples is always presented in the tradition as unique. It is wholly personal, whether as the relation of Jesus to the disciples or as that of the disciples to Jesus. The factor on which the whole emphasis lies is exclusively the person of Jesus. As it is He who finally decides whether a man enters into discipleship, so it is He who gives form and content to the relationship of His disciples.

(a) The Commitment of the Disciples of Jesus to His Person. The detailed circumstances under which calling takes place are most instructive. In recollection it is never the isolated Word of Jesus which either attracts to allegiance or repels. The Word develops its true and binding force only when there is already commitment to Him.﻿﻿ Thus Lk., e.g., seems to presuppose that Jesus was not unknown to Peter, and perhaps also the sons of Zebedee, when He came to their boats by the lake (5:1ff.), for the sermon in the synagogue at Capernaum and the healing of Peter’s wife’s mother come just before this scene and are closely related to it (4:31ff.). Nevertheless, it is only the powerful direct impression of the person of Jesus on Peter and the others which, along with His personal Word, impels them to follow Him and causes them to becomes His μαθηταί. The emphasis is on the inner effect on Peter of what Jesus does. His self-awareness crumbles before the One who confronts him. He repents and believes, and it is thus, as a believer, that he is made a disciple by Jesus. The calling of Nathanael is in every way parallel (Jn. 1:45 ff.). Only the impression which Jesus makes on this man makes it natural that he should leave all and follow Him. The accounts of calling in Mk. 1:16 ff.; Mt. 4:18 ff. presuppose a similar train of events.﻿﻿

The personal allegiance of the disciples to Jesus is confirmed by their conduct in the days between the crucifixion and the resurrection.﻿﻿ The reason for the deep depression which marks these days is to be found in the fate which has befallen the person of Jesus. No matter what view we take of the story of the walk to Emmaus, the fact that “He” is the theme of their conversation on the way (Lk. 24:19 ff.) corresponds in every sense to the relation of the disciples to Jesus before His arrest and execution. On the other hand, it is nowhere stated or even hinted that after the death of Jesus His teaching was a source of strength to His followers, or that they had the impression of having a valuable legacy in the Word of Jesus. This is a point of considerable importance for a true understanding of the μαθητής of Jesus.

Finally, note should be taken of the detailed circumstances of the reconstitution of the circle of disciples.﻿﻿ The tradition is unanimous in seeing in it the personal work of the risen Jesus, and it makes it apparent (Lk. 24:36 ff.; Jn. 20:24 ff. with Jn. 20:8; also Mt. 28:17b) that considerable resistance had to be overcome. It is striking that we meet again the two points which are found in the accounts of calling, i.e., acceptance into personal fellowship, and calling to be disciples. The first is to be seen in the fact that Jesus restores the fellowship with Himself which had been broken by the unfaithfulness of the disciples (forgiveness of sins).﻿﻿ From the standpoint of the Easter experience of the disciples it is quite natural that His μαθηταί could not be content merely to transmit His διδασκαλία but had to be His witnesses, i.e., witnesses to the revelation disclosed in His person, whether or not Jesus Himself ordained them as such (Lk. 24:48; Ac. 1:8).

Some linguistic observations may be made on the personal nature of the relation of the μαθηταί of Jesus to Jesus. They apply especially to Lk.﻿﻿ and Jn.

Lk. ceases to use μαθητής for the disciples of Jesus at the end of the Gethsemane story (22:45). From then on he has οἱ περὶ αὐτόν (22:49; cf. also 22:56, 58, 59), οἱ γνωστοὶ αὐτῷ (23:49, based on Ps. 38:11; 88:8, 18), οἰ ἕνδεκα καὶ πάντες οἱ λοιποί (24:9), αὐτοί (24:13), οἱ ἕνδεκα καὶ οἱ σὺν αὐτοῖς (24:33). The avoidance of μαθητής, which seems to be peculiar to the special source used by Lk.,﻿﻿ may be seen also early in Ac. The only possible explanation is that the behaviour of the disciples of Jesus during the passion is equivalent to a breach of the relationship by them, and that it is the task of Jesus to gather disciples afresh after His resurrection. In this connection it may be significant that after the denial (22:62) Peter is no longer called by this name which is his as a disciple, but is always Simon. But the position is not so clear in this respect.﻿﻿
Jn.﻿﻿ refers very generally to of οἱ μαθηταί in 6:66. But with the disintegration of the wider circle through offence at the self-testimony of Jesus, he begins to speak of the δώδεκα (μαθηταί). He thus underlines the fact that the mark of the disciple of Jesus is faith in Him (cf. 6:64). He also emphasises this esp. by having Jesus confront the disciples in full freedom with the decision whether they will remain with Him in faith or cease to be His μαθηταί.
Here, then, the fundamental difference between Jesus and representatives of the Rabbinate is to be seen in the disciples on both sides. What leads תַּלְמִידִים in swarms to a man like Akiba is his knowledge and method. Moreover, the תַּלְמִיד is welcomed by the rabbi so long as he is ready to accept what the rabbi has to offer with all the concern and faithfulness at his command (→ 435). In the case of Jesus, however, everything depends on His person. If on the one side respect for the knowledge and ability of the teacher determines the relation of the תַּלְמִיד to him, faith is the controlling factor in the relation of the disciples of Jesus to their Master.

But one can go a step further and say that Jesus represents something new as compared not merely with the Rahbinate but also with the Greek master after the manner of Socrates. If allegiance to the rabbi has its ultimate source in the תּוֹרָה which he expounds, the basis of allegiance to Socrates is to be found in the idea which he personally represents. In contrast to both, Jesus binds exclusively to Himself. The rabbi and the Greek philosopher are at one in representing a specific cause. Jesus offers Himself. This obviously gives a completely different turn to the whole relation of the disciples to Him. The difference which may be seen at this point becomes even clearer when the external relation of the disciples of Jesus to Jesus is considered (→ 453 on the principle of tradition).

(b) The Obedience of the Disciples to Jesus. A man like Akiba left all that he had to become a תַּלְמִיד, ﻿﻿ and it is recounted of another תּלְמִיד־חָבָם that he renounced marriage and posterity for the sake of study of the Torah.﻿﻿ Thus there are parallels in Rabbinism for the radicalness with which Jesus breaks all other ties and binds His disciples to Himself alone. Nevertheless, the situation is not really the same. Sometimes the Rabbinic תַּלְמִיד may give up a great deal, but he knows that more will accrue to him. For the Torah, to whose investigation and fulfilment he devotes his powers, is incontestably God’s Word for His people, which lives by it as it has also to live for it. The personal authority which a teacher of the Torah enjoys he owes, for all the recognition of his own personal gifts, to the Torah which he sacrificially studies. The great teachers of later Judaism are not sought out by throngs of students because they are men of intellectual endowment and practical wisdom like the popular Greek philosophers, but because they are teachers of the Torah. It is surely significant that Jesus does not seek any material foundation for His authority, but expects His μαθηταί to renounce for His sake alone all that has hitherto seemed indispensable to them (Mt. 10:37 ff. par.).

Even more significant is the fact that the disciples unconditionally accepted His authority, not just inwardly by believing in Him, but also outwardly by obeying Him. It has long since been noted that here the relation of the μαθηταί of Jesus to Him is quite different from that of the Rabbinic תַּלְמִידִים to their teacher even though the terminology of the NT integrates Jesus and His disciples into the world of the νομοδιδάσκαλοι of His day.﻿﻿ The fact that μαθηταί can be parallel to δοῦλοι (Mt. 10:24 f.; Jn. 13:16; 15:20) is quite alien to later Judaism (→ 442). In this connection we may cite the parables relating to the second coming, in which Jesus is the κύριος and the disciples are δοῦλοι (Mt. 24:45 ff.; 25:14 ff.; Lk. 12:35 ff., 42 ff.)﻿﻿ in a way not current among the Rabbis. The picture outlined here finds historical confirmation in two scenes from the last days of Jesus. On the occasion of the entry He sends His disciples to find a donkey (Mk. 11:1 ff. par.), and later the disciples at His command make ready the last supper (Mk. 14:12 ff. par.).﻿﻿ These are services which go far beyond what a תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם was obliged to render to his teacher,﻿﻿ especially when one considers the detailed conditions under which the disciples fulfilled it. It has also to be remembered that in the parables mentioned as well as the accounts the service of the disciples is regarded as quite natural, and that it is with this understanding that they render it.﻿﻿ What is to be seen here is more than respect. Jesus is obeyed because it is believed that He is the Messiah. It is no accident that scenes like those portrayed in Mk. 11:1 ff. par. and Mk. 14:12 ff. par. are connected with the public manifestation of the Messianic consciousness of Jesus.

The traditions associated here enable us for the first time clearly to differentiate the μαθηταί of Jesus from the תַּלְמִידֵי־חֲכָמִים of the Rabbinate in terms of the self-understanding of the two groups of disciples. For the תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם discipleship is only a transitory stage. The goal at which he aims is obviously to belong in due course to those whom it is now a supreme honour for the תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם to serve (→ 434). For him his rabbi is certainly indispensable (→ 434), but for this very reason his concern is to be like the rabbi, and thus independent of or even superior to him. For the disciple of Jesus, however, discipleship is not a first step with the promise of greater things to come. It is the fulfilment of his destiny. This is so only because he is the disciple of Jesus. He is called by Him and believes in Him. Whereas the תַּלְמִיד־חָכָם hopes in some sense to master the Torah, it is the business of the μαθητής of Jesus to be stamped and fashioned by Him.

The Synoptic Gospels confirm this picture at every point, and what they say is the more impressive the more clearly Jesus and His disciples are seen against the Jewish background. Jesus does not differentiate Himself externally from contemporary teachers of the Torah. He expounds Scripture and gathers around Him a group of disciples. This is taken into account by the terms used (διδάσκαλος, μαθητής etc.; → II, 153). Mt. rightly emphasises that the ἐξουσία which marked His teaching gave Him a special position from the very first (7:28f.). But this uniqueness is to be seen with full clarity only when note is also taken of His μαθηταί. Thus it should be fully considered that the μαθηταί are never presented as engaged in discussion with Jesus. Discussions are started only by the opponents of Jesus (Mt. 21:23 ff. par.; 22:15ff. par. etc.) except when Jesus forces them into debate (Mt. 22:41 ff. par.). Jesus’ own disciples are always listeners﻿﻿ who simply put questions when they do not understand what Jesus says (Mk. 4:10 ff. par.). The decisive thing, however, is not intellectual appropriation but acceptance of the Word of Jesus by the will, and its implementation (Mt. 7:24 ff. par.).﻿﻿
The Syn. statements are supplemented by Jn. In a series of sayings which in form and content are typically Johannine, the only proper attitude of the disciples is described, in analogy to the Syn. picture, as one of obedience.﻿﻿ It is expressly affirmed that the basis of this is to be found in the call by Jesus (15:16). Where the believer abides in the Word of Jesus (8:31) and keeps His ἐντολαί (13:34f.; 14:15 ff.; 15:10ff.), he is ἀληθῶς His μαθητής(8:31), and from a δοῦλος is raised to be His φίλος (15:14ff.). This last statement is important. The Fourth Gospel avoids γνώριμος when describing the disciples of Jesus in terms of fellowship, though this word, along with ἑταῖρος, was the acknowledged term in contemporary usage (→ 419). A theological insight finally lies behind the avoidance of these two terms. The μαθηταί of Gk. and Hell. philosophers are γνώριμοι in so far as they are united with their masters in the fellowship of pursuit after knowledge. ἑταῖροι groups them as pares under a primus inter pares (→ 420). For John’s Gospel, however, Jesus is always the One who gives and with whom there can be no equal partnership. Even the fellowship of the disciples with Him is His gift. Since He is before them as the steward of the divine will, He can and will give only to those who take Him seriously in His office, and who allow themselves to be moulded by Him.﻿﻿
(c) The Obligation of the Disciples to Suffer with Jesus. The nature of the calling of the disciples of Jesus, and their resultant dependence on Him, means that there is nothing in the life of disciples which is apart from Jesus and His life. With all they have and are they are drawn into fellowship with Him. But the way of Jesus leads to the cross. Hence entry into His fellowship as His μαθητής carries with it the obligation to suffer. The tradition is unanimous that in fact Jesus left His disciples in no doubt that they were committing themselves to suffering if they followed Him.

Most of the sayings of Jesus which hold out suffering before the disciples are not, in the Gospel tradition, addressed to disciples in general, but are part of the information and instruction given to the (twelve) apostles (Mt. 10:17 ff.; Jn. 15:18ff.; 16:1ff.).﻿﻿ Here they are indispensable, for in all things the apostle is as his master. If the Lord has to suffer, suffering will naturally fall on the apostle too.﻿﻿ But some sayings of this kind apply to disciples in general (Mk. 8:34 ff. par.﻿﻿ and esp. Lk. 14:26 f.),﻿﻿ and leave us in no doubt that extreme affliction is involved in following Jesus, though there is always comfort too for those who die with and for Jesus. The band of disciples broke up when its members ran away from the danger into which they were set by the arrest of Jesus (→ infra). The change took place in the Easter days. There then took root a joyous readiness for the suffering which Christians, as disciples of Jesus, have had to endure and have constantly endured for centuries.

c. οἱ μαθηταί—οἱ δώδεκα—οἱ ἀπόστολοι.

The differences between the three groups are complicated, and cannot always be indicated with the clarity one would desire. It can be shown, however, that on the one side it is part of the image of the ἀπόστολος that he should be a μαθητής, whereas not by a long way are all the μαθηταί also ἀπόστολοι, and that on the other side οἱ δώδεκα and ἀπόστολοι are not at all equivalent, οἱ δώδεκα (μαθηταί, ἀπόστολοι) denotes the narrower circle around Jesus as compared with the wider circle either of μαθηταί or ἀπόστολοι.

In all essentials ref. may here be made to earlier arts. On the use of οἱ μαθηταί—οἱ δώδεκα—οἱ ἀπόστολοι in the Gospels → I, 424, 425, 427; on the origin and significance of the group of the δώδεκα (μαθηταί, ἀπόστολοι) → II, 325.
d. The Band of the (Twelve) Disciples of Jesus as an Intimation of His Way of Suffering.

The self-awareness of Jesus is revealed in His calling of the disciples (→ 447). When out of the circle of disciples He chooses twelve men to be His companions (Mk. 3:13 f.), He thereby manifests His claim to be sent by God to the whole people for its salvation (→ II, 326). Only against this background can one see clearly what is the significance of the twelve as the core of the fellowship of disciples, both in respect of its understanding of Jesus, and also in respect of its composition with a view to His way.

(a) The Failure of the Disciples to Understand. According to the Synoptists lack of understanding not merely of the goal of Jesus but also of His proclamation accompanies the relation of the disciples to Him to the very end. In this context we might mention their failure to see clearly what following Him demands (Mt. 8:19 ff.; Lk. 9:57 ff.), their fear and anxiety even when with Him (Mt. 8:23 ff. par.; 14:13ff. par.; 15:32ff. par.), scenes like that in Mk. 9:33 ff. par.; Lk. 22:24 ff. (their quarrels about rank, cf. Mt. 20:20 ff. par.); Mk. 10:13 ff. par. (the disciples try to prevent the mothers and children from coming to Jesus), defective understanding of His preaching (Mk. 4:10 f. par.; Mt. 13:36), inner and outer protests against His passion (Mt. 16:22 ff. par.; Mt. 26:51 ff. par.;﻿﻿ Lk. 22:38).﻿﻿ The flight of the disciples on the arrest of Jesus (Mt. 26:55 f. par.) is the logical result of this attitude, as is also their doubting of His resurrection when God had not prevented His execution and had thus, according to the impression of the disciples as well as the opponents of Jesus, withheld confirmation of the testimony which He had borne to Himself (cf. Lk. 24:19 ff.). A note of the third Evangelist on the occasion of the third prophecy of the passion shows as clearly as possible how little understanding the disciples of Jesus had for His way to the cross (Lk. 18:34). Only the risen Lord brought about a change in this respect.﻿﻿

The same picture is presented in John’s Gospel except that here the reflection of the Evangelist plays a stronger role than in the Synoptic Gospels. While Jn. says that the disciples of Jesus believed on Him (2:11), he also says from the very first that they had no real knowledge of His nature or understanding of His words (2:21f.; 12:16; cf. 16:19ff.). Jn. agrees especially with Lk. in testifying that it was only the resurrection which brought about a great change in the understanding of the disciples (2:22; 12:16; → also 446).

The Evangelists do not fail to point out on occasion that the disciples’ lack of understanding was a severe burden to Jesus (cf. on the one side Mk. 9:19 par.; Mt. 16:22 f., and on the other Jn. 14:9). Perhaps Gethsemane, with its intermingling of the great desire of Jesus for fellowship with His disciples and the actual loneliness of Jesus, is to be understood from this standpoint. It is hard to see why these aspects of the tradition should not be regarded as original, since they serve to glorify neither Jesus nor the disciples. There can certainly be no doubt that Jesus was finally left in the lurch by the disciples, and that this was a logical development. His patience with them, the tirelessness with which He made their salvation His concern, shines out in sayings like Lk. 22:31 f.; Jn. 16:12; 17:1 ff., and also in acts like those in Lk. 22:51; Jn. 13:1 ff.; Jn. 18:8, even though the presentation may owe some of its details to the later piety of the community of Jesus.

(b) The Composition of the Band. From the emphasis which the whole tradition places on the fact that the disciples of Jesus were called by Him to discipleship, the composition of the band takes on significance in any attempt to evaluate the role of the disciples as participants in His history. This is particularly true with respect to Judas, who betrayed Him. In this connection﻿﻿ it is less important that Judas finally delivered Jesus into the hands of His enemies than that Jesus brought Judas into the band of disciples when He realised long before what Judas purposed to do (Lk. 22:21 ff.; Mt. 26:20 ff.; Jn. 13:21 ff.; cf. 6:64,70f.). If one also considers that the second Simon in the circle was undoubtedly a Zealot (→ II, 886 f.), that both the Gospel and the Apocalypse of John give indications that the author had connections with the Zealots,﻿﻿ that there was also a publican among the disciples (→ 444), and we find Greek as well as Semitic names, and that, if ὁ Ἰσκαριώτης or Ἰσκαριώθ (Mk. 3:19 par.) really describes Judas as the man from Karioth,﻿﻿ the band included a Judaean as well as Galilaeans, then the circle of the disciples is in fact a microcosm of the Judaism of the time. In it we find all the powers and thoughts of the people, even in their divergence. In its own way it thus bears witness to the fact that Jesus sought to do it service with a full realisation of the relationships around Him, and that this was a service to the people as it was, not as He imagined it to be. The calling of the disciples thus shows Jesus to be a sober realist. But it also shows Him as the One who is ready obediently to bear all that may result when He comes to a people which, while it is conscious of its election, no longer perceives why it is called, and undertakes to tell this people afresh what is its obligation to God.﻿﻿

e. The Share of the Disciples in the Work of Jesus.

The call of Peter to discipleship (Lk. 5:1 ff.) is also a call to work with Jesus (5:10). This is no accident, nor is it exceptional. It perhaps corresponds to the fact that the disciples called by Jesus are His disciples. As He Himself does not turn inwards Into Himself, but girds Himself for service, so He directs the gaze and powers of His disciples to His task, which by their association with Him is also theirs. Sayings from the instruction of the disciples in Mt. 5:13 ff., parables such as Mt. 25:14ff. par., and directions like those given by Mt. in the charge in Mt. 10:5 ff. correspond to sayings of the Johannine Jesus such as we find in 17:13ff., esp. 15.

The participation of the disciples of Jesus in His work finds classic expression in the twofold establishment of the apostolate by Jesus (→ I, 424, 430). To understand this it should be recalled that, while not all μαθηταί became apostles, the apostle was normally a μαθητής of Jesus (→ 450). To this degree Luke’s account of the sending out of the seventy after the twelve (Lk. 10:1 ff.) represents a broadening of the picture which we have of the drawing of the disciples by Jesus into co-operation with Him.﻿﻿ In the first instance this co-operation is worked out externally in the customary Jewish forms. Jesus sends out the disciples two by two (Mk. 6:7; Lk. 10:1) according to the direction of the Torah which demands two witnesses for authentic testimony (Dt. 17:6; 19:15).﻿﻿ This gave rise to a Christian custom which is also found in the life of Paul when the church at Antioch sends him out with Barnabas on missionary work (Ac. 13:2 ff.; cf. 15:36ff.). Inwardly the work of the disciples is stamped by Jesus’ own work and arises from His ἐξουσία (Lk. 10:1 ff., 17; Mk. 6:7, 12 f.; Mt. 10:7 f.). The decisive thing is that over their work stands: δωρεὰν ἐλάβετε, δωρεὰν δότε (Mt. 10:8). In keeping this rule﻿﻿ (cf. Ac. 3:6 and 20:33ff.) the disciples of Jesus showed that in fact they did not seek to be more than fellow-workers (cf. also 1 C. 3:9; 1 Th. 3:2 D*), and they also showed that they realised it was grace both to be called to the status of disciple and also to be called to share in the work of Jesus.﻿﻿
A difficult special question is raised by Jn. 3:22, 26; 4:1 f. If Jesus Himself really baptised and His disciples helped Him. this would be another form of working with Him. But the relevant statements are not wholly clear; → I, 538.
f. The Principle of Tradition in Jesus’ Band of Disciples.

(a) The Lack of a Principle of Tradition. Both on Greek-Hellenistic soil and also in Rahbinism disciples (μαθηταί, תַּלְמִידִים) are as such the representatives of a principle of tradition. Every μαθητής/ תַּלְמִיד is also the member of a chain of tradition at whose beginning is the head of the school to whom it owes its existence and to whose knowledge it owes its raison d’être (→ 423; 434). It is thus natural to ask what is the situation of Jesus’ disciples in this respect. This is the more natural in view of the unique personal relation of the disciples to Jesus.

Now there is no doubt that we find tradition, and the material of tradition, in the NT. We also see a clear dependence here on later Jewish forms.﻿﻿ Apart from the few passages which are expressly stated to be based on tradition (1 C. 11:23 ff.; 15:3 ff.), the whole of the material used by the Synoptists, and a good deal of that in the Fourth Gospel, derives from oral tradition. It is even possible to some degree to reconstruct the history of the formation and composition of this material. We thus seem to be forced to the conclusion that the Gospels give clear evidence of a definite principle of tradition in the circle from which they took their origin, and that certain statements of Paul (→ supra) give excellent corroboration. This conclusion has in fact been drawn. It makes of the early community the representative of a principle of tradition in which Greek elements from the mysteries combine with the law of oral tradition on the soil of later Judaism to produce a new entity which distinctively corresponds to the Gospel as the theme of early Christian tradition.﻿﻿

Though we cannot go into this whole subject here, attention may be drawn to certain facts which show, however, that, in spite of certain formal analogies, the first Christian generation and the New Testament are far removed from any principle of tradition, whether Greek or Rabbinic.

The most significant point is that recollection of Jesus as a teacher seems to have been quite secondary. This may be seen not only in the epistles of Paul, the oldest Christian sources which have come down to us,﻿﻿ but also in the oldest and surest part of the Gospel tradition, which contains, not the sayings of Jesus, but the story of His death and passion (→ II, 157).﻿﻿ The freedom in the form in which the sayings of Jesus are transmitted may be seen from the different versions in which we now have them. Since it is combined with a strong interest in material precision, this freedom is most instructive. It tells us no more and no less than that the early Christian emphasis lay on the history of Jesus as the history of the divine confirmation of His claim to faith, and that the words of Jesus were significant because God had in fact acknowledged Him. For the disciples Jesus is nowhere the head of a school; He is the living Lord of His people.

In keeping is the fact that the first Christian generation placed high value on the fact that its leading men were eye-witnesses. When addition was made to the circle after Easter, this was the main concern, Ac. 1:21 f.; → I, 436. Possibly the difficulties with which Paul had to contend when he sought the recognition of primitive Christianity for his own apostleship were due to the fact that he was not an eye-witness in the accepted sense, and that, while he was an apostle, he was not a μαθητής (→ I, 437). The fact that after emphasising his apostleship in 1 C. 9:1 he goes on to say: οὐχὶ Ἰησοῦν τὸν κύριον ἡμῶν ἑόρακα;﻿﻿ possibly points in this direction. If he has seen the Lord, he is also in direct fellowship with Him.

At this point ref. might be made to the fact that in Ac. 9:26 Paul is also called μαθητής. Is there an attempt here to take the stigma from him?
It must also be remembered that Jesus deliberately kept His disciples aloof from the Rabbinic system of His time. Part of the chain of tradition was that the μαθητής would become one who himself had μαθηταί and who would be honoured by them as a master. Jesus drew a clear line of separation between His disciples and this whole world (cf. Mt. 23:6 ff.). Nor did He find His disciples among the σοφοί but among the νήπιοι, and the wisdom of God’s guidance is seen herein (Mt. 11:25).﻿﻿ In all its details this saying is rooted in the situation of Jesus.﻿﻿ It also finds a close parallel in the Beatitudes (Mt. 5:3 ff.; Lk. 6:20 ff.). Along the same lines, the exercise of love is made a sign of the μαθητής to the world in John’s Gospel, Jn. 13:34 f.

(b) The Reasons for this Lack. In the Gospel, then, the disciples are witnesses. not bearers of a tradition. This is no accident. It necessarily results not merely (positively) from the significance which attaches to His person in fellowship with Him (→ 445) but also (negatively) from the attitude which Jesus Himself adopted towards religious tradition and the principle of tradition.

So far as we can see, He never expounded His position comprehensively. But there is no doubt that He constantly opposed traditionalism, as may be seen especially from the accounts of healings on the Sabbath (Mk. 3:1 ff. par.; Lk. 13:10 ff.; 14:1 ff.). His repudiation of not inconsiderable portions of pious Jewish tradition, and therewith of the principle of tradition as the foundation of service to God,﻿﻿ does not spring from a critical spirit or from a liberal attitude to what is traditional. It is grounded in His self-awareness, which also shaped the relation of His disciples to Him. He is the One in whom prophetic Scripture and the hope of His people have been fulfilled (Lk. 4:16 ff.). As the fulfilment, He ends the pious tradition of His people. This is a definitive end, not a new beginning in a new form. If the members of the chain of tradition are at their own points fellow-workers in the perception and stewardship of the truth, He is Himself the truth (Jn. 14:6). This means that His μαθηταί, unlike the μαθηταί/ תַּלְמִידִים of the Rabbinate, are not the faithful mediators of insights. They are His obedient witnesses (cf. Lk. 24:48; Ac. 1:8; Jn. 19:35; 21:24).﻿﻿

g. Summary.

Investigation of the statements of the Gospels about the disciples of Jesus thus leads us to two conclusions.

(a) Notwithstanding the formal kinship between the תַּלְמִיד of later Rabbinic Judaism and the μαθητής of Jesus, there is between the two no inner relation. The reason is that both in origin and nature the disciples of Jesus are moulded by the self-awareness of Jesus. He is for them, not the rabbi/διδάσκαλος, but their Lord. The fact that they are μαθηταί does not affect this.

(b) The relation in which the disciples are set by Jesus to Himself implies already that witness to Him is the task to which they are Called as His disciples. Since early Christian proclamation, so far as we can see, was from the very first witness to Jesus and not the reception and transmission of His own proclamation, this is a finding of great significance. It bases this fact, whose authenticity has often been disputed, on the personal relation of the disciples of Jesus to Him.﻿﻿ It also helps us to understand why primitive Christianity knows nothing of discipleship of Jesus in the sense of an imitatio Christi.﻿﻿

4.     The μαθηταί of John the Baptist.

a. The Disciples in the Lifetime of John. In the Gospels John as well as Jesus is surrounded by μαθηταί.﻿﻿

We are not told how they came to attach themselves to him. It may be that they entered into fellowship with him without any special summons, as the young Joseph. associated for three years with the hermit Bannus and shared his life (Vit., 11).﻿﻿
The picture is significant because the μαθηταί of the Baptist are not presented as a loose throng constantly coming and going. They are a solid group, closed both inwardly and outwardly, and closely related to the Baptist.

In the light of Jn. 4:1 their number cannot have been small. They also seem to have had a rule, for we hear that they fasted (Mt. 9:14 par.) and that they had a prayer which John had given them and the use of which characterised them (Lk. 11:1).﻿﻿ In Jn. 3:25 the disciples of the Baptist champion him in disputation with the Jews about καθαρισμός, which is here presumably the baptism of John (→ III, 429 f.).﻿﻿ Later they come to John in prison and can pass on from him a question to Jesus (Mt. 11:2 par.).﻿﻿ After his execution he is buried by disciples (Mt. 14:12 par.).﻿﻿ Hence the fellowship goes on even after his death.
The disciples of John have direct significance in the NT because according to Jn. the first disciples of Jesus came from this circle, and they did so on the basis of a saying of the Baptist which pointed them in this direction (Jn. 1:35 ff.). In the light of the preaching of the Baptist in Jn. this step was logical.﻿﻿ The more surprising it is, then, that John himself did not take it, and that many of his disciples obviously did not do so (→ infra). Perhaps the reason is that John’s doctrine of baptism consolidated the circle of his μαθηταί more than he intended (cf. on this Jn. 3:26 and passages like Ac. 18:25; 19:1 ff.).﻿﻿ In view of the lack of more precise information about the μαθηταί of the Baptist, it is hard to be more definite.

Attempts have been made to show that Jesus Himself was originally a disciple of John, esp. in view of His designation as Ναζωραῖος (Mt. 2:23), which characterises Him as an observant. But in spite of the many linguistic and material arguments advanced, this is a very dubious thesis.
b. The Disciples after the Death of John (Ac.). There is certainly no doubt that the disciples assembled by John continued to be a firm circle long after his death. This is attested by the mere fact that Josephus c. 90 a.d. had at his disposal living testimonies to the Baptist.﻿﻿ Quite apart from any possible religious implications, these reports are interesting because twice in Ac. we read of believers in Christ who are not baptised in the name of Jesus, but know only the baptism of John. The first reference is to Apollos, an Alexandrian﻿﻿ Jew and later a fellow-worker with Paul (1 C. 1:12; 3:6; Ac. 18:24). The second reference is to a group of 12 (Ac. 19:7; → II, 322) Ephesian μαθηταί. It is best to take the accounts as they stand﻿﻿ and to see here μαθηταί of the Baptist. They then give us an instructive glimpse of religio-sociological relations at the middle of the 1st century. The boundaries between the movements initiated by John and Jesus have neither disappeared nor hardened. This corresponds to the personal relation of the Baptist to Jesus, which was never clarified rationally and remained to the very end a question of faith (cf. Mt. 11:2 ff. par.). If is was possible to lead Apollos and the men of Ephesus quite easily to Jesus (Ac. 18:26; 19:3 ff.), this is finally because the community of John turned so seriously to Jesus in accordance with Jn. 1:29 ff.

A problem bound up with the existence of disciples of John long after his death is that of the ultimate fate of these supporters. The only certain point is that research leads us at once away from the NT and partly into the history of Jewish sects, partly beyond the confines of Judaism into syncretistic Gnosticism.﻿﻿ For many years there was an inclination to find a direct link between the baptismal sect of the Mandaeans and the movement of the ‘Baptist; indeed, it was even suggested that John and his group belonged to the wider circle of the Mandaeans. But this line of enquiry is now closed, for it has been shown that the Mandaean rites presuppose the baptismal ritual of Christian Syrians, and in particular that the figure of John belongs to the latest stratum of the Mandaean tradition.﻿﻿ This also undermines the conjecture that Jesus as a disciple of the Baptist was related through him to the Mandaeans.﻿﻿ It also makes it unnecessary to pursue the question further in this context.
5.     μαθητής as a Term for Christians in Acts.

Except for 19:1 and 9:25 (→ 459) μαθητής is regularly used in Ac. for a Christian as such. We have still to ask how this usage arose and what makes it so distinctive. The problem has both a linguistic and also a material aspect.

a. The Linguistic Problem. Linguistically, it is to be noted first that μαθητής. is used for Christians only in specific sections of Acts.

It occurs first in 6:1 and stretches, with breaks, to 21:16. Before 6:1 Christians are οἱ πιστεύσαντες (2:44; 4:32), οἱ ἀδελφοί (1:15, also frequently between 6:1 and 21:16, e.g., 11:1, 29; 12:17; 14:2 etc., and after 21:16, 21:17; 28:14ff.), οἱ φίλοι, οἱ ἅγιοι etc.﻿﻿ The use of μαθητής is so unsystematic that it has even been treated as a principle for differentiating the sources of Ac.﻿﻿ Another feature of the linguistic picture is that there is a certain tendency in the textual tradition to increase the use of μαθητής at the expense of other words: 1:15 (for ἀδελφός) K D pm sy; 20:7 (for ἡμῶν) HLP,﻿﻿ or to introduce it by way of clarification: 6:5 D h. Finally, it is worth noting that μαθητής does not occur in the so-called “We” passages except at 21:4, 16, where the first ref. is to Christians in general, but the second to Mnason, an ἀρχαῖος μαθητής (cf. 9:10 of Ananias). → n. ﻿283﻿.
Normally μαθητής is used without explanatory addition. Only occasionally is there more precise designation (9:1: οἱ μαθηταὶ τοῦ κυρίου). This supports the view that when Ac. has the word for Christians it is following a special usage which for its part derives from the way Palestinian Christians described themselves.

A review of the passages quickly shows that the term means Christians in general and not just personal disciples, i.e., that it includes those who did not know Jesus personally. Timothy is called a μαθητής in 16:1, and it can hardly be assumed that he had any contact with Jesus. In fact, this is ruled out by 1 Tm. 1:2; 2 Tm. 1:2 (τέκνον); 1:5. On the first missionary journey μαθηταί appear in the course of the narrative as the fruit of the work of Barnabas and Paul (13:52; 14:20ff.; cf. also 18:23). The phrase πληθυνόντων τῶν μαθητῶν (6:1) has in view the missionary success of the primitive community.
That we have in Ac. a special usage is supported by the fact that μαθητής without addition is not found for Christians generally outside Acts.﻿﻿ The full significance of this is realised only when one considers that Paul never has μαθητής in this sense (or at all), that the source of the “We” passages also does not have it in this sense (→ 443),﻿﻿ and that the post-NT writings are increasingly hellenised linguistically.﻿﻿ All these factors enable us to conclude that the use in Acts goes back to the common name by which Palestinian Christians called themselves.﻿﻿ If so, we may take it that the simple תַּלְמִידִים was the original.﻿﻿
b. The Material Problem. As regards the material aspect of the use of μαθητής for Christians in Acts, the primary point to notice is that the relevant sections of Acts use it in the sense of those who have come to believe in Christ. In this respect the usage is analogous to that of John’s Gospel.

The mark of μαθηταί in Ac. 6:7 is ὑπήκουον τῇ πίστει. In 9:26 the Jerusalem Christians doubt concerning Paul ὅτι ἐστὶν μαθητής, i.e., whether he has come to faith. Acc. to 14:22 Barnabas and Paul confirmed the souls of the μαθηταί by the admonition ἐμμένειν τῇ πίστει (cf. also 18:23). The link between μαθητής and πιστεύω may be seen also in 18:27.
The classic passage for this link in Jn. is 8:31. Here we even find the same formulae as in Ac. Jesus tells the Ἰουδαῖοι who have come to faith that they are ἀληθῶς His μαθηταί (πεπιστευκότες) if they abide in His Word (ἐὰν ὑμεῖς μείνητε ἐν τῷ λόγῳ τῷ ἐμῷ, cf. Ac. 14:22). For further links between μαθητής and πίστις cf. Jn. 2:11; 20:24 ff., and esp. 6:60ff., where leaving Jesus is an expression of unbelief and thus signifies the end of discipleship (→ 449).
John’s Gospel thus gives us real help towards an understanding of μαθητής in this sense. As it is the mark of a תַּלְמִיד/μαθητής that he should keep to what he has heard from his teacher (→ 435), so it is a mark of the μαθηταί of Jesus that they should abide in His Word (8:31). Here תַּלְמִיד can establish spiritual fellowship, even across the generations, quite apart from personal fellowship (→ 439). This usage was taken over by the primitive community. This was the more readily possible in view of the fact that the presence and activity of the Holy Spirit ensured constant direct fellowship with Jesus. At this point too—the link between discipleship and possession of the Spirit—Ac. agrees with Jn. (cf. Jn. 14:15 ff.; 15:26 f. with Ac. 9:17[27]; 13:52; 19:1ff. [μαθηταί without the Spirit are no true μαθηταί]; 21:4). On the other hand, it was not so easy for the Greek communities to take over μαθητής in this sense because this might give rise to the idea that Christianity was simply a philosophical movement.﻿﻿ It may thus be seen why the usage did not make its way in the Greek world,﻿﻿ and why μαθητής for disciple of Jesus or Christian declined in primitive Christianity.

6.     μαθηταί of Paul in Acts 9:25?

In Ac. 9:25 we read with reference to Paul: λαβόντες δὲ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ νυκτὸς διὰ τοῦ τείχους καθῆκαν αὐτὸν χαλάσαντες ἐν σπυρίδι. This text speaks unambiguously of disciples of Paul. It thus states something which is quite possible, since Paul as a recognised rabbi might well have μαθηταί. Yet the question arises whether what is meant are not Christians whom he assembled in Damascus, for the μαθηταί save his life, and Ac. never uses μαθητής elsewhere in the sense of Rabbinic disciples. If we cannot be more precise, the usage of the NT as a whole does at least suggest the possibility that μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ were those who went with Paul to Damascus, who through his leadership and witness themselves came to faith, and who then rescued him from mortal peril.

There is no doubt that αὐτοῦ is in the original.﻿﻿ The reading αὐτὸν οἱ μαθηταί in EHLP S gig e sy sa bo is a smoothing of the difficulty.﻿﻿ It is also unlikely that αὐτοῦ could be an obj. for λαβόντες. On the other hand, there is no doubt that it is materially difficult.
In a less acute form the critical problem arises again at Ac. 14:20, where D d Ee (but not h) read: κυκλωσάντων δὲ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ or eius (rather than αὐτόν).﻿﻿ If the αὐτοῦ is undoubtedly secondary here, it is more easily explained if we accept αὐτοῦ at 9:25.
D.     The Usage of the Early Church.
This is marked by the incursion of the Greek and Hellenistic use of μαθητής for intellectual adherence without direct commitment, and in close relation to this by the inevitable emergence of the idea of imitating Christ.﻿﻿ This is already so strong in Ignatius that only the martyr is the μαθητὴς ἀληθὴς τοῦ Χριστοῦ (R., 4, 2; 5, 3).﻿﻿ Hence the conclusion of the NT story of μαθητής is a contribution to the question of the Hellenisation of Christianity.
﻿†﻿ συμμαθητής.﻿﻿
This word is rare outside the NT. The oldest instance is in Plato (Euthyd., 272c: ἐγὼ δʼ, ὦ Κρίτων, ἐκεῖσε μὲν ἄλλους πέπεικα συμμαθητάς μοι φοιτᾶν πρεσβύτας) in the sense of “fellow-pupil” or “fellow-apprentice.” The same meaning may be seen in Ps.-Callisthenes, I, 13, 5 (p. 14, 11, ed. G. Kroll [1926]): μετὰ γὰρ τὴν διδαχὴν πᾶσαν διέσχιζε κατὰ μέρος τοὺς συμμαθητάς. It is also found in pre-Christian times in Anaxipp. Fr., 1, 2 (CAF, III, 296). Galen (p. 12, 835, ed. C. G. Kühn [1826]) quotes a remedy Διονυσίου συμμαθητοῦ for the healing of ἕλκωσις (cf. NT ἕλκος) and thus takes it to mean “fellow-student” (cf. also Diog. L., VI, 2 (2). It is not found in Preisigke Wört., nor is it used by Joseph.﻿﻿ or the LXX.
In the NT it occurs only at Jn. 11:16 for “fellow-disciple” (of Jesus), in dependence on the NT use of μαθητής, and in a context which emphasises the fellowship of the μαθηταί with Jesus, and on this basis their fellowship with one another.

In Mart. Pol., 17, 3 συμμαθητής is used already under the influence of the old Catholic use of μαθητής. The μαθηταί of Jesus embody the ideal of discipleship which one must strive to attain.
﻿†﻿ μαθήτρια.﻿﻿
This is a rare word.﻿﻿ There are material reasons for this, for women are essentially outside organised education. The term is used only by later writers. Thus Diog. L., VIII, 42 (22) tells us that Pythagoras had a μαθήτρια called Theano. The same author in IV, 2 (5) mentions two women who are supposed to have belonged to the Platonic academy. In these cases the meaning is the same as that of μαθητής, “pupil.” Philo has μαθητρίς in a phrase analogous to the Gk. μαθητὴς καὶ διάδοχος (Luc. Macrob., 19), i.e., μαθητρὶς καὶ διάδοχος (Deus Imm., 5). The word does not occur in Joseph.﻿﻿ or the LXX. Nor does the Rabbinate have a corresponding תַּלְמִידָה. The Rabb. view of women would preclude their studying the Law.﻿﻿ We read of certain women learned in Scripture, like Beruria (Valeria),﻿﻿ the wife of R. Meïr, but these are exceptions, and they raise no claim to be called תַּלְמִיר or תַּלְמִירָה.
The only NT use is at Ac. 9:36. Here Tabitha is called μαθήτρια, and the obvious meaning is that she is either “a disciple of Jesus” or “a Christian.” The use of μαθητής makes the first possible, for in the Gospels we read of women followers (Mk. 15:40 f. par.; cf. Lk. 8:2 f.), and Ev. Pt., p. 21, 9 f. (Swete) calls Mary Magdalene a μαθήτρια τοῦ κυρίου. But in view of the general usage of Ac. the second sense is more likely.

﻿†﻿ μαθητεύω.
Constructed from μαθητής, this means intrans. “to be (a.) or to become (b.) a pupil,” e.g., Plut. De Vitis Decem Oratorum, IV (II, 837c): ἐμαθήτευσε δʼ αὐτῷ (Isocrates) καὶ Θεόπομπὸς ὁ Χῖος καὶ Ἔφορος ὁ Κυμαῖος … (sense b.) or ibid., VI (II, 840 f): οἱ δὲ εἶπον μηδὲ μαθητεῦσαί τισι τὸν Αἰσχίνην (sense a.). The word does not occur in the LXX, Philo,﻿﻿ or Joseph.﻿﻿
In the sense current in non-NT Greek the word occurs only in a vl. (B K pm) at Mt. 27:57: (Joseph of Arimathea) ἐμαθήτευσεν τῷ Ἰησοῦ. Here the inner and outer kinship with the use of μαθητής in the Gospels is palpable. Elsewhere in the NT we find a trans. use of μαθητεύω different from non-NT usage (Mt. 13:52; 28:19; Ac. 14:21), i.e., “to make disciples.” Behind this peculiar NT use there possibly stands the insight that one can become a disciple of Jesus—this also stands behind Mt. 13:52—only on the basis of a call which leads to discipleship.﻿﻿

Rengstorf
﻿†﻿ παιδεύω, ﻿†﻿ παιδεία, ﻿†﻿ παιδευτής, ﻿†﻿ ἀπαίδευτος, ﻿†﻿ παιδαγωγός﻿﻿
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παιδεία, παιδεύειν, denotes the upbringing and handling of the child which is growing up to maturity and which thus needs direction, teaching, instruction and a certain measure of compulsion in the form of discipline or even chastisement. παιδεία is both the way of education and cultivation which has to be traversed and also the goal which is to be attained. Apart from the words in the title ref. might also be made to παίδευμα, παίδευσις, and various compounds belonging to the group. The basis is a relatively late development of παιδ- (παῖς), and in the first instance it is obviously as difficult as in the case of τρέφειν to distinguish between the senses “upbringing” (e.g., Soph. Fr., 433 [TGF, 235]) and “education.”﻿﻿
A.     The Orientation of the Concept in the Greek World.
The word group characterises Gk. culture. In retrospect Hesychius in the 5th century a.d. defines παιδεία as ἀγωγή and ὠφέλιμος διδαχή, thus giving the two possibilities of understanding whose mutual relationship is the theme of the history of the group.﻿﻿ Direction and teaching can develop into πεῖρα and νουθεσία. In this twofold sense παιδεία and related terms are used from the time of the tragic dramatists, in the Sophists, and in classical philosophy, to express all human culture. The concept of paideia remains an essential one for the rich development, and also for some of the limitations, of cultural striving in the West.

1.     1. Home Education among the Greeks.

a. In the Time up to the Sophists.
The paideia concept is not so genuinely rooted in the Gk. world as one might think. Neither the term nor the thing is known to Homeric Greece. The principles of nobility and descent hold sway, Hom. Il., 6, 208 and 211; 9, 443. Arete is a gift of the gods, Il., 20, 242. τρέφειν is used for upbringing and education, and it is more vegetative than ethical in character. Pindar, in reaction against an overestimation of διδαχή, contrasts the value of what is inborn with the valuelessness of what is learned, Nem., 3, 40 ff.﻿﻿ Theognis, a champion of the aristocratic ideal, is of the conviction that no teaching can make a bad man good, 437 f. (Diehl, I, 139). Naturally there was always education in the sense of handing on uses, customs and laws from one generation to another, with variations according to birth, rank and calling. In contrast to the aristocratic view, however, the Sophists taught the equality of all men, Hippias of Elis in Plat. Prot., 337c. There thus arises the question of man’s capacity for education, and the Sophists begin to give the Greek concept of paideia its distinctive orientation. Thus in the poet Eur., who was under Sophist influence, we read in Suppl., 913–917 (cf. 891): ἡ δʼ εὐανδρία διδακτός, εἴπερ καὶ βρέφος διδάσκεται λέγειν ἀκούειν θʼ ὧν μάθησιν οὐκ ἔχει· ἃ δʼ ἂν μάθῃ τις, ταῦτα σῴζεσθαι φιλεῖ πρὸς γῆρας· οὕτω παῖδας εὖ παιδεύετε. Up to a certain degree, at least, culture can be acquired, Eur. Iph. Aul., 558–562. Soph. uses παιδεύειν generally for the influencing of belief and conduct, Ai., 595; Oed. Col., 562, 919; Trach., 451. In Phil., 1361 there is ref. to the formative power of evil influences.
b. The Concept of Education in the Classical Period and its Later Development.
For the ancients μουσική and γυμναστικὴ παιδεία.﻿﻿ Plato﻿﻿ takes the same view (e.g., Resp., II, 376e, Leg., VII, 795d), and sets alongside them education in individual disciplines, παιδεία μαθημάτων (Leg., VII, 822d), though vocational training is not to be counted as παιδεία (Leg., I, 644a). In so far as education is a parental matter, parents should be made capable of it by enlightenment, Leg., VII, 788a. The goal is from the very first repudiation of what deserves repudiation and love for those of love (μισεῖν—στέργειν). ἡδονή and λύπη are here educational factors, ibid., II, 653c.﻿﻿ Aristotle﻿﻿ distinguishes the age-groups 7–14 and 14–21, Pol. VII, 17, p. 1336b, 38. Education is designed to fulfil natural presuppositions, physis, ibid., p. 1337a, 2. It should combine harmoniously admonition and habit, VII, 15, p. 1334b, 8; VIII, 3, p. 1338b, 4 ff., and safeguard against sexual excesses, gluttony and their consequences, p. 1336b, 23. Along with gymnastics and music, language and writing are essential, VIII, 3, p. 1337b, 23. Musical education is free, noble, and a source of joy, VIII, 5, p. 1338a, 30. It is no game: μετὰ λύπης γὰρ ἡ μάθηαις (VIII, 5, p. 1339a, 27), but fashions the ethos of the soul (p. 1340b, 6 f.) and endows with moderation, force and decorum, p. 1342b, 33. Personal education, whose aim is the good man, fits in with general education (Eth. Nic., V, 5, p. 1130b, 26 f.), since it makes no difference whether one or many are educated by written or unwritten laws. The father’s authority is even greater than the lawgiver’s, for it is grounded in blood relationship and parental concern, ibid., X, 10, p. 1180b, 1–7. τρέφειν is a private affair, παιδεύειν a public,﻿﻿ Oec., I, 3, p. 1344a, 8. As the child must obey the direction of the pedagogue, so desire is subject to reason. The cultured soul brings happiness to itself and to the man to whom it belongs, Dialogi, 89, p. 1491b, 42.
Those who follow are nurtured by the educational thinking of the 4th century, the classical century of paideia.﻿﻿ The intellectualistic type of education develops into that of Stoic philosophy. Influential here is the self-critical attitude of Gk. tragedy. Under the Apollonian slogan Γνῶθι σαυτόν﻿﻿ the concern now is for the philosophical man, the Hellenistic cosmopolitan. That Roman legal thinking must have contributed to this type may be seen at once from the practical educational objectives of the Roman Empire.﻿﻿ Thus speculative Platonic thinking is replaced by the volitional educational goal of firmness of character. Musonius esp. recognises the family to be the decisive factor in education, and in this connection marriage is estimated as a life-fellowship, 11, 3 f., 67–75. Musonius also follows the Spartan system and warns against pampering.﻿﻿ σωφροσύνη and φρόνησις in a sober Stoic understanding are with ἀνδρεία and δικαιοσύνη the virtues of the educated man, 3, 11 ff.; 50, 9 ff. A heroic attitude to fate gives the philosophical man freedom in relation to the claims of the state as well,﻿﻿ since it holds all the good things of life in light esteem, and in the last resort makes possible an easy renunciation of life itself, Sen. Dial., VI, 20, esp. 2; XII, 4. This ataraxia of the sage as the ideal of education is taught also by the pupil of Musonius, Epictetus. It must impress itself on the πρόσωπον of the πεπαιδευμένος Diss., IV, 3, 3; that is, it corresponds to the role which the man of culture (καλὸς καὶ ἀγαθός, φιλόσοφος, πεπαιδευμένος, Diss., III, 22, 69; I, 29, 57; IV, 3, 3) has come to play in this world.﻿﻿
More in terms of the content than the concept of humanist education Plutarch, esp. with his parallel biographies, was of particular importance right on into the 19th ¢ There has been preserved under his name the small work De Liberis Educandis, which, starting with family education, sums up once again the results of Gk. thought on education. As everywhere in antiquity, education is only for free men, Lib. Educ., 1 (II, 1a); 10 (II, 7c).﻿﻿ The poor, slaves, the masses and most women are excluded therefrom. The work of the farmer is an illustration of paideia. The natural ability of the child is like the earth waiting to receive the seed; the teacher is like the farmer; his words of admonition and instruction are like the seed, 4 (II, 2b). Attainment of virtue rests on ἔθη καὶ παιδείαι καὶ διδασκαλίαι καὶ βίων ἀγωγαί, 4 (II, 3a b). The first step in pedagogy relates to the τροφή, the care and support of the child. Boys are put in the hands of pedagogues, who must be carefully screened. These are slaves, who thus rule over free men, Plat. Lys., 208b, cf. 223a. The goal of education is jeopardised if against one’s better judgment the most unserviceable, greedy and intemperate slaves are used. Plato (Resp., III, 390e etc.) held up Phoenix, the pedagogue of Achilles, as an example.﻿﻿ The pedagogue is like the private tutor of more recent days. Socrates in Ps.-Plat. Alc., I, 121e, 122a tells of the education of a prince at the Persian court. Four of the best pedagogues are chosen. The wisest of these gives instruction in the fear of God and in kingship, the most righteous in uprightness, the most prudent in inner freedom and self-discipline, the most manly in fearlessness. Plato himself demanded that pedagogues should be selected acc. to age and experience, Resp., V, 467d, cf. also Polit., 308d-e. Plut. grants to the pedagogue a broad influence on education and culture, and thus demands a blameless life and correct deportment as well as experience: πηγὴ γὰρ καὶ ῥίζα καλοκαγαθίας τὸ νομίμου τυχεῖν παιδείας, Lib. Educ., 7 (II, 4b). Plut. also appeals to Lacon, the proto-type of the Spartan educator: It is the teacher who τὰ καλὰ … τοῖς παισὶν ἡδέα ποιῶ and ποιήσει τὸν παῖδα τοῖς καλοῖς ἥδεσθαι καὶ ἄχθεσθαι τοῖς αἰσχροῖς, Plut. An Virtus doceri possit, 2 (II, 439f); De Virtute Morali, 12 (II, 452d). Fathers themselves must be more concerned about education, for poor education leads to irregular living and baser diversions, Lib. Educ., 7 (II, 4d–5b) (cf. Socrates in Plat. Clit., 407a); 13 (II, 9c). εὐγένεια, πλοῦτος, κάλλος, ὑγίεια, ἰσχύς are not sure possessions under man’s control. In relation to them ἀγωγὴ σπουδαία καὶ παιδεία νόμιμος is the beginning, middle and end. Culture alone is immortal and divine; even war, which catches up everything like a whirlpool, cannot take this away, 8 (II, 5c e f); 9 (II, 6, a): ἀδιάφθορος and ὑγιαίνουσα; 7 (II, 5a): ὑγιαίνων καὶ τεταγμένος βίος. The ἐγκύκλια παιδεύματα should all be gone through at least γεύματος ἕνεκεν. But philosophy is the main element in education, 10 (II, 7d).﻿﻿ Spiritual love of young people promotes education, develops talents of leadership, and fashions essential virtue, 15 (II, 11e). Finally, everything depends on a good example; fathers must not be teachers of wrongdoing to their children.﻿﻿ Cf. on this Apophth. Lac. (II, 216d), where the son, appealing to his education, refuses to be led astray by his parents.
That education remained a privilege of the ruling classes is shown also by the nonliterary tradition of the inscr. and pap. Thus we read in P. Oxy., II, 265, 24 (81–95 a.d.); τὴν πρέπουσαν ἐλευθέροις παισὶ παιδείαν, and an inscr. (Ditt. Syll., 578, 61, 2nd ¢ b.c.) has: τὸ ἀργύριον τὸ ἐπιδοθὲν … εἰς τὴν παιδείαν τῶν ἐλευθέρων παίδων.﻿﻿ Elsewhere παιδεία is used with ref. to the schools.﻿﻿ The comparatively important and esteemed position of the pedagogue is attested in a pap. in which a mother writes to her son, P. Oxy., VI, 930, 2nd/3rd cent. a.d.﻿﻿ παιδεύειν is often used in the general sense “to cultivate” or “to instruct.” There is an important testimony to the sense “to chastise” in BGU, III, 846, 11 f. (2nd cent. a.d.) in a letter of a son to his mother: πεπαίδευμαι καθʼ ὃν δεῖ τρόπον.﻿﻿ Disciplining by fate is the παιδεία ἐν λύπῃ to which the philosophers also refer.﻿﻿ But παιδεύειν for corporal punishment by the pedagogue is not yet attested in non-biblical Gk., though from the letter adduced above it seems to have been adopted in popular Hell. usage.
2.     The Legislator and Paideia.

Even ideas about family education in the classical period are mostly presented as demands of the legislator. For strictly all education is a public affair.﻿﻿ It was for the sake of paideia that Plat. wrote his Polit. and Leg. Indeed, the state exists on its behalf. At issue in paideia is the relation of man to the polis, and the fate of Socrates indicates the indissoluble tension between man’s freedom and the claim of society.﻿﻿

Man is by nature ordained for paideia (culture),﻿﻿ and the measure of his development is not his own wish (ψυχή) but the nomos, Xenoph. Cyrop., I, 3, 18. παιδία is δύναμις θεραπευτικὴ ψυχῆς, Ps.-Plat. Def., 416.﻿﻿ It thus has an individualistic orientation. Nevertheless, it is basic to the ideal state of Plato,﻿﻿ and to the security of this state, Leg., VI, 752c. The aim and purpose of education is integration of the child into the surrounding world as this is determined by law and experience, II, 659d. νομοφύλαξ﻿﻿ and παιδευτής go together, VII, 811d; VIII, 835a. The law itself is an educator. VII, 809a; V, 730b. From birth the laws order the education of the child, as of adults, both physically and mentally, Crito, 50d; 51c. Thus education is fully a matter for the state, Menex., 248d. The Gks. as ἐν νόμοις καὶ ἀνθρώποις τεθραμμένοι are distinguished by their culture from barbarians, who are without παιδεία and every other salutary impulsion to virtue (Prot., 327 c d). Children should be as little without διδάσκαλοι and παιδαγωγοί as sheep without shepherds or slaves without masters: ὁ δὲ παῖς πάντων θηρίων δυσμεταχειριστότατον (hardest to handle), Leg. All., VII, 808d. We find the same comparison between man and animal in Resp., I, 335b–c, cf. III, 416a–c. If ἀρετή and ἦθος belong to φύσις, this destroys the sure distinction between man and beast.﻿﻿ But the word group παιδεία is used almost exclusively of man, and even the exceptions﻿﻿ involve a treatment of animals in human terms. A good education is of great profit to the state: παιδεία … φέρει καὶ νίκην, νίκη δʼ ἐνίοτε ἀπαιδευσίαν, Leg., I, 641c; cf. VII, 803d; VIII, 832d. From this standpt. the Gks. constantly kept before them the Laconian or even the Persian system (cf. Xenoph. Cyrop.), and in this light Plato explains the shifting fortunes of the Persian rulers: ἀρετή and σωφροσύνη are smothered in riches and tyranny, Leg., III, 694–696. There thus arises for the Athenians the democratic ideal of education stated by Plato at the end of the Leg., XII, 969b–c: The ideal state will become a reality ἐὰν ἄρα ἡμῖν οἵ τε ἄνδρες ἀκριβῶς ἐκλεχθῶσι, παιδευθῶσί τε προηκόντως, παιδευθέντες … φύλακες ἀποτελεσθῶσιν, οἵους ἡμεῖς οὐκ εἴδομεν ἐν τῷ πρόσθεν βίῳ πρὸς ἀρετὴν σωτηρίας γεγομένους, cf., 964c–e.﻿﻿ On the basis of his philosophy Plato attacks with particular sharpness the traditional method of education which starts with lying myths, Resp., II, 377a. These throw contempt on the gods and make children worse, 381e. This is certainly contrary to the general evaluation of Hom.: λέγουσιν ὡς τὴν Ἑλλάδα πεπαίδευκεν οὗτος ὁ ποιητής, Resp., X, 606e. But it seems to be a political necessity that public behaviour and the culture imparted to the young should be subject to strict pedagogical and ethical control. μάθησις and ἄσκησις constitute education, Resp., VII, 536b. For Plato’s Socrates virtue is also culture, and man’s happiness is dependent on παιδεία and δικαιοσύνη, Gorg., 470e. Natural disposition and education (training) bring about the moderation and restriction of desires in joy and suffering, Resp., IV, 431c. Culture also requires personal commitment. Philosophers must dedicate themselves to government and thus sacrifice their contemplative life for society, Resp., VII, 540b.
For Aristot. there can be no doubt that education is a political problem. It must apply to all children, and be regulated by the lawgiver. The content and aim are debated. Is the issue τὰ χρήσιμα πρὸς τὸν βίον ἢ τά τείνοντα πρὸς ἀρετήν, or something beyond? (Pol., VIII, 1, 2, p. 1337a, 11 ff.). At any rate, common education should be the basis of political unity. Better to level the desires of men than their possessions, II, 7, p. 1266b, 30 ff.; cf. II, 5, p. 1263b, 37 and 1264a, 30. If a government is truly good, it will not merely have but also display in its acts true humanity, II, 9, p. 1270b, 37; 1271a, 1; cf. III, 16, p. 1287a, 25 and b, 25. By the same education and habit one becomes both a worthy man and a statesman and ruler, III, 18, p. 1288b, 1; cf. III, 13, p. 1283a, 25; IV, 11, p. 1295a, 27; 1296. In democracy as in aristocracy the eminent are distinguished by wealth, birth, excellence, or culture, IV, 4, p. 1291b, 29; 8, p. 1293b, 37. Habit and education should not lead to the realisation of party desires but to the fulfilment of the existing form of state, V, 9, p. 1310a, 14 ff. As compared with the ruling class, the people is marked by humble origin, poverty and lack of culture, VI, 2, p. 1317b, 39. In Aristot. even more than Plato law is the true pedagogue. Political education is introduction into the political relations created by the legislator. Thus the state attains to radical superiority over the individual; even musical education is a goal of social teaching.﻿﻿
3.     ὑπὸ Διὸς παιδεύεσθαι.
The anthropocentric and also individualistic character of rational Greek thinking is comprehensively stated in the well-known principle of Protagoras: “Each man is for himself the measure of things, of those that are, that they are, and of those that are not, that they are not,” Plat. Theaet., 152a. This finally stands behind all the paideia of the Greeks, and paideia as a task and goal of the state brings no basic change at this point. But Plato achieves a new and intentionally antithetical formulation: ὁ δὴ θεὸς ἡμῖν πάντων χρημάτων μέτρον ἂν εἴη μάλιστα, καὶ πολὺ μᾶλλον ἤ πού τις … ἄνθρωπος, Leg., IV, 716c. Here neither individualism nor anthropocentrism is in the last resort abandoned. But a definitive and absolute claim replaces relativism. Thus the necessary transcendent orientation of paideia is discovered. Nevertheless, the introduction of theology,﻿﻿ with whose help pupils sought to understand the fundamental law of the Platonic state, did not really liberate Greek thinking from its human, earthly and physico-materialistic connection.﻿﻿

Education for the good presupposes knowledge of the good, which is theology, Resp., II, 379a–c. This is an evident and very natural deduction from the Socratic equation of virtue and culture.﻿﻿ The theology of the visible gods (Tim., 40d) is linked with superstition. Thus in Tim., 23d it is said of the city of Athens that the deity ἔλαχε καὶ ἔθρεψε καὶ ἐπαίδευσε it. Nevertheless, professional, political and spiritual education in Plato is wholly rational. Above all human σωφροσύνη, however, stands divinely caused μανία, which μυρία τῶν παλαιῶν ἔργα κοσμοῦσα τοὺς ἐπιγιγνομένους παιδεύει, Phaedr., 245a. In Ps.-Plat. God is the true instructor in self-knowledge somewhat in the sense of the Socratic daemon. Thus the myth of Minos tells how he φοιτᾶν παιδευθησόμενον ὡς ὑπὸ σοφιστοῦ ὄντος τοῦ Διός, Ps.-Plat. Min., 319c; cf. d: ὑπὸ Διὸς πεπαιδεῦσθαι, and 320b: ἦν αὕτη ἡ συνουσία … διὰ λόγων ἐπὶ παιδείᾳ εἰς ἀρετήν. The myth that the gods τέχνας πρώτους παιδευθησάμενοι established the life of men may also be found in the Platonic tradition (Menex., 238b), and finally there is a certain transcending of pedagogic rationalism: εἰ δʼ ἐπὶ τὸ παιδεῦσαι δεῖ τινος, οὔτε ὁ παιδεύσων οὔτε οἱ παιδευθησόμενοι … εἰσὶν ὑμῖν, ἀλλὰ τὸ λοιπὸν τοῖς θεοῖς εὔχεσθαι, Ep., XI, 359b. The linking of παιδεία, μαντεία and θεραπεία (Ps.-Plat. Epin., 988a) characterises this development. There is nothing more divine for men than deliberation on paideis, Ps.-Plat. Theag., 122b. Here basic instruction in γράμματα, κιθαρίζειν, παλαίειν καὶ τὴν ἄλλην ἀγωνίαν may be presupposed, 122e. But ultimately even in Plato himself the concern is for the nature and cultivation and even the eternal salvation of the soul. Thus we read in Phaed., 107d: οὐδὲν γὰρ ἄλλο ἔχουσα εἰς Ἅιδου ἡ ψυχὴ ἔρχεται πλὴν τῆς παιδείας τε καὶ τροφῆς. But this view raises the question how far virtue may be taught. The question is posed in Menon, and the ultimate answer is that things do not depend on the pedagogic measures or on the teachers or parents, since even the best may fail in their attempts to educate their children, Men., 93d–e, 94a, 96d, 99e. But θείᾳ μοίρᾳ ἡμῖν φαίνεται παραγιγνομένη ἡ ἀρετὴ οἷς ἂν παραγίγνηται, 100b. For Aristot. theology has an assured place in the system of sciences, and hence also in paideia, Metaph., V, 1, p. 1026a, 19. In his successors culture becomes a quality which sets men on a level with the gods, for the fruit of paideia is rational planning: τὸ βουλεύεσθαι τῶν περὶ τὸν ἄνθρωπον θειότατόν ἐστιν, Ps.-Aristot. Rhet. Al., 1, p. 1420b, 19 f. For Plato, however, the experiment of Syracuse, where the ruler was to be brought up as a philosopher, showed only too plainly that only in conjunction with a divine dispensation can the ruler be a philosopher or the philosopher a ruler, Ep., VII, 326b, 327e, 336e; Resp., VI, 492a e; IX, 592a.
The παιδεία of the Gks. rounds out human nature, Aristot. Pol., VII, 16, p. 1337a, 2. It is the basis of all πολιτεία (ibid., 11–17), and it fulfils the true destiny of man by directing his strivings to the paradigm and measure of the good, i.e., God, Plat. Resp., VII, 540a; Leg., IV, 716c.﻿﻿ If Socrates in Athens and Plato in Syracuse failed in their educational attempts, this does not imply a deficiency in παιδεία but the perfecting of philosophy in necessary suffering face to face with a lack of understanding on the part of those around, Plat. Ep., VII, 350–352: cf. Ps.-Plat. Epin., 973d.
B.     Education in the Old Testament.
1.     God’s Discipline by Law and Wisdom.

Originally the biblical tradition shows no acquaintance with the idea of man’s education or religio-ethical development.﻿﻿ The people of Israel is chosen by God, and he who does not fall in with the resultant claim on God’s part forfeits his life, Gn. 17:14; Ex. 12:15, 19; 31:14; Lv. 7:20, 21, 25, 27; cf. 10:2. Venial sins and offences, however, are expiated by sin and guilt offerings, Lv. 4–7, → III, 306, 24 ff.; 309, 33 ff. Inasmuch as the rules of purity involve specific ordinances, one might speak of habit and education. God is the Holy One, and the Israelite, a member of the chosen people, must be holy to Him, Lv. 20:26.﻿﻿ If the substance of education is in some sense present, there is no psychological exposition or development. Hence no pedagogic vocabulary is formed.
In so far as holiness was understood in moral as well as cultic terms,﻿﻿ keeping the moral commandment became an obligation for members of the covenant. Man is not alone at this pt., for God helps him. He gives him the commandments, punishes infringements, rewards obedience. God leads His people to the goal appointed by Him. Songs and stories magnifying God’s acts, laws and prophetic sayings, stamp and fashion the people of the old covenant as no other people in history has ever been moulded. In particular the Law﻿﻿ is an educative force. Short summaries of the Law like the Decalogue (Ex. 20, 34), Torah liturgies (Ps. 15; 24:3–6; Mi. 6:6–8), and also the broader casuistical definition of the Law, regulate the life of the Israelite even to the minutest everyday details, and hedge him in with its ordering, limiting and keeping power (Ps. 119). In everyday life the father is the guardian of the Law. He is the responsible agent of tradition. He must instruct the younger generation, Gn. 18:19; Ex. 12:26; 13:14; Dt. 4:32; 6:7, 20.﻿﻿ Thus the Law survives, though in the new forms attested by the different sources, even when the kingdom and the temple are destroyed. The force which sustains and educates both people and individuals abides.
For God’s chosen people, with whom He has made His covenant, the Law is the revealed standard of growth in discipline and order, in faith and confidence. There is no broad vocabulary of education. The Heb. OT has a whole series of words for teaching and direction, for chastisement and correction, but only the one word יסר and the derived מוסר can denote “to educate,” “education.”﻿﻿ This word certainly belongs to the same field and can itself denote “rearing” (in the moral, not the biological sphere) as “correction,” but it can also take on a more intellectual sense and stand for “culture” in the sense of possession of wisdom, knowledge, and discernment.﻿﻿ The word refers to intra-personal action. God deals with men, or men with their fellows. It is not used of animals. In detail different spheres, relations and meanings have to be differentiated in its application, though these often overlap: the education of children which is training and which uses chastisement; the learning which includes intellectual culture; the moral and religious shaping of the righteous which embraces instruction in wisdom but finds its fulfilment in correction by suffering; and finally the training of the people, which has its basis and content in hearing, learning and obeying the divine commandments, but which must often be enforced by severe chastisements. One might also refer to the chastisement of a transgressor as a legal punishment,﻿﻿ disciplinary measures against slaves and subjects,﻿﻿ and instruction in the sense of imparting specific knowledge. Finally, censure,﻿﻿ admonition and warning play a great role in education, and the same root can be used in this special sense.
Acc. to the wisdom teaching preserved, e.g., in Prv., education cannot dispense with corporal punishment: “He that spareth his rod hateth his son: but he that loveth him chasteneth him betimes,” Prv. 13:24; cf. 29:15; Sir. 22:3. For correction keeps from worse things, even death, 23:13. It gives hope of amendment, 19:18. But it must be in love, not anger. It drives out folly, 22:15. It gives joy and refreshment to the educator (29:17) and life to the one who receives it (4:13). These sayings bear witness to the responsibility of the father and mother for their children. Thus Scripture admonishes at the outset in Prv. 1:8: “My son, hear the instruction of thy father, and forsake not the law of thy mother.”﻿﻿ The words of Lemuel in 31:1 are also traced back to the teaching or training of his mother. Similarly, the mirror of the prince given there serves to train a prince.
In the Wisdom literature of Israel and Judah, however, the ref. is not just to the education of children but to the cultivation of the character of adults acc. to the norm of sapiens et eloquens pietas which finally derives from this literature. Fear of God is the beginning of knowledge, while fools despise wisdom and culture, Prv. 1:7; cf. 15:33. The goal of instruction is “to learn wisdom and discipline, to understand intelligible speech, to attain to wholesome discipline, righteousness, duty and integrity, to teach cleverness to the simple, knowledge and circumspection to the boy. Let the wise man hear and increase his wisdom, and the man of understanding find guidance.” Prv. 1:2 ff.﻿﻿ It is plain that the ref. is to practical moral training rather than purely intellectual education. The commandment is a lamp and wisdom a light, and training gives direction on the way of life, 6:23; cf. 16:22; 10:17. The ref. here is undoubtedly to a discipline and education voluntarily and independently accepted, 12:1; 13:1; 19:20, 27; 23:12; 15:32, 33. Only a fool will reject his father’s advice, 15:5. For poverty and shame pursue the despiser of instruction, 13:18. Thus the lazy man with his neglected property is a warning to others, 24:32. מוסר is here commonly associated with other terms. In particular, תובחת is often a par. in the sense of “correction,” “censure.” Culture and knowledge are more costly than silver or gold, 8:10, cf. 8:33. There is certainly no sense in wasting the work of education on despisers and transgressors, 9:7. The transgressor even rejects God’s discipline.
All discipline comes ultimately from God. Its authority is grounded in Him. If this theonomous character does not always emerge in Prv., this is linked with the history of these Wisdom sayings.﻿﻿ The community of the old covenant understands them increasingly of the saving work of its God. The verse in Prv. 3:11, which is so significant in the passion theology of both Judaism and Christianity, is only one plain example of this.﻿﻿ Here, in accordance with the religious character of the practical wisdom of Israel, the fear of Yahweh and trust in Him are said to be the basis and content of all instruction, and an express warning is given against one’s own reason and wisdom, 3:5ff.; cf. Is. 5:21. The Ps. often speak of Yahweh’s own discipline and correction. He it is who admonishes through the conscience, Ps. 16:7. Chastisement corresponding to the sin would destroy man, Ps. 39:11. Hence the request: “Neither chasten me in thy hot displeasure,” Ps. 6:1; 38:1; → 405, 7–20. And the righteous man confesses: “The Lord hath chastened me sore, but he hath not given me over unto death,” Ps. 118:18. Thus it may finally be said: “Blessed is the man whom thou chastenest. O Lord, and teachest him out of thy law,” 94:12. This is the view of Eliphaz the Temanite: “Happy is the man whom God correcteth (יבח): therefore despise not thou the chastening of the Almighty,” Job 5:17. To Job, of course, the statements of his friends are insulting censure, since his guilt is presupposed, 20:3, cf. 36:10.﻿﻿ In the Ps. mentioned, as in Job, we thus find the same ideas about God’s correction as in the wisdom sayings of Prv. God is the stern Judge who punishes and chastises. But He does so as a Father who in love severely disciplines His children. God’s demanding and educating power also extends beyond the confines of the covenant people to the Gentile world: “He that chastiseth the heathen, shall not he correct, he that teacheth man knowledge?” Ps. 94:10.﻿﻿ The same claim is to be seen in Ps. 2:10: “Be instructed, ye judges of the earth.”
2.     God’s Discipline in the Prophetic Revelation.

In the Wisdom writings, in keeping with the spirit of the works, discipline and correction are related to teaching and instruction. In the prophets, however, the ref. is to God’s acts in the history of the people and peoples. Under God’s discipline is not merely the individual, but the chosen people as a whole in all its chances and providences. Discipline is the point of the Law. In this light the essentials of the prophetic proclamation are to be understood. Thus Hosea already announces the people’s chastisement by God, 10:10, cf. 7:12, 15.﻿﻿ In Hos. 10:12 the only possible meaning is: “Break up more broken ground …, until he comes to teach you righteousness.” Here, then, the correction of the people by deportation seems to precede the teaching of Yahweh. But prophetic proclamation rests on Yahweh’s direction, which gives the man of God a correct insight, opposed to all popular opinions and desires, into the course of historical events. This is the experience of Is. (8:11). The best introduction to his theology of history is the parable of the husbandman whom God instructs (28:26).﻿﻿ As the husbandman does not always do the same thing, so Yahweh’s (educative) dealings with His people do not follow a single pattern.﻿﻿ To the pre-exilic period also belongs Zephaniah with his lament over Jerusalem, which will not receive instruction, 3:2, 7.﻿﻿ In a special way the word of correction is given impressive monitory force by such political events as the destruction of Jerusalem and the deportations. To the same effect is the historical understanding of a Jeremiah. The sin and apostasy of the people bring down chastisement and punishment upon it, 2:19. But all correction is futile in face of the resistance of those to whom it applies, 2:30; 5:3; 7:28; 17:23. Yahweh has untiringly given instruction to His people, but they have accepted no admonition, discipline, or correction, 32:33. Hence the warnings of the prophets have all been in vain, 6:8; 35:13. The prophet’s petition is too late: “O Lord, correct me, but with judgment; not in thine anger, lest thou bring me to nothing,” 10:24. For we read in 30:14: “I have struck thee with the blow of an enemy, with cruel chastisement.” There can be no question now of educative punishment nor of a father-son relation. Nevertheless, the promise is given in 30:11 (cf. 46:28): “For I am with thee, saith the Lord, to save thee: though I make a full end of all the nations whither I have scattered thee, yet will I not make a full end of thee: but I will correct thee in measure, and will not leave thee altogether unpunished.”﻿﻿ But now Ephraim repents bitterly and renews his confession of Yahweh who corrected him, 31:18. In Ez. the word group occurs only twice at 5:15﻿﻿ and 23:48 in the sense of “warning” and “to be warned.” An important verse in the Ebed Yahweh songs is Is. 53:5:﻿﻿ “The chastisement which brings us peace was upon him, and by his stripes there was healing for us.” The ref. here is to vicarious chastisement, and the statement, taken up into the passion theology of Judaism, impressed itself on Jewish piety in the experience of believers during many a time of persecution, and finally found in Jesus Christ its fulfilment in salvation history.
The OT depiction of history shows how the prophetic admonitions and warnings about the chastisement of the people by God came into effect in the events of political history. The whole story of the people is presented here from the standpoint of education: As a father instructs his son so does Yahweh His people, Dt. 8:5; cf. Is. 1:2. The wilderness experiences esp. promoted this education, Dt. 11:2.﻿﻿ Yahweh Himself guided and tended His people from heaven, Dt. 4:36. Again and again He chastised the people for their sins, Lv. 26:18–28. The context shows that these are chastisements, while the miraculous deliverances in the desert are to be regarded as education acc. to Dt. 11:2. On this interpretation it should not be forgotten, however, that in the original the same word מוסר is used, as constantly in other places, so that one can hardly make a sharp distinction of meaning. Obviously the OT has chiefly in view the negative aspect of education, and only in Dt. is there even the beginning of a comprehensive subordination of the whole of salvation history to the concept of education.
Since Israel, in keeping with ancient oriental thought, is often depicted as an individual, there is no difficulty in applying the essentially individual concept of education to the people. God treats and educates His people with severity and yet also with kindness, as a father does his son. At the same time, there also apply to righteous individuals the views of education found in the ancient Wisdom literature, which was present in Israel from the days of Solomon, and which increasingly in the post-exilic period became a special feature of the moral and religious culture of the Jews.﻿﻿ In this connection, it was never forgotten on the soil of OT revelation that the reference is not to the individual in self-asserted autonomy, but to the individual as a member of the chosen people, to which are addressed God’s promises and requirements, which hold up the holiness of God as a criterion of life for the children of Israel.

3.     The Reconstruction of the Concept in the Greek Translation of the Old Testament.

Experience of the discipline and correction of both individual and people by Yahweh does not affect the theocentric character of the OT revelation. Nevertheless, in so far as Yahweh is now presented as the Educator of His people, in so far as He teaches and admonishes and warns through the prophets, the OT message acquires a more anthropocentric ref.﻿﻿ This applies everywhere in the OT where moral, social and pedagogic questions are raised. The many attempts to solve the problem of theodicy, in which suffering is viewed as punishment, testing, or a means of discipline and education, seem to lead away from the theocentric character of OT piety by raising anthropological questions. In this respect the irrational idea of testing does most justice to the mystery of God’s rule,﻿﻿ whereas ideas of discipline, education and development tend to see God too readily in human terms.﻿﻿ Hence these notions belong materially to the margin of biblical piety, and the number and nature of the relevant statements indicate the secondary significance of these trains of thought, which were often so important in later Christianity.﻿﻿ Nevertheless, they find expression in the Gk. transl. of the OT, and the Gk. term παιδεία is the linguistic means which enables the translators to give a pedagogic interpretation of salvation history. The Gk. words παιδεία and παιδεύειν are mostly used for מוסר and יסר. Herewith the Gk. terms acquire a new and originally almost alien significance. παιδεία takes on the sense of discipline and chastisement.﻿﻿ On the other hand, the OT text is permeated by the intellectual element of culture, education and instruction to a much greater degree than may be said of the original.
a. In the Wisdom Literature. The setting for pedagogic thinking in the Wisdom literature is the discipline exercised by the father vis-à-vis his children and household. In detail, there are in the LXX many softenings as compared with the original. Thus at Prv. 17:21 a positive addition is made to the negative formulations of the Mas., though here, as at Sir. 42:5, παιδεία is to be rendered “correction.” The Gk. term has fully adapted itself to the original. At Prv. 29:19 the LXX limits the principle that verbal instruction is not enough for a slave, to the obdurate slave: λόγοις οὐ παιδευθἠσεται οἰκέτης σκληρός. Elsewhere, too, the LXX uses παιδεύειν for “to chastise,” even when the HT does not demand it, as at Dt. 22:18; 2 Esr. 7:26, and with another word at the corresponding 1 Esr. 8:24, where the LXX introduces the punishment of chastisement. In the rules for sovereigns in Sir. 10:1﻿﻿ and 37:23, however, παιδεύειν has more the sense of “education.” This is esp. true in the second instance, esp. as נחבם is rendered παιδεύειν.
The religious use of παιδεία for chastisement by God corresponds fully to the secular use. What is said about God the Educator in the basic verse Dt. 8:5 is more broadly developed in Prv. 3:11 f.﻿﻿ The LXX here presupposes education by suffering. Thus in place of the HT ובאב (“and like a father”) it reads a form of the root באב in the hi (“to cause sorrow”),﻿﻿ which it renders by μαστιγοῦν. The parallelism of παιδεύει and μαστιγοῖ shows that παιδεία κυρίου in v. 11 unequivocally means the discipline of suffering. If the LXX is here propounding a basic concept of Jewish passion piety in contrast to the HT, the translator usually keeps to the HT and in Job, the Ps. and the few prophetic passages expresses the thought of the discipline or chastisement of individuals or the people by God.﻿﻿
Nevertheless, under stronger Hell. influence the term brings in ideas of culture which are characteristic of Hell. Judaism﻿﻿ with its susceptibility to secularisation. Thus Judaism endorses foreign pagan culture when it ascribes it to Daniel (1:20) or Moses (Ac. 7:22). To be well brought up or educated in the secular sense is the ideal of many Wisdom sayings. Prv. and Sir. are permeated by constantly renewed praise of wisdom. Prv. introduces the παιδεία πατρός and admonishes the son to accept it, 1:8; 4:1, 13; 15:5; 19:20, 27; 28:7. The interest of the Gk. translators here is not in discipline or chastisement, but in intellectual instruction.﻿﻿
The father is important only as the representative of tradition. Behind him stands the true authority, the almost mythical figure of wisdom. This is not identical with ratio, with human reason. It rests on revelation: “God has taught me wisdom, and I have attained to knowledge of the Holy One,” Prv. 30:3﻿﻿ LXX, presupposing ואל למדני Culture and revelation are united, so that Sir. 1:27 can say: σοφία γὰρ καὶ παιδεία φόβος κυρίου, the meaning of φόβος κυρίου being “religion.”﻿﻿ Here παιδεία is God’s gift in the teaching of the Law and the education of life. Discipline and correction are integrated into and subordinated to the OT view of paideia, and it is possible to speak of correction through wisdom,﻿﻿ Sir. 4:17. Here is manifest the irrational and numinous element which in the OT is associated with sophia and also paideia. Acc. to the HT the first half of the verse refers to the attitude of wisdom, which initially disguises itself (hitp of נבר) so that it cannot be recognised. But acc. to the LXX the path of the disciples of wisdom is winding. Thus the way in which wisdom educates men corresponds to the wonderful dealings of God with men, which bring human wisdom to nothing, cf. Is. 29:14.﻿﻿
At Sir. 23:2﻿﻿ the LXX introduces παιδεία as the logical subj.; from it the scourge and chastisement come. The righteous man prays for παιδεία σοφίας. It is not wholly clear whether the request is that he be kept from sins or punished for them betimes. In the former case instruction is sought from wisdom, in the latter chastisement. From the time of the Maccabees (cf., e.g., 2 Macc. 6:12, 16; 7:33; 10:4; 4 Macc. 10:10) there is ref. to the discipline of suffering, i.e., to suffering as educative punishment. Wis. and Ps. Sol. offer examples.﻿﻿ The mercy of the father and the wrath of the judge and king combine in this concept of God. For the righteous, sufferings are an educative and purgative punishment. The one promotes amendment, the other is an anticipation of eschatological punishment. But in the actualities of life prior to the last judgment it is not easy to distinguish the chastisement of the righteous from judgment on the wicked: unenlightened (ἁπαίδευτοι) souls have fallen into error at this pt., Wis. 17:1. σοφία and παιδεία are necessary for right understanding. Thus in Wis. παιδέα sometimes has an intellectualistic sense, 7:14; 3:11. The term always denotes not only correction, but the pious understanding of disciplinary suffering. Thus we have in Wis. 6:17–19 the climax: ἁρχὴ γὰρ αὐτῆς (σοφίας) ἠ ἁληθεστάτη παιδείας ἑπιθυδία, θροντὶς δὲ παιδείας ἁγάπη, ἁγάπη δὲ τήρησις νόμων βεβαίωσις ἁθαρσίας, ἁφθαρσία δὲ ἑγγὺς εἶναι ποιεῖ θεοῦ.﻿﻿ Desire for teaching is rewarded by true education, 6:11. Wis. 1:5 speaks of ἅγιον πνεῦμα παιδείας in this sense. In general Wis. has adopted the cultural ideal of the Hell. world, but it has filled it out with experience of the divine discipline, and this has led it to a solution to the problem of theodicy: God, the merciful, becomes the Educator of His people.
b. In the Psalms. The ref. here is almost always to correction or education by God, or to instruction concerning His will. The LXX brings in the concept of paideia in the sense of chastisement in the well-known v. Ps. 2:12: δράξασθε παιδείας.﻿﻿ Only an anon. transl. has the similar but more intellectualistic understanding: ἑπιλάβεσθε ἑπιστήμης. The Lat. rendering obviously follows the LXX. All the other transl. presuppose the Heb. In 2:10 σύνετε παιδεύθητε (Ἀ ἐπιλάβεσθε), the admonition to cleverness and that to discipline, are obviously combined intentionally. In ψ 17:34, cf. 2 Βασ‌. 22:36, the Gk. renderings in various ways replace the theological statement by one which is more anthropologically orientated. In Θ παιδεία has a more intellectualistic nuance. The verb, or words associated with it, can yield a similar intellectualistic understanding at Ps. 94(93):10, 12, cf. Job 5:17; Ps. 119(118):66;﻿﻿ Ps. 50(49):16, 17. In the Ps., too, the noun παιδεία is used more in the Hell. sense of culture and education, while the verb has more of the biblical sense of discipline and correction. In the main these verses may be grouped with the proverbial wisdom of the OT.
c. In the Prophetic Writings. There is often a more important difference between the LXX and the HT in the prophetic writings, where the word is introduced by the LXX at precisely the decisive pt. in relation to the problem of paideta. In the Gk. of Jer. παιδεύειν and παιδεία commonly have the sense of “to discipline,” “discipline.” More plainly even than the HT the LXX presents God’s dealings with the people from the standpoint of correction, The Heb. phrase לקח מוסר is often slightly changed in the Gk. (Prv. 16:17; Sir. 32:14; 51:26; cf. Prv. 24:32). In Jer. we find in the first part (2:30; 5:3: 7:28; 17:23; cf. Zeph. 3:2,7) δέξασθαι παιδείαν, in the second (39[32]:33; 42[35]:13) λαβεῖν παιδείαν. At Is. 53:5 the LXX transl. lit.: παιδεία εἰρήνης ἡμῶν ἑπʼ δὐτόν.﻿﻿ This seems to have been influenced by the rendering of Is. 9:6, 7 in ΣΘ. παιδεία means “chastisement” here. The ref. is to the vicarious suffering of punishment, so that there can be no question of education. In Is. 53:5 LXX; Is. 9:6, 7 ΣΘ, the Gk. term takes on a sense alien to the Gk. spirit. It becomes a tt. for passion. In Ez. is used only once for מוסר at 5:15 Θ; the LXX uses it at 13:9 for סוד, “fellowship,” “secret.”﻿﻿ The LXX assumes that the task of the true prophet is to educate the people by means of the divine wisdom revealed to him. The prophets are thus grouped with the teachers of wisdom, cf. Mt. 23:34; Lk. 11:49. Acc. to Ez. 13:9 LXX the prophets have not fulfilled this task: “They have not shared in the education of my people.” παιδεία is also used for סוד at Am. 3:7. The Mas. reads: “Surely the Lord God does nothing, unless he has revealed his secret (סוד) to his servants the prophets.”﻿﻿ But the LXX thinks in terms of God’s plan of education which is declared to the prophets. The content of revelation is thus concerned with the education of the people, though there is no thought of the education of the human race in this connection. Ref. may also be made to the correction of other nations, Ps. 2:12, also Ez. 28:3, where the LXX introduces the term in a sense hardly consonant with revelation. Fundamentally, however, the concept of education presupposes in the OT the belief in election. Education by God is a gift of grace allotted only to God’s people.
The occasional use in the prophets (cf., e.g., Hos. 7:12, 14; 10:10)﻿﻿ shows that the view of history held by the transl., disposes them inwardly towards the concept of education. When used of God יסר can have such varied senses as “to warn,” “to correct,” “to chastise,” “to educate.” But the Gk. παιδεύειν always suggests the education of children even though the means can run the whole range from instruction to chastisement. Hence it occurs continually in the Law (Lv. 26:18, 23, 28; Dt. 4:36; 8:5), sometimes for other Heb. words. In using it thus, the LXX is simply following up the hint in the fundamental v. at Dt. 11:2 (→ n. ﻿61﻿). All the experiences of Israel after the exodus were thus gradually brought under the concept of παιδεία. The LXX finally states this plainly in Hos. 5:2: ἐγὼ δὲ παιδευτὴς ὐμῶν. The Mas. has מוסר but, even though it defies the context and perhaps the original HT,﻿﻿ the LXX, displaying a creative understanding of the OT, expresses an influential concept of Jewish piety when it describes God as the Educator of His people.
d. In the Presentation of History. Here the thought naturally refers to God’s dealings with His people, to all the varied happenings which befall the chosen people and righteous individuals. But the people of the teaching tradition,﻿﻿ of the Law and Wisdom literature, could hardly avoid thinking of God as the Teacher, as the Author and Mediator of all these traditions. For Hell. Judaism the very content and meaning of the Gk. word for education involved the inclination toward a more intellectual understanding of the education of the Jewish people by God. Certainly the heavy blows in the period of the conflict of faith promoted the interpretation of history in the sense of paideia. But the happenings to the patriarchs kept alive in the tradition, and ultimately the Law itself and all the commandments contained therein or attached thereto, were for Judaism means of education received from the hand of God. The Law is the educator of the pious Jew and the Jewish community. Nevertheless, the Law is called this only once, and that in a passage in which Judaism vindicates itself to itself and the world by adapting itself to the forms of this world, 4 Macc. 5:34: παιδευτὰ νόμε.
The Law became the basis of Jewish culture in both the spiritual and also the secular sense. The claim to culture in later Judaism is universalistic; hence the Law is the book of education for all mankind. In respect of the Law Judaism confronts the world with a supreme claim to culture, Sir Prol. 3; 39:8; 4 Macc. 5:24; 13:22, 24. In the discipline of the Law Judaism finds life and bliss, Sir. 24:27: ὁ [νόμος] ἐκφαίνων ὡς φῶς παιδείαν.﻿﻿

C.     The Paideia Concept in Hellenistic and Rabbinic Judaism.
1.     παιδεία and νόμος in Philo.

Philo’s works are permeated by the thought of paideia. The word group is one of the many concepts which form for Hellenistic Judaism a bridge between OT revelation and Gk. culture. Philo is particularly concerned to sum up in the idea the intellectual content of the OT tradition for the educated man of his age, and therewith to make it accessible and intelligible. At the same time he uses the group to try to prove the unconditional superiority of the OT revelation, of the Mosaic legislation, and consequently of Judaism too. Even if only for propagandist reasons, he thus arrives at a theologico-philosophical form of the paideia concept which might well be described also in terms of salvation history.﻿﻿

For Philo παιδεία is primarily the education and culture of the individual and people. He has in mind the general culture which transcends and gathers up specialised training and which consists in the moral establishment of character and the fulfilment of man’s nature as humanitas. Then it is for him philosophical education, which combines basic knowledge, discernment, the search for a clear view of the world and God, and the resultant practical wisdom. In this connection he is concerned to present the OT righteous as representatives of paideia. Finally, he seeks spiritual as well as intellectual culture. παιδεία becomes a hypostasis,﻿﻿ and as such brings about the unfolding of the human spirit in both individuals and peoples. It is the grace and gift of God and reveals its secret only to the pious and purified spirit. Certainly in all this the intellectualistic character of the Gk. understanding of paideia seems to be dominant. In fact, however, there flows into the Gk. form the spirit of the OT, the will of God which calls and renews man, and which comprises Law and promise. Hence the concept is for Philo the agent and mediator of the OT revelation in the Gk. world. Only in Christianity, and even there only in the course of centuries, did this combination of OT content and Gk. form exert a historical influence. Thus Philo’s ref. of the paideia concept to salvation history is a first form of the Christian, if not the NT, view of education, Judaism, however, rejected and denied his life-work right up to the threshold of the modern era.
In shaping education Philo borrowed from the traditions of the world around him. Parents are their children’s benefactors. They have given them life and care for their τροφή and παιδεία ἡ κατά τε σῶμα καὶ ψυχήν,﻿﻿ Spec. Leg., II, 229. Since children are born in the house and their parents pay for their upkeep and education, for nurses, pedagogues etc., they belong to their parents like slaves. In this thesis (233) the patriarchal conditions of the OT are loosely combined with the principles of Hell. law. The authority of the father over the child, which in the OT is based upon and limited by the divine order of creation (Dt. 21:18–21), is here given the form of an autonomous right of human possession. Education is a human achievement rather than a divine gift. Education itself ends with coming of age: γένεσις, τροφή, παιδεία, ἁρχή, Vit. Mos., II, 1, cf. Flacc., 158. But παιδεία also embraces the cultivation and self-education of the adult, e.g., by foreign travel, Abr., 65, or even by keeping sheep﻿﻿ in preparation for a royal calling, Vit. Mos., I, 62. Possession of culture is man’s pack on the way, Rer. Div. Her., 274. Education and culture are specifically for men in Philo, though the authorities should see that a suitable education is provided for girls too, Spec. Leg., II, 125.
Along with and prior to Gk. culture Philo is acquainted with that of the synagogue.﻿﻿ In spite of all attempts at adaptation and integration, however, this remains distinct. It is primarily education in εὑσέβεια and ὁσιότης. οἱκονομία and πολιτεία stand between δικαιοσύνη and ἑπιστήμη. The right must be chosen and the wrong avoided, and all from the three standpoints of love for God, virtue, and one’s fellow-men, Omn. Prob. Lib., 83. This is what Philo means when he speaks of philosophical instruction in the Jewish synagogue at Rome, Leg. Gaj., 156. Philo has in view only cultured persons: οἱ ἁπὸ παιδείας (Op. Mund., 17), with whom οἱ παιδείας ἁμύητοι, “the uneducated,” are contrasted in, e.g., Det. Pot. Ins., 77, cf. παιδείας ἄγευστοι, Spec. Leg., III, 163; Virt., 39; Omn. Prob. Lib., 4.﻿﻿ Formation of the personality takes place under the discipline (ἑλέγχειν) of ἁρετή and the instruction (παιδεύειν) of φρόνησις, Congr., 179. It follows the rule of the ὁρθὸς λόγος and παιδεία﻿﻿ (Mut. Nom., 206, cf. 211), and corresponds to the λογικὴ φύσις (Som., I, 107). The man who wants to give up παιδεία hurts his most noble part, Ebr., 23. Paideia is our most valuable possession, peaceful by nature in contrast to all other earthly goods, for which there are continual wars, Poster. C., 118. But the individual wins through πεπαιδεῦσθαι τὸ ἑν καιρῷ κάλλιστον, ἡσυχίαν, Abr., 20. He attains to serenity of soul, Leg. All., III, 128. Hence παιδεία is a divine jewel of the divine soul, Cher., 93. Or, as stated in Leg. All., III, 167: φῶς δὲ ψυχῆς ἐστι παιδεία, cf. also δᾳδουχοῦσα, “bearing a torch,” “bringing light,” Ebr., 168; καθαρὰ παρθένος, Agr., 158; ψυχῆς νόμισμα, Som., II, 90. It is νηθόντων ἡγεμονίς in contrast to μεθυόντων ἔξαρχος ἀπαιδευσία, Ebr., 153. By it man becomes a king, and things are subject to him.﻿﻿ But γίνωσκε σαυτόν, the philosophical term for self-education, is for Philo simply the biblical πρόσεχε σεαυτῷ, Gn. 24:6; Ex. 34:12 etc. Hereby the requirement of apologetics is met on the one hand,﻿﻿ and on the other all self-education is brought back to the divine commandment which restrains and sustains, Migr. Abr., 8. The superiority of Jewish culture﻿﻿ may be seen in its content,﻿﻿ which is influenced by Stoicism and Dualism in many of its forms of expression (Spec. Leg., I, 176; II, 46), but which is finally concerned with the one God and Creator.﻿﻿ Parents, pedagogues and teachers, the laws and unwritten customs, teach this to children from their youth up, Leg. Gaj., 115, 210; cf. Virt., 220; Praem. Poen., 162. Thus paideia is for the Jews a staff which serves both to support and to correct. The staff mentioned in the law of the Passover (Ex. 12:11) signifies paideia in allegorical exposition;﻿﻿ this is thus more firmly combined with discipline and chastisement, Leg. All., II, 89, 90; Sacr. AC., 63; Congr., 94; Fug., 150, Without this paideia by means of the stick it is impossible for many νουθεσίαν ἐνδέξασθαι καὶ σωφρονισμόν, Poster. C., 97. Thus the staff is a sign of νουθεσία, of σωφρονισμός and παιδεία.﻿﻿ As a sceptre it is a symbol of royal dominion, and therewith of God, the one King, who Himself stands behind all paideia, Mut. Nom., 135. He it is who has also fashioned the prototypes of human culture in secret, Som., I, 173. Thus paideia brings salvation, σωτήριος, Plant., 144. It is healthy and heals, Ebr., 141.﻿﻿ Assuming a good natural disposition and an appropriate education, the soul can attain to health, power, and other good gifts only by means of continual exercise in the principles of virtue, Praem. Poen., 64. As indiscipline brings death, so discipline brings immortality, Ebr., 140. It is the property of law and culture, which is the unwritten law of conscience, to differentiate between unholy and holy, unclean and clean, whereas conversely lawlessness and ill-breeding (ἀπαιδευσία) confuse everything, Ebr., 143. Another metaphor for paideia is that of the source or well, Fug., 177, 183; Ebr., 113. The well is one that only kings and not ordinary mortals can dig. This is to be seen also as a ref. to the saving significance of paideia. But ultimately this is grounded in the goodness and clemency of God and in His promises to those who love His discipline. Discipline is the bond to which and by which God keeps the soul fast and pure (Nu. 19:15).﻿﻿ The Israelite is taught to look up to the manna, the divine logos, which is the incomparable food of the soul that yearns for vision,﻿﻿ Rer. Div. Her., 79. The eye of the soul alone is shaped (πεπαίδευται) for vision of God, Mut. Nom., 203; cf. Leg. Gaj., 5; Ps.-Philo Vit. Cont., 66.﻿﻿
For Philo, then, paideia is a hypostasis in his metaphysical view of the world. His statements about it cannot be grouped conceptually in a system.﻿﻿ Acc. to Fug., 52 the daughter of God,﻿﻿ Sophia, as male principle and father begot in souls μάθησις, παιδεία, ἐπιστήμη, φρόνησις, καλαὶ καὶ ἐπαινεταὶ πράξεις. In the care of souls true reason is the father and average or general culture the mother. Paideia brings men under the positive law set up by individual states, lands and peoples, Ebr., 33, 34; cf. Som., II, 139; Fug., 188. This average paideia is only a handmaiden compared with the native citizen ἐπιστήμη καὶ σοφία καὶ ἀρετή, while the other disciplines are on the border between aliens and citizens, Congr., 22. Average paideia﻿﻿ is represented by Hagar (Congr., 12, 14, 20, 23, 28, 145, 156), while Sarah represents ἀρετὴ τελεία (Leg. All., III, 244: cf. Cher., 3, 6; Poster. C., 130, 137; Som., I, 239; Mut. Nom., 255). But average paideia is the most that a normal man can attain to. Its fruit is and remains healthy in all connections, for the good is by nature imperishable, Plant., 114, cf. 116. Paideia does not grow old. While other things perish with time, it marches on, constantly rejuvenated, blooming with eternal blossom, refreshed and renewed in unceasing endeavour, Agric., 171. With all this Philo has a clear view of the practical significance of paideia.﻿﻿ It means for him that life is led under the direction of God’s word, the divine logos, from which all potentialities of culture and all wisdom eternally proceed: ῥῆμα θεοῦ καὶ λόγος θεῖος, ἁφʼ οὗ πᾶσαι παιδείαι καὶ σοφίαι ῥέουσιν ἀένναοι, Fug., 137.﻿﻿
2.     Jewish-Hellenistic Education in Josephus.

Like his older contemporary Philo, Joseph. has a rich share in the OT and secular culture of Hell. Judaism.﻿﻿ Brought up with his brother (συμπαιδευόμενος) εἰς μεγάλην παιδείας προύκοπτον ἐπίδοσιν, as he tells us in Vit., II, 8, he raises a claim to culture acc. to his age, and knows the educational theory of the time quite well. He sees and champions the twofold nature of all education as teaching and practice, and for him the goal of all education is religion, pietas, in which all individual virtues unite as parts of the whole, Ap., II, 171. Among the Gks. either teaching or practice is neglected. The Lacedaemonians and Cretans﻿﻿ decided for practice, the Athenians and most other Gks. for teaching. Moses, on the other hand, has both.﻿﻿ For the Law, τὸ κάλλιστον καὶ ἀναγκαιότατον παίδευηα, combines the two, constant exercise, as demanded, e.g., by the dietary commandments, and the Sabbath hearing and ἐκμανθάνειν. The γράμματα παιδεύειν (Ap., II, 204) is the necessary presupposition of this. If Plato has similar educational measures, he is simply imitating Moses, Ap., II, 257.﻿﻿ But Moses, the Jewish lawgiver, has educated us in mildness and humanity: ἡμερότητα καὶ φιλανθρωπίαν ἡμᾶς ἐξεπαίδευσεν,﻿﻿ II, 213, cf. Ant., I, 6. How strongly influenced by Stoicism Joseph. is here in his depiction of Jewish paideia may be seen from the alleged utterances of the leader of the defenders of Masada, Eleazar, in support and defence of suicide: ἔδει μὲν οὖν ἡμᾶς οἴκοθεν πεπαιδευμένους ἄλλοις εἶναι παράδειγμα τῆς πρὸς θάνατον ἑτοιμότητος, Bell., 7, 351. Those outside realise, too, that obedience to law is the basis of Jewish education. Their deficiency in this respect is thus cast up against them as ἀπαιδευσία, Ant., 17, 316. Joseph., too, can give the term a volitional as well as an intellectual ref.﻿﻿ The superiority of Jewish culture over Gk. is emphasised in an account of the meeting of Aristot. with a Jew, in support of which Clearch. is adduced,﻿﻿ Ap., I, 176–181. Fundamentally, Joseph. accepts the Gk. norm of culture. This is shown by his remarks about the acceptance of the culture of the Oriental, Manetho, Ap., I, 73, also Berossus, I, 129. Nor does it worry him to have to ascribe lack of culture to Apion, II, 3, cf. 37, 38, 130.﻿﻿ In Ant., 4, 260 ff. he discusses the ruling about the rebellious son in Dt. 21:18.﻿﻿Parental discipline consists primarily in admonition, νουθεσία, with recollection of the παιδεία that the parents have bestowed on the son. If this succeeds no further punishment is needed. Only if all else fails should the death sentence be executed.﻿﻿ For Joseph., then, παιδεύειν and παιδεία have the sense of education and culture. He did not think that he could expect his readers to understand the specifically OT sense of discipline or correction.
3.     Discipline through Suffering in Later Jewish Theology.

The Rabbis, as representatives of Jewish theology on the soil of the OT tradition, developed a doctrine of education in which education by God is essentially correction. In so doing they were influenced by the experiences of the Maccabean period and by the conceptual development of Jewish passion piety in that and the succeeding age.﻿﻿ God is the Father who in grace allots correction to His son, i.e., the chosen people, while the ungodly, the other nations, are left without grace in superficial earthly prosperity, marching on in success and triumph to certain ruin at the last. This view finds literary attestation on the margin of the OT and in the apocr. It is found esp. in the Wisdom literature.﻿﻿ But it wins ground in the apocal, of later Judaism as a vital and at times fanatical expression of eschatological expectation. It is then developed more doctrinally in Rabb. theology. From apocal, circles comes S. Bar., a work which had its origin in Palestine, or at least in an orthodox milieu.﻿﻿ We read in 13:10: “Hence they (the Jews) were then chastised, that they might be purged from sin.”﻿﻿ Another view is found in 4:13. Paideia is now, not chastisement, but discipline or education. For the sin of its children, who did not take the path of instruction in divine righteousness, Jerusalem must atone. The concept of education is personified in 4 Esr. 8:11f.: “Thou dost further it (thy product from the mother’s womb) by thy mercy and nourish it by thy knowledge.” But it is a postulate of the author that God ought not to have allowed His people to be destroyed by His own enemies, but to appease His hatred He should have chastised it with His own hands, 4 Esr. 5:30. In this tension between mercy and hatred there is revealed all the inner insecurity of this passion theology,﻿﻿ which as a pious theory could not really solve the problem of theodicy. Even the promise in the concluding message of 4 Esr., which summons to self-discipline, cannot conceal this: “If now you establish your mind and discipline your hearts, you will be kept in life and achieve grace in death,” 14:34. The Book of Tobit, which seems to be related in many ways to 4 Esr., proclaims in Tobit’s song of praise, 13:2, 5, 10, 16: “He will chastise us (μαστιγώσει) on account of our unrighteousness, and then be merciful again.” Thus the word group is not used. The Shadrach Apc. follows similar trains of thought, just as it also has literary connections with the works mentioned. Here. too, the question is that of theodicy. God says in 3:7: “Man is my work and the product of my hands, and I instruct him as I see fit.” Shadtach answers in 4:1: “Thy discipline consists in fire and pain.”﻿﻿
There is no such remonstration in Rabb. theology. The academic tradition has worked out a solid solution to the problem of theodicy.﻿﻿ A statement of R. Akiba preserved in S. Dt., 73b on 6:2 gives evidence of clarification of the doctrine: “Dear are the chastisements.”﻿﻿ The Jewish view of retribution is herewith given a new turn, but it only becomes the more severe. Chastisement presupposes guilt, Ber., 5b:﻿﻿ “Is the Holy One open to the suspicion … of inflicting a punishment unjustly?” Thus one may deduce from the nature of the chastisement the specific human fault, Shah., 33a, Bar. That there is no death without sin (Ez. 18:20), no chastisement without guilt (Ps. 89:32), is the teaching of R. Ammi (c. 300) acc. to Shab., 55a. The principle rules: Measure for measure, cf. T. Sots, 3, 1 (295) acc. to R. Meïr (c. 150), cf. Mt. 7:2.﻿﻿ The Talmud tractate Ber. deals expressly with chastisements. There Is. 53:10 is expounded accordingly: “In whom the Holy One … finds good-pleasure, him he oppresses with chastisements.”﻿﻿ In the same context (Ber., 5a) there is handed down a saying of R. Simon b. Yachai: “The Holy One gave three good gifts … to Israel, but all were won only by chastisements. That is, the Torah, the land of Israel, and the future world.”﻿﻿ Chastisements remain afar off from him who devotes himself to the Torah (cf. Ex. 15:26). If anyone sees chastisements failing on him, he should examine his acts, cf. Lam. 3:40. If he does so and finds nothing, he should ascribe them to neglect of the Torah, cf. Ps. 94:12. If he still finds no reason, they are surely chastisements of love.﻿﻿ Appeal is also made to Ex. 21:26: The tooth and eye are only individual parts of a man. If nevertheless a slave may go out in freedom on their account, how much more effective are these chastisements which affect the whole body of a man. They allow a man to go out free from all the guilt of sin. Hence they are more efficacious even than sacrifices.﻿﻿ Abraham attained to the cancellation of sins by chastisements along these lines.﻿﻿
The plenitude of examples, however, should not deceive us. The contradiction between God’s justice and mercy still remains. Even the idea of chastisements of love cannot resolve it. To use the concept of education and chastisement as an answer to the question of suffering is to think in human terms, just as the concept of paideia itself is anthropologically, if not anthropocentrically, controlled.﻿﻿ Hence even on the presuppositions of Jewish apocalyptic and Rabb. theology it cannot be united with the theocentric view, i.e., with the claim of the OT revelation of God to be unconditional.﻿﻿
D.     The Paideia Concept in the New Testament.
1.     Greek and Jewish Culture in the NT

Controlled merely by history, and without theological significance, are the two verses Ac. 7:22 and 22:3, where one finds the usage which Hellenistic biography developed and which Hellenistic Judaism correspondingly used in biographical observations concerning its great men.

Ac. 7:22: ἐπαιδεύθη Μωυσῆς πάσῃ σοφίᾳ Αἰγυπτίων. It is part of the Moses story that Moses was nurtured in all the wisdom of Egypt, as in Luc. Philops., 34﻿﻿ the same is reported of a ἱερογραμματεύς from Memphis, of whom he says: θαυμάσιος τὴν σοφίαν καὶ τὴν παιδείαν πᾶσαν εἰδὼς τῶν Αἰγυπτίων. Similarly, the tragic writer Ezekiel says of Moses (37 f.): τροφαῖσι βασιλικαῖσι καὶ παιδεύμασιν ἅπανθʼ ὑπισχνεῖθʼ ὡς ἀπὸ σπλάγχνων ἑῶν.﻿﻿ Thus the position of Moses is secured on the secular side. In Joseph., however, there is at the decisive pt. (Ant., 2, 238) no παιδευθείς with the γεννηθείς τε καὶ τραφείς, though these normally constitute almost a formula.﻿﻿ His ἀρετή here is not based on his Egyptian education. Philo expressly emphasises in Vit. Mos., I, 32 that, though the Moses of the story had prospects of the Egyptian throne: τὴν συγγενικὴν καὶ προγονικὴν ἑζήλωσε παιδείαν. The teacher of Moses was God Himself: ὑπὸ μόνου μόνος ἐπαιδεύετο (ibid., I, 80). This refers in the first instance to instruction in the miraculous acts, but it also has typical significance, for when Moses received the Ten Commandments during the 40 days on the mount. ἑμυσταγωγεῖτο παιδευόμενος τὰ κατὰ τὴν ἱερωσύνην πάντα (II, 71). If in the common formula we read of the γένεσις, τροφή and παιδεία of Moses (II, 1), Egyptian culture played no part in the παιδεία. Education for the office of lawgiver was a matter of tradition (I, 32). But the simpler opinion that Moses was initiated into the famous ancient culture of the Egyptians is also found alongside this critical theological position, and it finds uninhibited expression in Ac. 7:22.﻿﻿
In Paul’s account of himself as reported by the author of Ac. in 22:3, we find the three customary biographical elements concerning his youth: γεγεννημένος ἐν Ταρσῷ …, ἁνατεθραμμένος (brought up) ἐν τῇ πόλει ταύτῃ, παρὰ τοὺς πόδας Γαμαλιὴλ πεπαιδευμένος (taught, or, according to D, παιδευόμενος﻿﻿ cultivating myself) κατὰ ἁκρίβειαν τοῦ πατρῴου νόμου, ζηλωτὴς ὑπάρχων τοῦ θεοῦ (vl. τοῦ νόμου).﻿﻿ Paul devoted himself to the study of the Law of the fathers according to the precise method of Rabbinic and Pharisaic exegesis. Hence he was zealous for God and the Law. From his youth up he was educated in the Law. He could thus understand the importance of such education for the pagan world. As a Christian and an apostle, however, he had to dispute the claim of the Jews to be παιδευτὴς ἀφρόνων. As it is the very life and essence of the Jew to ground himself in the Law, so there arises for him the never forgotten obligation to come forward as ὁδηγὸς τυφλῶν, φῶς τῶν ἐν σκότει, παιδευτὴς ἀφρόνων, διδάσκαλος νηπίων, R. 2:19f.﻿﻿ He has knowledge and truth in the palpable form of the Law. The expressions quoted do not refer, at least in the first instance, to an intellectual understanding or the consequent transmission of a doctrine. The reference is to the practical influencing of life and moral conduct which was necessarily and not at all arbitrarily bound to shine forth from the strictness and consistency of the Jewish mode of life into the morally insecure and religiously questing world around.﻿﻿ Example is decisive, and along with the more theoretical task of the διδάσκαλος the word παιδευτής, like παιδαγωγός elsewhere, suggests practical guidance and direction.﻿﻿ In this case → νήπιος is used for the one who is capable of culture, and ἅφρων (→ σώφρων) for the man who, having no sure or clear judgment, needs direction.

2.     The Law as Taskmaster.

Jesus rejected the claim of the Jew to be a teacher of the Law and an educator for the world (Mt. 23:15), and Paul followed Him in this, quoting Is. 52:5; Ez: 36:20 (R. 2:24).﻿﻿ For Paul the Law itself had lost its comprehensive and unconditional significance. It had come between (R. 5:20; Gl.3:19), and thus had limited validity up to Christ (Gl. 3:24). From the standpoint of salvation history, the age of the Law ended with Christ.﻿﻿ The historical significance of the Law lies in the fact that it was a pedagogue. Materially it is of less significance what particular nuance the idea of παιδεία through the Law has in the relevant passage. There is certainly nothing derogatory in the term pedagogue. Paul might equally well have used νόμος παιδευτής or διδάσκαλος﻿﻿ or ὑφηγητής (cf. Philo Spec. Leg., III, 182) or ἐπίτροπος which occurs with παιδαγωγός and διδάσκαλος in Philo Leg. Gaj., 27 with reference to the νήπιος-heir, or finally even παιδεία νόμου. Education through the Law ends with man’s coming of age. Up to this time the minor needs pedagogues, teachers and supervisors. Though a son of the house, he is no different from the slaves. Indeed, he is under them, for the pedagogues, teachers and supervisors, including the stewards mentioned in Gl. 4:2, were normally domestic slaves. The supervision, confinement and servitude (Gl. 3:22, 23; 4:3) imply that those dominated by sin, the Law and the rudiments of the world are still children.﻿﻿ Only faith alters this situation. God makes us adults, causes us to come of age (πλήρωμα τοῦ χρόνου might mean this for mankind), by sending His Son. Sonship as immediacy to the Father is rather different from dependence on even the best pedagogue. That the pedagogue is inferior to the father is the decisive thing, not his special quality. In the world around the NT the unpleasant reality of a pedagogue who might only do harm was accompanied by the ideal picture of the teacher of youth.﻿﻿ When Paul speaks of the pedagogue, he is not referring to the nature of the pedagogue,﻿﻿ but to being shut up under sin and the Law, to the bondage of man to the Law and the elements. Though Paul associates the Law with sin and the rudiments, and though he limits the Law by Christ, he is not against the Law. In his discussions of congregational questions he constantly appeals to it.﻿﻿ In Marcion’s Gl. text﻿﻿ 3:15–25 is omitted, so that κατάρα τοῦ νόμου and στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου are almost directly associated. The saying that the Law is a taskmaster, which softens and even overrides this purely negative attitude to the Law, is left out by Marcion. But Paul, and with him and after him the Church, adopt the concept of education﻿﻿ as a means of interpreting the OT in the light of Christ. They thus use it continally for all its relativity and incipient riskiness.

3.     Education by God.

In the story of the passion (Lk. 23:16, 22) παιδεύειν is twice used with reference to Christ in the sense of castigate. The meaning is “to chastise.” The words λύπη﻿﻿ and δουλεία﻿﻿ had long since been used alongside παιδεία. Outside the Bible there is no instance of the concrete sense “to strike” or “to scourge.” But in the Gk. world dealing with a child—and παιδεύειν means “to treat as a child”—included not only instruction but whipping too, as frequently attested (→ 600, 16). Hence this is not a special biblical usage. It is simply a popular expression which was kept out of the language of letters, so that instances are not to be found. At Lk. 23:16, 22 the word refers to the independent punishment of scourging, which Pilate wished to inflict on Jesus so that he could then let Him go, but which was not carried out according to the Synoptic records.﻿﻿

Hb. 12 speaks of the discipleship of suffering. It is seeking to explain the experience of suffering from the OT standpoint of the παιδεία κυρίυ, which is παιδεία πατρός. ἔμαθεν ἀφʼ ὧν ἔπαθεν is true in spite of sonship (5:8), or, as it is now said, just because of it. The relation between father and son is shown to be a moral one by the education, discipline and correction which the father accords to the son in responsible love. Since the reference in Hb. 12 is to sinful men, who are not willing to recognise their sin, παιδεία is accompanied by the more judicial function of conviction and punishment (→ ἐλέγχω, II, 474, 30 ff.). For the Jewish world the father-son relation is in the first instance only a comparison, and in the LXX it is even less significant.﻿﻿ The LXX develops the idea of education by suffering in Gk. categories (→ 608, 8 ff.), and it thus influences the vocabulary of passion theology, with which παιδεία is connected. The NT relates the sufferings of the Christian to those of Christ. Hb. is not offering a theodicy such as that of Prv. 3:11, 12. There is no question of trying to overcome the power of suffering to disturb faith or to sow despair or uncertainty. The reference is to chastisement as a guarantee of sonship, and consequently of God’s grace and forgiveness.﻿﻿ Hence it is not enough to say that παιδεία is a training which makes the athlete strong and unconquerable for the contests.﻿﻿ The experience of suffering at the Father’s hand sets the Christian alongside Christ. It thus shows him plainly that he is the Father’s child, loved by Him, received by Him as a son, Hb. 12:7 f.﻿﻿ The εἰς παιδείαν ὑπομένετε Of 12:7 seems to suggest that the goal of the correction is Christian “culture,”﻿﻿ the state of purified Christian personality. But it is hard to think that NT παιδεία signifies a state in this way. There is no completed Christian “culture” in the earthly sphere, cf. Phil. 3:12 → πληρόω, τελειόω. Christian perfection is a gift of the last time to which education by God is leading. Hence παιδεία can never be the goal, only the way. It is what God does to us﻿﻿ if we submit to Him. At Hb. 12:7 εἰ should be read for εἰς, as in many mss..﻿﻿ Submission sets us alongside Christ, 12:2, 3. This is really fatherly correction, not → κόλασις (→ III, 816, 15 ff.) and τιμωρία.﻿﻿ Thus even the reading εἰς can yield a good sense: Endure for the purpose of education.﻿﻿ What is already valid in the human sphere according to God’s will (the fifth commandment and household tables) becomes in man’s relation to God a glad message of education by God, εὐαγγελικὴ παίδευσις as Cyril﻿﻿ puts it, an education which is better and stronger than the παιδεία νόμου in the OT.﻿﻿ Finally man comes to realise that his earthly father is an educator. But whereas human ideals are at issue in the father’s earthly education, eternal life is at stake in obedience to the Father of spirits, 12:9.﻿﻿ God, however, exercises discipline to our advantage, i.e., in such a way that we may partake of His holiness, Hb. 12:10; Mt. 5:48; Lv. 19:2. Certainly παιδεία and λύπη go together in Christianity too; παιδεία does not in the first instance bring joy, but strenuous exercise. The fruit of all effort, however, is righteousness in peace, Hb. 12:11.

The view of education which derives from OT proverbial wisdom, and which is further developed by the practical piety of Judaism, fits smoothly into the context of eschatologically determined Christology. The son is educated for eternity; the Christian is to share in the eternal worship of God in heaven.﻿﻿ In particular the admonitory letters of Rev. serve this goal. In Rev. 3:19 the basic principle of παιδεία κυρίου is adopted: ὅσους ἐὰν φιλῶ, ἐλέγχω καὶ παιδεύω, God Himself intervenes with educative punishments in the life of men because He loves them and can in this way kindle zeal for repentance. Since the verbs ἐλέγχειν and παιδεύειν have so many meanings, and as translations of יבח take over much of the content of this many-sided term, various renderings are possible. The context suggests that here the main emphasis should be on the use of the term for rousing or stirring. For all the sharpness—we do not find the father-son comparison—it is meant as the word of a friend (Jn. 15:14) full of admonitory earnestness. Testing and punishing, censuring and smiting, chastising and educating, all are expressed in the two words, which refer to God’s dealings with man in contrast to all the moralising of legalistic religions or average middle-class ethics.﻿﻿

As in Hb. and Rev. God’s loving will as Father stands behind this use of paideia along the lines of OT proverbial wisdom, so the subject of the saying in Tt. 2:12 points in the same direction. This is the grace of God, which has shown itself to be to man’s salvation and which subjects the Christian community to its education and discipline. There is no further reference to the means used in this. But in the Pastorals it is undoubtedly the ὑγιαίνουσα διδασκαλία,﻿﻿ the Word of God, which does its educative work by admonition, warning, correction and instruction. The goal is twofold, renunciation of ungodliness and the confident hope and expectation of the appearing of the glory of our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ; παιδεία κυρίου aims at both.

In connection with self-examination at the Lord’s Supper Paul takes up the idea of Jewish passion theology that the judgment of the Lord is for Christians chastisement, but not condemnation, as for the world, 1 C. 11:32.﻿﻿ Illnesses and other divine punishments warn Christians of their sins.﻿﻿ They are παιδεία κυρίου, the outflowing of His fatherly love. Paul made the same point in relation to his personal experience in the list of peristases in 2 C. 6:9. He sees a tension between the outward experiences of his life, which to himself and others necessarily have the appearance of dying, chastisement and sorrow, and the inner assurance of life, the victory over death and the joy. The second set of contrasting terms here (παιδευόμενοι καὶ μὴ θανατούμενοι)﻿﻿ is influenced by Ps. 118:18. He has obviously experienced παιδευόμενοι, 2 C. 11:23: ἐν πληγαῖς ὑπερβαλλόντως. But the point is, not what blows men or nature dealt to the apostle, but that this is the παιδεία κυρίου. Satan himself with the thorn in the flesh﻿﻿ must play his part in seeing that the apostle does not become proud. This, too, is a revelation of the grace which chastens us, 2 C. 12:9; Tt. 2:12.

4.     Christian Discipline in the NT.

In the household table in Eph. 6:4 we find the formulation (not in the par. Col. 3:21): οἱ πατέρες … ἐκτρέφετε αὐτὰ (τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν) ἐν παιδείᾳ καὶ νουθεσίᾳ κυρίου.﻿﻿ Here the basic rule of all Christian education is stated. The gen. κυρίου is a subj. gen.; this is the education which the Lord gives through the father. To this end He uses all the means available for education in the secular realm too: exemplo, beneficiis, admonitionibus, verberibus denique.﻿﻿ There is, then, a hendiadys. Only if a gen. limitationis or qualitatis﻿﻿ were presupposed could one differentiate Christian discipline and admonition from one another. In this case the former would be education by act, the latter education by word.﻿﻿ In the Pastorals Paul’s basic principle of evangelical paideia in the family is applied to the community. The significance of revealed Scripture is sketched along these lines; it serves the purpose of teaching, correction, conversion and instruction in righteousness, 2 Tm. 3:16. The reference is to the understanding and use of the OT in the Christian community. It might almost seem that here, in contrast to Gl. 3:24, there is set up again a παιδεία νόμου even after Christ. But the author does not see, and certainly does not intend, any contradiction of Gl. 3:24 or of Paul generally. He has in view the Christian and his nurture.﻿﻿ Those in the congregation who have gone beyond the first instruction can progress on the right way only under the influence of the Holy Scriptures.﻿﻿ “Education in uprightness is designed to produce conduct whereby δικαιοσύνη is actualised as a sphere of life.﻿﻿ The concrete task of evangelical education is in the hands of the leaders of the community.﻿﻿ But neither in the NT age nor in that of the Apologists is the vocabulary of παιδεία developed further, e.g., under the influence of Paul in 1 C. 1:15, nor indeed put to more common use.﻿﻿ According to 2 Tm. 2:25 Timothy is meekly to discharge the task of education in relation to opponents. The reference here is to a specific error, but no material debate is to be sought. The error is to be set aside and repudiated from the very first as → μωρός and ἀπαίδευτος, i.e., not adapted to promote spiritual development, 2:23. Thus all discussion is ruled out. The reference, then, is not to penal correction with words—this would be ἐλέγχειν—but to παιδεύειν, the exercising of an educative influence, which, if God permits, will bring about conversion to knowledge of the truth and therewith deliverance from the snares of the devil.

Finally παιδεύειν has no human subject in 1 Tm. 1:20. Delivering up to Satan (→ n. ﻿179﻿) implies chastisement, not definitive destruction. It may consist in sickness or misfortune. It is designed to prevent blasphemy and to lead back to faith, cf. 1 C. 5:5; 2 C. 12:7. παιδεύειν has here more the sense of punishment than education, and only inasmuch as this promotes amendment can one speak of παιδεία in the Christian sense. But the authority of discipline (Church discipline) is given to the Christian community for the purpose of its edification, Ac. 5:1–11; 13:6–12.
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