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INTRODUCTION

 The meaning of Jesus’ message has been central in the scholarly debate 
concerning the historical Jesus, and key to his message was his teaching concerning the 
Kingdom of God. Joachim Jeremias wrote, “Our starting point is the fact that the central 
theme of the public proclamation of Jesus was the kingly reign of God.”1 As Bruce 
Chilton further noted, Jeremias’ statement expressed the consensus of twentieth-century 
New Testament (NT) scholarship. The scholarly consensus concerning the significance of 
the Kingdom of God in Jesus’ message has served to stimulate a vigorous debate 
concerning Jesus’ precise meaning of the phrase. 
 Although the scholarly debate concerning Jesus’ meaning of the Kingdom of God 
has resulted in a variety of suggestions, most can be categorized in one of two major 
positions: an apocalyptic Kingdom or non-apocalyptic Kingdom.2 More recently one of 
the major responses to the argument for an apocalyptic understanding of Jesus’ Kingdom 
of God and in favor of a non-apocalyptic understanding has been John Dominic Crossan. 
Against the tide of consensus concerning the prominence of the Jewish background for 
the historical Jesus in the wake of the new quest, Crossan has marshaled an argument for 
the prominence of a Helleninistic background for the historical Jesus. Crossan argued that 
the historical Jesus is best understood within the typology of a non-apocalyptic Jewish 
peasant. Crossan’s thesis, namely that Jesus was a peasant Jewish Cynic, reflects his view 
that Jesus’ Kingdom of God was sapiential in nature as opposed to apocalyptic.
 What is the significance of the phrase “the Kingdom of God” to historical Jesus 
research? Should the historical Jesus’ Kingdom of God be understood as apocalyptic or 
non-apocalyptic? More specifically, how does the Jewish context of the phrase “the 
Kingdom of God” impact Crossan’s portrayal of the message of the historical Jesus? The 

 1Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology: The Proclamation of Jesus (London: SCM 
Press, 1971) 96.

 2Although the terms “eschatological” and “apocalyptic” often are used synonymously in 
scholarly discussion, Crossan’s distinction between “eschatological” and “apocalyptic” will be 
adopted here solely for the purpose of engaging Crossan’s argument. For Crossan, apocalyptic is 
a subcategory of eschatological. He defines eschatological as a more generic term for “world-
negation,” and apocalyptic as a more specific term for the imminent end to the world in a 
“transcendently obvious” manner. John D. Crossan, The Historical Jesus: The Life of a 
Mediterranean Jewish Peasant (San Francisco: Harper, 1991) 238. More recently Crossan 
differentiated between the sapiential and apocalyptic time elements with the use of the phrases 
“God’s immanence” and “God’s presence.” John D. Crossan, “Jesus and the Challenge of 
Collaborative Eschatology” in The Historical Jesus: Five Views (Downers Grove: InterVarsity 
Press, 2009) 124–5.
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argument in this paper is that a misunderstanding concerning the first-century Jewish 
dialogue of the phrase “the Kingdom of God” in Crossan’s typology results in his 
incorrect view of Jesus’ central message. The thesis is that Jesus’ usage of the phrase “the 
kingdom of God” is an expression reflecting the Jewish dialogue concerning the self-
revelation of Yahweh.

CROSSA’NS TYPOLOGY: SAPIENTIAL AND NON-APOCALYPTIC JESUS

 In reference to “the Kingdom of God,” Crossan noted that the phrase “is a more 
frequent expression and is found in more sayings with plural attestation” than even the 
common “Son of Man” sayings. He numbered the complexes involving the Kingdom as 
77:12+65.3 Both the frequency and plural attestation of the phrase led Crossan to 
conclude that the Kingdom was situated “deeply and broadly within the Christian 
tradition.”4 Crossan’s assessment of the Kingdom sayings and the prominence he gave 
the sayings in his discussion of the message of the historical Jesus demonstrates his 
acceptance of the centrality of the concept of the Kingdom of God within Jesus’ teaching. 
 In his reconstruction of the meaning of Jesus’ Kingdom of God, Crossan built his 
understanding upon the twelve complexes, which maintain plural attestation.5 He  
analyzed the twelve complexes against a specific historical four-fold typology 
background reflecting his reconstruction of the first-century Jewish understanding of the 
phrase Kingdom of God. Based on these major complexes Crossan concluded that Jesus’ 
Kingdom of God reflected a context and concern for the peasantry of first-century 
Judaism, and demonstrates an understanding of the Kingdom as sapiential as opposed to 
apocalyptic in nature. 
 Crossan’s methodology for reconstructing the meaning of Jesus’ Kingdom of God 
raises several objections. Key to Crossan’s methodology is the reconstruction of the 
second or historical level of his “triple triadic process,” because his reconstruction 
establishes the background for which he compared the textual witnesses of the third or 
literary level. In reconstructing the historical background of Jesus’ Kingdom of God 
phrase, Crossan asked some very important questions: “What background would his 
hearers have brought to the expression? What might they have expected him to be talking 

 3Crossan’s formula for summarizing the various complexes of Jesus’ sayings is that the 
first number represents the total number of items, the second number represents the total number 
with multiply attestation, and the third number represents the total number with only single 
attestation. So, he identified a total of seventy-seven items containing the Kingdom and of those 
only twelve have multiple attestation. For a more detailed explanation and listing of the Kingdom 
complexes, see Crossan’s Appendix 5. Crossan, The Historical Jesus, 457–60.

 4Ibid. 265–6.

 5Crossan dated eleven of the twelve complexes to the first stratum and one to the second 
stratum (60–80 C.E.). Ibid. 265. For a complete list of the twelve complexes and their texts, see 
Appendix 5b. Ibid. 459–60.
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about when he used that phrase?” Crossan answered his questions with two possible 
contexts: the apocalyptic or the sapiential Kingdom of God. But one wonders if Crossan’s 
historical reconstruction of the possible contexts of meaning is simply too limited. If the 
apocalyptic and sapiential interpretations “were often combined” as Crossan himself 
acknowledged, then why did he take them as necessarily “disjunctive?” Furthermore, he 
stated that the phrase Kingdom of God “does not appear as an established expression in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature before and at the time of Jesus.” What about the Targums, 
which contain precisely that phrase? 
 Another objection can be directed against Crossan’s treatment of the textual 
witnesses at the literary or third level of his “triple triadic process.” As has already been 
noted by others, Crossan’s cataloging of the textual witnesses into the four chronological 
stratum, exclusive use of those witnesses from the earliest stratum, and then only those 
with multiple attestation, is directly determinative of Crossan’s conclusions concerning 
the identity and message of Jesus. As Wright pointed out, “Crossan’s chronological strata 
must be seen for what they are,” as “starting-points” that are in fact “conclusions drawn 
from his basic thesis about Jesus and early Christianity.”6 One wonders if Crossan’s 
understanding of Jesus’ Kingdom, which was derived from only twelve complexes, was 
drawn from too limited a pool of witnesses.
 Two major arguments against Crossan’s methodology, and there by his 
conclusions, will be offered below. First, Crossan’s fourfold typology, as a reflection of 
the historical possibilities, established a false matrix that predetermined his conclusion 
concerning the meaning of Jesus’ Kingdom of God. When Targum literature is included 
in the historical reconstruction of the background a new typology can be argued. Second, 
Crossan’s exclusive use and interpretation of the twelve complexes, as a reflection of the 
literary witness of Jesus’ teaching, established too narrowly a view of Jesus’ meaning in 
his usage of the Kingdom of God phrase. When the Lord’s Prayer and Matt 16:27–28, are 
analyzed against the new typology, a new understanding of Jesus’ meaning of the 
Kingdom of God can be argued. Simply stated, both Crossan’s fourfold typology as a 
historical context and his twelve complexes as the literary witness of Jesus’ teaching of 
the Kingdom of God are based on insufficient data. 

A NEW TYPOLOGY: THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN JEWISH DIALOGUE

 As mentioned above Crossan’s fourfold typology as a description of the historical 
possibilities was his effort at establishing a first-century Jewish context for the meaning 
of the phrase Kingdom of God. Three specific works, two of which were published prior 
to Crossan’s The Historical Jesus and one after, offer significant challenges to Crossan’s 
fourfold typology as an incorrect construct in reference to the literary data. The first work 

 6For an example of critiques of Crossan’s methodology, see Robert B. Stewart, “The 
Impact of Contemporary Hermeneutics on Historical Jesus Research: An Analysis of John 
Dominic Crossan and Nicholas Thomas Wright” (Ph.D. diss. Southwestern Baptist Theological 
Seminary, 2000) 137–47. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God 44–62.
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is Norman Perrin’s Jesus and the Language of the Kingdom. The second and third works 
are Bruce D. Chilton’s God in Strength and Pure Kingdom: Jesus’ Vision of God. All 
three works attempted like Crossan to establish the first-century historical context of the 
phrase Kingdom of God and then to analyze the textual witnesses to Jesus’ Kingdom of 
God against that contextual background.
 Perrin engaged Jesus’ reference to the Kingdom from a literary perspective. First, 
Perrin suggested that the historical context of the Kingdom of God is such that the phrase 
functioned as “a symbol with deep roots in the Jewish consciousness of themselves as the 
people of God.” Second, he suggested that the phrase “functions within the context of the 
myth of God active in history on behalf of his people; indeed by the time of Jesus it had 
come to represent particularly the expectation of a final eschatological act of God on 
behalf of his people.” And third, he suggested that the phrase “could be understood as 
either a steno- or as a tensive symbol.”7

 Perrin based his understanding of the historical context upon the concept of the 
kingship of God within ancient Jewish literature including the Psalms, prophetic literature 
such as Isaiah and Zephaniah, as well as extracanonical literature such as the Assumption 
of Moses and Qumran texts. His conclusion was that as a tensive symbol the historical 
context of the phrase is best understood to include a variety of nuanced meanings for the 
phrase, but all of which understood the Kingdom of God as a symbol that evoked the 
myth of the activity of God as king on behalf of his people. He suggested that the phrase 
was a tensive symbol in the message of Jesus that was used to encompass a range of 
cultural usages in continuity with ancient Israel and its myth of God acting as king for his 
people. He concluded that Jesus usage of the phrase as a tensive symbol demonstrates 
“manifold ways in which the Kingdom of God can become an existential reality to 
man.”8

 Perrin’s argument offers two specific contributions to understanding Jesus’ 
meaning of the Kingdom of God, which Crossan did not consider. First, the phrase 
Kingdom of God was already established as a symbol within a larger Jewish dialogue by 
the time of Jesus. Secondly, the phrase could function as a tensive symbol within the 
dialogue, which included simultaneously a variety of expressions of the myth of God 
acting for his people. As noted earlier, although Crossan acknowledged that an 
apocalyptic and sapiential understanding of the Kingdom could be used conjunctively, he 
chose to see them as disjunctive within the construction of his fourfold typology. Perrin’s 
analysis of ancient Jewish literature and of Jesus’ teaching of the Kingdom demonstrates 
that such a pre-determined judgment is unjustified.

 7Perrin defined “steno-symbol” as a symbol in one-to-one relationship to that which the 
symbol represents and “tensive symbol” as a symbol, which can represent a set of meanings that 
can neither be exhausted nor explained by any one referent. Norman Perrin, Jesus and the 
Language of the Kingdom: Symbols and Metaphor in New testament Interpretation (Philadelphia: 
Fortress Press, 1976) 16–32.

 8Ibid. 198.
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 Although Chilton engaged Jesus’ references to the Kingdom from a more 
exegetical perspective in God in Strength, his conclusions offer a similar challenge to 
Crossan’s fourfold typology. Chilton analyzed eleven selected sayings from the Synoptic 
tradition as a subset of Kingdom sayings through the use of redaction criticism. He 
selected the specific eleven sayings precisely because the sayings proclaim the Kingdom 
to be near in a straightforward declarative way. He wrote that the eleven sayings 
“transmit to Jesus the announcement regarding the imminence of the Kingdom.” 
Chilton’s goal was to discover the identity of what was believed and declared to be 
immanent in Jesus’ preaching.9
 Chilton’s study led him to conclude that a primitive sayings stratum with 
consistent linguistic traits and a distinctive theology exists at the core of the Jesus’ 
proclamation of the Kingdom within the eleven sayings. His study of the development of 
the Synoptic tradition further led him to conclude that tradition was “controlled by a 
desire to preserve dominical logia.” In summary he wrote that the evangelists of the 
Synoptic tradition interpreted, not invented, Jesus’ preaching.10

 Chilton described the linguistic traits of the Kingdom sayings as reflecting an 
Aramaic background similar to the language found in the Targum of Isaiah. An example 
will illustrate:

 h¡ggiken hJ basilei÷a touv qeouv The Kingdom of God has come near. (Mark 
1:15)11

 9The eleven sayings, which were organized into five units, analyzed by Chilton include: 
1) Mark 1:14–15, Matt 4:12–17, Luke 4:16–21; 2) Matt 8:11–12, Luke 13:28–29; 3) Luke 16:16, 
Matt 11:12–13; 4) Luke 12:32; 5) Mark 9:1, Matt 16:28, Luke 9:27. Chilton, God in Strength 11–
23.

 10Ibid. 279.

 11Translations and italics of biblical texts are the writer’s own unless otherwise stated. All 
biblical Hebrew texts are from Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia on CD–ROM. Accordance Version 
4.4.3 2006. Printed ed.: Karl Elliger, William Rudolph, et al. eds. 4th corrected edition edited by 
Adrian Schenker. Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, Stuttgart 1983. All biblical Greek Texts are from 
Septuagint on CD-ROM. Bible Works 2001. All biblical Greek texts are from Novum 
Testamentum Graece on CD-ROM. Accordance Version 4.4.3 2006. Printed ed.: Nestle-Aland 27 
th edition edited by Barbara and Kurt Aland, et al.. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft) 1993.



6

:hDaDl◊gtIaVl yIt…wkÎz◊w yEtyEmVl yˆn∂qrUp byîr∂q yérVa aDtqådVx …wdyIbVoÅw aÎnyîd …wrAf ywy rAmVa 

NÎndIk Thus says the Lord, “keep judgment and do righteousness, because my 
salvation is near to come and my virtue to be revealed. (Tg. Isa. 56:1)12

NOwyIx√d a∂r…wfVb tOwaDbVx ywyåd aDt…wklAm yEl◊gtIt yérVa . . . because the Kingdom of the 
Lord of Hosts will be revealed on the Mount of Zion . . . (Tg. Isa. 24:23)

As both Chilton and Jeremias noted, the exact Kingdom phrase as seen in Mark 1:15 is 
not found anywhere in the Greek or Hebrew Old Testament (OT), or in Jewish literature 
in general.13 In turning to the Targums, Chilton found a very close similarity. Although 
the term bîrq “near,” which is the Aramaic equivalent of the Greek term ėgguß “near,” 
does not occur in conjunction with the Kingdom of the Lord in the Targums, the phrase 
the “Kingdom of the Lord” does occur frequently with the term gly “to reveal” 
throughout the Targums as seen in the citation of Isa 24:23 above.14 The significance of 
the repeated association between the term gly “to reveal” and the Kingdom as a 
manifestation of the presence of the Lord in the Targums is significant to understanding 
Mark 1:15, when Tg. Isa 56:1 is considered. In speaking of the immanent arrival of the 
Lord’s salvation the meturgeman paralleled the verbal form of bîrq with gly in Tg. Isa. 
56:1, demonstrating the terms to be interchangeable in meaning. Chilton concluded that 
the similar usage indicates an Aramaic influence upon Mark 1:15 similar to that 
witnessed in the Targums. Based on examples like this and many others Chilton argued 
for consistent linguistic traits behind the eleven Jesus Kingdom of God sayings and the 
Aramaic language concerning the Kingdom of the Lord in the Prophetic Targums. 
  Chilton further defined the distinctive theology of the Kingdom of God at the 
core of the eleven sayings as “divine self-revelation.” Like the similarities in linguistic 
traits, he also observed a similarity in the usage of the phrase between the sayings and 
the Prophetic Targums. An example will illustrate:

h¡ggiken hJ basilei÷a touv qeouv The Kingdom of God has come near. (Mark 
1:15)

 12Additional material and changed vocabulary will be italicized in the English 
Translations of the Targums. All Targum texts are from Targum Johnathan to the Prophets on 
CD–ROM. Accordance Version 4.4.3 2006. Printed ed.: Alexander Sperber ed., The Former 
Prophets According to Targum Johnathan (vol. 2 of The Bible in Aramaic Based on Old 
Manuscripts and Printed Texts; Leiden: Brill, 1959). and Alexander Sperber ed., The Latter 
Prophets According to Targum Johnathan (vol. 3 of The Bible in Aramaic Based on Old 
Manuscripts and Printed Texts; Leiden: Brill, 1962).

 13Chilton, God in Strength 86. Jeremias, New Testament Theology 32–33.

 14The close association between gly and the phrase the Kingdom of the Lord or the 
manifestation of his power and presence is quite common throughout the Prophetic Targums as 
seen in examples such as Tg. Isa. 24:23, 31:4, 40:9, 52:7, Tg. Ob. 21, Tg. Mic. 4:7, Tg. Hab. 3:3, 
6, 15.
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NOwyIx√d a∂r…wf lAo yérvImVl tOwaDbVx ywyåd aDt…wklAm yEl◊gtIt NyEk . . . because the Kingdom 
of the Lord of Hosts will be revealed to settle upon Mount Zion (Tg. Isa. 31:4)

:yEl◊gtˆy KAlVo ywyåd a∂r∂qyˆw Kyˆn∂qrUp NDm◊z aDfVm yérVa MAlv…wr◊y yîrAhnAa yIm…wq . . . Standup, 
Give light, Jerusalem; because the time of your salvation has come, and the glory 
of the Lord will be revealed upon you. (Tg. Isa. 60:1)

aDorAa yEbVtÎy lDk lAo ywyåd aDt…wklAm yEl◊gtIt◊w . . . and the Kingdom of the Lord will be 
revealed over all those who dwell upon the earth. (Tg. Ob. 21)

NOwyIx√d a∂r…wfVb NOwhyElSo ywyåd aDt…wklAm yEl◊gtIt◊w  . . . And the Kingdom of the Lord will 
be revealed on the Mount of Zion . . . (Tg. Mic. 4:7)

In the Targum renderings of Isa 31:4, Ob 21, and Mich 4:7 given above, the presence of 
the Lord in the Hebrew text is described as a revealing of the Kingdom of the Lord for 
salvation. For the meturgeman, the Kingdom of the Lord is a phrase used to refer to 
God’s dynamic presence, as opposed to a specific chronological event.
 In Tg. Isa. 60:1, the meturgeman described the Lord’s salvation as a “time” that 
has already arrived, as is also present in the Hebrew, and then simultaneously described 
the same salvation as still yet to be revealed. The arrival of the Lord in salvation (perfect 
tense in Aramaic and Hebrew) is portrayed in the context of both Tg. Isa. 60:1 and 22 as a 
“time” yet to arrive. The announcement of the immanent arrival of the Lord is in some 
way perceived as a present reality by the meturgeman, and therefore demands response. 
The meturgeman’s innovative use of Nmz “time” demonstrates his understanding of the 
revealing of the Lord not as a specific epoch or age, but in a more general way of 
describing an action by the Lord.15 
 When the eleven sayings are placed within the contextual usage of the Targums a 
key to interpreting sayings in conjunction with one another becomes apparent. One does 
not necessarily need to chose between the present here and now Kingdom of God as seen 
above in Mark 1:15 or the future Kingdom of God as seen in other sayings. Chilton 
argued that if one thinks of the Kingdom as a spatially conceived regime, then temporal 
questions naturally arise. As a result, the debate concerning Jesus’ Kingdom of God has 
focused on the time element and has been described exclusively in one of two major 
competing ways, “realized” or “immanent.” The two competing views are based on two 
basic sets of sayings, those that describe the Kingdom as future or those that describe the 
Kingdom as present. But if, as Chilton argued, the Kingdom is taken as a self-revelation 
of God, then neither position can lay exclusive claim to characterizing the preaching of 
Jesus in opposition to the other. 

 15Chilton, God in Strength 86–9.
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 Building on his work in God in Strength, Chilton further addressed Jesus’ 
Kingdom of God in his later work Pure Kingdom. Chilton attempted to address what he 
saw as a lacuna in the scholarly discussion concerning Jesus’ Kingdom of God. He wrote, 
“What has not been sufficiently recognized is that the Kingdom of God was deeply 
embedded in the language of early Judaism as a means of expressing God’s activity in the 
world.” Through an examination of the language of kingship in the Book of Psalms, 
Chilton argued for the existence of  five coordinates or dimensions of the Kingdom: 
eschatological, transcendent, judgment, purity, and radiance. Chilton saw the five 
coordinates as closely related, which confirms the identity of a “genuinely systematic 
dimensions of meaning for the Kingdom.” For Chilton, the five coordinates were the 
common property of the language of the Kingdom in early Judaism, and can be seen in 
the Kingdom language of Jesus and his contemporaries.16

 Understanding the five coordinates as common property of the Kingdom language 
in Second Temple Judaism is important for understanding the nature of the dialogue 
concerning the Kingdom in which Jesus’ was involved. The coordinates map a coherent 
manner of speaking of God as king. Later Jewish groups may have emphasized one 
coordinate over another within their specific understanding of God’s Kingdom, but never 
to the complete exclusion of the others. As Chilton explained, a priestly circle could 
emphasize the importance of Zion as the geographical importance of the Kingdom within 
the transcendent coordinate, but not to the complete exclusion of the other four 
coordinates. A revolutionary circle may place as first importance the subjection of the 
nations to the rule of God, which reflects the radiance coordinate. Pharisees would start 
with the coordinate of purity, Essenes with the apocalyptic, and Hellenistic Wisdom 
groups with judgment. Although a variety of views concerning the Kingdom did exist in 
first-century Judaism, the distinctive visions have a common denominator in that they 
come out of the application of a common language of the kingship of God. Chilton’s 
significant point is that the coordinates were not exclusively negating to one another, but 
simply ways of describing the Kingdom of God as the self-revelation and action of 
God.17

 In applying the five coordinates to Jesus’ teaching of the Kingdom of God, 
Chilton discovered the presence of all five coordinates. He argued that the presence of the 
five coordinates locates Jesus precisely within Judaic discourse. When the Kingdom of 
God is understood as the activity and revelation of God himself as opposed to a spatial 
event, then the Kingdom can be simultaneously described as near and far, now and future. 
Chilton concluded, “Jesus’ new model kingdom was more dynamic than most because he 
emphasized its identification as God’s own activity, and he called those who heard him to 

 16Chilton, Pure Kingdom: Jesus’ Vision of God (Studying Historical Jesus; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1996) 10, 42.

 17Ibid. 42–4.
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enter into the tension between what God was doing and what God was about to 
accomplish.”18

 Chilton also discussed the usage Kingdom of the Lord in the Targums in a article 
titled, Regnum Dei Deus Est. Through an examination of the usage Kingdom of the Lord 
outside of Targum Isaiah throughout the larger Prophetic Targum, Chilton identified 
similar usage of Kingdom language by other meturgeman. For example he offered Tg. 
Zech. 14:9 as a significant illustration of targumic Kingdom dictation because the 
exegetical tradition could be dated to the first century through an allusion made to Zech 
14:9 in association with the Kingdom by a first-century rabbi named Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanos. Both the Targum and Hebrew text are provided here for comparison.

aDorAa yEbVtÎy lDk lAo ywyåd aDt…wklAm yEl◊gtIt◊w and the Kingdom of the Lord will be 
revealed upon all those who dwell upon the earth . . . (Tg. Zech. 14:9)

X®r¡DaDh_lD;k_lAo JKRl™RmVl h¢Dwh◊y hªDyDh◊w and the Lord will be king upon all the earth . . . 
(Zech 14:9)

 When the Targum text is compared with the Hebrew text the meturgeman’s 
exegetical understanding of the Kingdom of the Lord becomes apparent. As Chilton 
noted, the meaning of the Kingdom of the Lord as God himself is beyond doubt, because 
the Kingdom phrase renders what the Hebrew describes as what God himself will be. For 
the meturgeman the issue is not just that the Lord will reign as in the Hebrew text, but 
that the Kingdom, which is already a reality, will be manifest. Further observation of the 
text that may be added to Chilton’s treatment is that the meturgeman also innovatively 
translated “upon all the earth” with “upon all those who dwell upon the earth.” With his 
translation the meturgeman has emphasized both the eschatological and radiance 
coordinates. The language of the Kingdom that Chilton detected in the Book of Psalms 
can be seen in the exegetical understanding of the meturgeman.19

 Several examples of the targumic use of Kingdom of the Lord can be added to 
Chilton’s observations. The same usage of the Kingdom language can be found outside of 
the Prophetic Targums in other targumic traditions as well. For example, in Targum 
Neofiti the meturgeman included a lengthy exegetical addition to the Hebrew text of Gen 
49:2 in reference to Jacobs blessing of his twelve sons. In the Targum text the 
meturgeman placed a prophetic complaint on the lips of Jacob concerning the future 
idolatry of some of the twelve tribes, which led Jacob to fear giving his blessing. 
According to the meturgeman, the twelve tribes responded by proclaiming, “The Lord 
our God is One. The Lord is One.” Jacob then answered with “Blessed be the glorious 

 18Ibid. 97–101, 143.

 19Bruce Chilton, “Regnum Dei Deus Est” SJT 31 (1978) 261–70. Reprinted in The 
Historical Jesus in Recent Research, Sources for Biblical and Theological Study 10 (eds. James 
D. G. Dunn and Scott McNight; Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 2005) 115–22.
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name of his Kingdom forever and ever.” As in the Prophetic Targum, the Kingdom refers 
to the Lord himself in that the name of the Lord is described as his Kingdom. The close 
connection between the Kingdom and the presence of the Lord also can be seen in the 
relationship between the proclamation of the twelve tribes and the subsequent response 
by Jacob. The twelve tribes proclaimed the Lord’s identity, which led Jacob to mention 
the Kingdom. According to the meturgeman, the two are one and the same.
 Another significant example of the targumic usage of Kingdom language can be 
seen in Tg. Neof. 15:18. In Targum Neofiti the meturgeman expanded the Hebrew text, 
which proclaims that God will reign forever, into a reflection of God’s deliverance of the 
nation of Israel out of Egypt through the Red Sea. Upon the lips of those who were saved 
the meturgeman placed the proclamation, “The Kingdom from before the world is the 
Lord’s forever and ever.” According to the meturgeman the proclamation was made 
precisely because the children of Israel saw the Lord’s “miracles signs in the sea and the 
power among the waves.” Again the meturgeman equated the manifestation of God in 
action for his people with “the Kingdom.”
 When the occurrences of Kingdom language in the Targums is included in the 
data for a reconstruction of the historical context, two specific objections to Crossan’s 
fourfold typology can be given. First, the Kingdom of God phrase reflects an already 
existing Jewish dialogue into which Jesus entered when he used the phrase. Crossan’s 
fourfold typology does not sufficiently account for historical context of the phrase within 
Jewish dialogue. Second, the dialogue demonstrates the possibility of dynamics of 
meaning and usage of the phrase in which Crossan’s pre-determined disjunction between 
sapiential and apocalyptic is unjustified. The Targums demonstrate that the Kingdom of 
the Lord was used within the dialogue as language, which represents the self-revelation 
of God in action, not simply as a specific chronological event. The Targums also 
demonstrate that as a language device for the self-revelations of God, the Kingdom of 
God could indeed encompass both a near and far, now, and future, or sapiential and 
apocalyptic.
 The major contribution made by Perrin and Chilton was to place the Kingdom 
language of Jesus back into a first-century Jewish context. A context in which the 
Kingdom of God phrase was already firmly established as a form of language which was 
used to describe the revelation of God’s presence. Ironically, Crossan’s instance that 
Jesus’ message should be understood within the peasant quadrant actually supports 
consideration of the Targum literature as the most promising milieu for Jesus’ meaning of 
the Kingdom of God. As has been often noted by targumic scholars, the Targums are the 
one of the best windows into the historical world of exegetical traditions of the Jewish 
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synagogue, and thereby the Jewish peasantry population, during and the Tannaitic 
period.20

 Crossan’s fourfold typology, which includes the distinction of a disjunctive 
relationship between sapiential and apocalyptic, is wrongly constructed. Instead, a new 
typology, which accounts for the targumic usage, can be suggested. A typology, which 
more accurately reconstructs the Jewish historical context of Jesus’ usage of Kingdom 
language. A typology, which focuses on the language of the Kingdom as expression of 
God’s presence, which can include simultaneously a description of the Kingdom in 
sapiential terms and apocalyptic terms. A new typology described as the Kingdom of God 
in Jewish dialogue. 

SAPIENTIAL AND APOCALYOPTIC JESUS

 With the new typology in place different questions from those proposed by 
Crossan’s fourfold typology concerning Jesus’ view of the Kingdom of God can be asked. 
The more productive question is not was Jesus apocalyptic or sapiential, but rather when 
using apocalyptic language or sapiential language how did Jesus describe the Kingdom? 
As was suggested earlier Crossan’s methodology is not only problematic at the historical 
level, but also at the literary level. Crossan’s exclusion of certain sayings concerning the 
Kingdom based on dating reasons or reasons of perceived contradiction with what 
Crossan saw as the central meaning of Jesus’ Kingdom directly determined his 
conclusion that Jesus was sapiential as opposed to apocalyptic. Discussion of two 
examples will illustrate.
 The first example is Matt 16:27–28, which reads “For the Son of Man is about to 
come in the glory of his father with his angels, and then he will give to each according to 
his deeds. Truly I say to you, that some who are standing here will never experience death 
until they see the Son of Man coming in his Kingdom.” Crossan categorized Matt 16:28 
as a part of the “Before the Angels” complex and dated the complex within the first 
stratum (30–60 C.E.). Although he identified the complex as containing four attestation 

 20The significance of the synagogue setting for the Targums studies has long been 
recognized. Although the rabbinic influence over the Targums increased during the Amoraic 
period, the scholarly consensus is that rabbinic influence was limited during the Tannaitic period. 
As a result the exegetical traditions within the Targums largely reflect the Jewish peasantry 
population within the synagogue. For discussion of the direct role that the synagogue played in 
the development of the Targums see Interpretation of Scripture. (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1969) 8–9; Bruce Chilton, Judaic Approaches to the Gospels, International 
Studies in Formative Judaism and Christianity (vol. 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994) 308; 
McNamara, Targum and the New Testament (Shannon, Ireland: Irish University Press, 1972) 36–
53; Smolar L. and M. Aberbach, Studies in Targum Jonathan to the Prophets. The Library of 
Biblical Studies, ed. Harry M. Orlinsky (New York: Ktav, 1983) 61; and William Richard 
Stenger, “The Rebuke Tradition,” in Targum Studies vol. 1, ed. Paul V. M. Flesher (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1992) 51–52. For further discussion of the connection between the Targums and 
Jewish schools see Anthony D. York, “The Targum in the Synagogue and the School,” JSJ 10 
(1979).
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witnesses, he concluded that none were to be contributed to Jesus based on what he 
perceived to be a development of an apocalyptic sanction of the early church. Crossan 
excluded of the apocalyptic expression of the immanent arrival of the Son of Man in Matt  
16:27 and simply ignored the contextual connection to the Kingdom in Matt 16:28 in 
reference to his consideration of Jesus’ Kingdom of God.21

 One wonders what motivated Crossan to separate Matt 16:27 from Matt 16:28. 
Even though parallels can be recognized between Matt 16:27, Luke 12:8–9, and Mark 
8:38, a the separation of Matt 16:27 from v. 28 is unwarranted. Furthermore, Crossan’s 
argument that the entire complex is the product of an early church apocalyptic creation is 
also unconvincing. When Matt 16:27 and Matt 16:28 are read together, several 
coordinates outlined by Chilton are detectable. The coming of Son of Man, even if taken 
as a circumlocution for “I” in the first-century context as Crossan suggested, is clearly 
presented in both Matt 16:27 and v. 28 in the context of immanent expectation. The 
Kingdom in this context reflects the eschatological coordinate. The discussion of the 
Kingdom in reference to reward or punishment of deeds also reflects the coordinate of 
judgment.
 The saying communicates that the Kingdom includes a future expectation of 
God’s revelation with respect to those present and a reality of judgment associated with 
that revelation. What makes the statement so distinctive within the Jewish dialogue of the 
Kingdom is that the speaker was claiming that reality to be centered upon himself. A 
claim, that according to Crossan’s pre-determined conclusion, Jesus would never have 
made. Of course, the usage of the Kingdom language in Matt 16:27–28 fits well within 
the background of the new typology, and an inclusion of Matt 16:27–28 in the 
reconstruction of Jesus’ understanding of the Kingdom would seriously challenge 
Crossan’s conclusion that Jesus was non-apocalyptic.
 The second example is the Lord’s Prayer in Luke 11:2–4, which Crossan 
classified within complex “120 The Lord’s Prayer [1/2].” Although Crossan dates the 
complex to the first stratum (30–60 C.E.) and described the complex as “a very early 
summary of themes and emphases from Jesus’ own lifetime,” he concluded that despite 
the status in the early church the “materials do not go back to Jesus.” Although Crossan 
did include the Lord’s Prayer complex among his twelve key complexes for 
understanding the historical Jesus, he gave the complex little to no influence on his 
reconstruction. His rejection of authenticity and his conclusion “that there is nothing 
apocalyptic about the prayer” is questionable at best. The only reason he gave for 
concluding that the prayer was a later creation by the church was “If there had been a 
special prayer, specifically and emphatically taught to his followers by Jesus himself, I 
would expect an even wider attestation for it and also a more uniformed version of its 
contents.”22 In his description of the Lord’s Prayer complex Crossan listed a total of five 

 21Crossan, The Historical Jesus 247–9, 436.

 22Ibid. 293–4.



13

separate texts with two independent sources.23 One wonders how many witnesses and 
how early a date a traditional reading needs in order to be considered authentic?
 When the prayer is analyzed against the new typology suggested above several 
coordinates are again detectable. First, the prayer provides a eschatological coordinate 
with the request “Let your Kingdom come.” Although the request is not necessarily 
apocalyptic in Crossan’s sense of an divine intervention of God that is obvious to all, the 
request does reflect a future element of the Kingdom. Furthermore, the revelation of God, 
i.e. the arrival of his Kingdom, is associated with the personal petition for daily bread and 
forgiveness of debts of others. As Crossan noted, both are reflective of a more “sapiential 
or radically ethical Kingdom.”24 The coordinate of judgment and the coordinate of purity 
are also present in the requests of forgiveness of sin and the leading away from 
temptation. Overall the Lord’s Prayer fits well into the new typology of the Kingdom in 
Jewish dialogue. The Kingdom, as the revelation of God, can be described as both future 
and present. The Kingdom, as the revelation of God, brings an ethical demand toward 
others and creates the requirement of purity on the part of the participant. Both sapiential 
and apocalyptic elements of the kingdom are held together in one text.
 If the texts of Matt 16:27–28 and Luke 11:2–4 were included as authentic 
witnesses to the historical Jesus, then Crossan’s conclusion that Jesus was sapiential and 
non-apocalyptic would be considerably flawed. The two example texts discussed above 
were given here precisely because according to Crossan himself both were included in 
first stratum and multiple attestation complexes. According to Crossan’s own explicit 
methodology the texts ought to be considered seriously. In the case of Matt. 16:27–28 
Crossan concluded that v. 27 was a creation of the early church focused on the 
apocalyptic, and he simply ignored v. 28. In reference to Luke 11:2–4 Crossan concluded 
that the prayer was an inauthentic creation of the early church, and he rejected the 
existence of any apocalyptic element in the prayer. When the two examples were 
compared to the new typology of the Kingdom in Jewish dialogue, then several of the 
coordinates outlined by Chilton were detected. The Kingdom of God functioned in both 
texts as a language device for describing the self-revelation of God, as opposed to a 
decisive single chronological event. The two examples along with Mark 1:14–15 
discussed above and Crossan’s other eleven complexes demonstrate that Jesus’ Kingdom 
of God was both sapiential and apocalyptic.

CONCLUSION

 How does the Jewish context of the phrase “the Kingdom of God” impact 
Crossan’s portrayal of the message of the historical Jesus? The argument presented in this 
paper is that a misunderstanding concerning the first-century Jewish dialogue of the 

 231Q: Luke 11:2–4 = Matt. 6:9-13, Gos. Naz. 5, Pol. Phil. 7:2a, Did. 8:2b. Ibid. 460.

 24Ibid. 294.  
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phrase “the Kingdom of God” in Crossan’s typology results in his incorrect view of 
Jesus’ central message. As Robert Stewart noted, for Crossan the Greco-Roman political 
and sociological context was more influential upon Jesus, than the religious aspects of 
Judaism. He wrote, “In large part Crossan defines Judaism sociologically and 
economically rather than religiously.”25 The problem with Crossan’s typology and his 
conclusion concerning Jesus’ meaning of the Kingdom of God is that the consistent 
contextual use of the phrase in Second Temple Judaism is precisely religious based. As 
the work of Perrin and Chilton demonstrated the phrase the Kingdom of God was firmly 
rooted within a Jewish dialogue concerning Yahweh and his covenant people during 
Second Temple Judaism.
 Consideration of Targum literature has demonstrated that Crossan’s fourfold 
typology of the Kingdom of God is based on insufficient data. The problem of 
insufficient data resulted in Crossan’s misunderstanding of the Jewish dialogue 
concerning the phrase “the Kingdom of God.” Crossan’s misunderstanding led to his 
development of a false dichotomy between sapiential and apocalyptic within his fourfold 
typology, which then resulted in an incorrect definition of Jesus’ central message as 
“sapiential” and “non-apocalyptic.” An expansion in the data to include the Targums 
results in a more accurate understanding of the first-century Jewish dialogue concerning 
the phrase “the Kingdom of God,” which is defined as the self-revelation of Yahweh. 
When the pool of literary witnesses was widened to include two Synoptic text, which 
Crossan himself recognized as first stratum and multiple attestation material, Jesus’ 
meaning concerning the Kingdom of God was determined to be both “sapiential” and 
“apocalyptic.” When the new typology of the Kingdom as the Kingdom of God in Jewish 
dialogue is used as the historical background, sapiential and apocalyptic can be 
understood in a conjunctive manner as opposed to disjunctive. Jesus’ usage of “the 
kingdom of God” is an expression reflecting the Jewish dialogue concerning the self-
revelation of Yahweh. In conclusion, Jesus described the Kingdom of God as both 
sapiential and apocalyptic.

 25Stewart further suggested that Crossan’s emphasis upon the social and economic impact 
of the Greco-Roman Empire upon Judaism is completely consistent with his hermeneutic, “in 
which the context of a saying is deemed less significant than the structure and effect of a saying.” 
Stewart, “The Impact of Contemporary Hermeneutics on Historical Jesus Research” 104–8.


