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That the gospels arc silent about homosexuality
has almost become a truism. At least one writer on
homosexuality and scripture has even sought to
construct arguments for tolerance upon this sup-
posed silence.! Certainly there are no direct refer-
ences to the practices we teday term homosexual-
ity anywhere in the teachings of Jesus, as there are
in the Pauline lecters.?

It has been suggested that there may be an
mdirect reference to homosexuality in Matthew
19:10-12, one of the "hard sayings" of Jesus, re-
gafding cunuchs, on the ground of the popular
belief that classed cunuchs with those who prac-
tised sodomy.? The argument runs that, because of
this popular identification, for Jesus to_speak
highly of eunuchs would at Icasl\ln—lﬁwm;ii_;
for_homosexuils. Two problems severely limit
(his possibitity. The first arises when we note that

it was on the ground of physical imperfection that
cuiiichs were excluded from the cow
munity, not their actions; whatever the popular

mind may have thought, we are dealing with two
different categories. and to reason from the one to
the other is not sound. Second, the meaning of
i\faa\ul;}mwz is sufficiently obscure on its
ace that it seems unwise to build much uponic. It
1s probably best taken mercly as an admonition to
chastity 4
Beyond Jesus' silence on the subject, it is also
widely accepted that the very subject of homo-
sexuality is unmentioned in the gospels. Since at
least the time of Christopher Marlowe, one of
whose “damnable opinions” held that Jesus and
John.were hedfellows, there Have been-more-or
less poetical flights based upon the *“beloved disci-
ple”, and even the young man who ‘‘ran away
naked”, but these cannot withstand serious exe-
getical examination.$ However, while none of the
standard gospel commentaries which [ have been

able to examine nor any of the major texts on
homosexuality in the Bible have noted the possi-
bility (aside from a brief mention in Horner's
Jonathan Loved David), the suggestion has been
made in foreign sources and in non-excgetical
literature in English that the account of the heal-
iﬁitklg_c‘mdﬁﬁ“i servant, I Matthew 8:5-13
and Luke 77110 {with 3 parallelin Jolira:46-53),
may Contain 3 reference to ‘homicsexuality-in-its
classical form of paederasty ¢ [t is the intent of this
paper to examine whether or not this suggestion
can be exegeticly supported. The issue will center
primarily around the understanding of several
words, pais (boy/scrvant) and entimos (dear, pre-
cious, valued), as found in these passages, against
the background of other Biblical and sccular us-
age, and the question of whether a person could
reasonably be involved in a pacderastic relation-
ship and yet have beeina “God-fearer” as the

cenrurio g portrayed by Luke. -
The Passages

In both Matthew and Luke the account of Jesus’
healing of the centurion s servant at Capernaum is
part of a collection of healing stories which di-
rectly follow a major seztion of Jesus' teaching—
the Scrmon on the Mount in the case of Matthew;
the Sermon on the Plain in the case of Luke.
Matthew sets it as_the second of three healings,
Luke as the first of ewo. Luake hias previousty used,
in his fifth chapter, the healing of the leper with
which Matthew preceeds the Capernaum story,
and in his fourth chapter the healing of Peter’s
mother-in-law, with which Matthew follows it;
in their place, Luke follows the centurion’s story
with an account of a resurrection which is pecul-
iar to his gospel.?
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The setting of the account of the healing of the
centurion's boy makes it clear that the gospel
writers intended it to be a miracle story, which is
to say that they intended its primary focus to be a
revelation of the naturc and power of Jesus. This
cqually means that, just as the parable of Lazarus
and the rich man is not to be looked to for author-
itative teaching about the afterlife, as its primary
purposc lics clsewhere, we must here recognize
that, cven if it is established that it contains a
reference to pacderasty. we cannot look to this
healing story for authoritative moral teaching on
homosexuality, carrying the same force as, for
instance, Jesus' teachings on marrtage in Matthew
5:31-2. At the same time, just as other healing
storics, although they arc not intended to be au-
thoritative teaching about disease, give us infor-
mation about Jesus” attitudes toward disease and
its causation (or at least the attitudes imputed to
Jesus by the early Christian community which
framed the stories—an issue which we will exam-
ine later), so too, if paederasty is present, this
account will nceessarily reveal attitudes about it.

Because of the prominence in its structure of
the saying of Je<us regarding faith (Matthew 8:10;
Luke 7:9), the account certainly does have a se-
condary focus in teaching about the nature and
importance of faith. Indeed, itis a common obser-
vation among commentators that structurally the
rc.| point of the story comes in these words and
ot the miracle of healing itself, which comes
almort as an afterthought. Perhaps the strong
demonstration of faith and trust on the part of the
centurion played a role ir: the placement of the
account directly following sections of teaching
dealing with faith and life (Matthew 7:24-27 and
Luke 6:4649), to serve. in effect, as a “bridge™
between sections.

It is in relation to the strength of the saying of
Jesus in the structure of the story that we may
briefly examinc the source from which this ac-
count enters the gospels. The story is almost uai-
versally agreed to have been an element in Q™
the hypothetical source of materials used in com-
mon by Matthew and Luke but not found in
Mavk.t As suck, it would be the only (or perhaps,
if Marthew 9:22-3 is admitted to be from *'Q"", the
orly major) miracle story to have stood in that

source.® As "Q" is commonly regarded to have
been a collection of the sayings and discourscs of
Jesus, and not of stories about him, the fact that
this account should have been included supports
the supposition that Jesus’ words to the centrion
regarding faith are an important—and were per-
haps originally its primary—focus.

Having bricfly surveyed the context and
source, let us look at the texts themselves, in the

Revised Standard translation:

Matthew 8:5-13:

As he entered Capernaum,
acenturion came forward to
him, beseeching him *and
saying, "Lord, my servant is
lying paralyzed at home, in
tertible distress.” 7And he
said 1o him, "'l will come
and heal him. " $But the cen-
wrion  answered  him,
“Lord, 1 am not worthy to
have you come undet my
roof; but only say the word,
and my seevant will be
healed. *For 1 am a man
under authotity, with sol-
diers under me, and | say 10
one, ‘Go’, and he gocs, and
to another, ‘Come’, and he
comes, and 1o my slave, ‘Do
this’, ard he does it."" -
When Jesus heard him, he
marveled, and said 1o those
who followed him, *“Truly |
say to you, not cven in Iseacl
have | found such faith, M}
tel! you, many will come
from cast and west and sit at
table with Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob in the kingdom of
heaven, Mwhile the sons of
the kingdom will be thrown
into outer darkness; there
men will weep afid gnash
their 1ecth.”” YAnd to the
centurion Jesus said, “Go;
be it done (ot you as you
have believed.” And the
servant was healed ae that
very moment.

224

Luke 7:1-10:

‘After he had ended Jll has
sayings in the hearing of the
people he entered Caper-
naum. :Now a centurion had
aslave who was dear tohim,
who was sick and ar the
point of death. YWhen he
heacdof Jesus, he sentiohim
clders of the Jews, asking
him to come and heal ha
slave. *And when they came
to Jesus they besoughe lm
caruestly, saying. “He »
worthy 1o have you do this
for him, ¥or hc loves out
nation, and he built us cur
synagoguc.”  *And  Jesus
went with them. When he
was nat far irom the house,
the centurion seat friends 1o
him, saying to him, *‘Loed,
donot trauble yourself, far 1
am not worthy to have you
come undet 2y ioof; "there-
forc | did not prosume to
come to you. But say the
word and my servant will be
healed. For [ am a man set
undee authonity, with sol-
dicrs under me; and [ say 1o
one, ‘Go’, and he gocs; and
to anothee, "Come’, and he
comes, and to my slave, ‘Do
this’, and he does it. " When
Jesus heard hus, he mar-
veled athim, and turned and
said to the multitude that
followed him, "I tell you,
not even in Israel have |
found such faith." And
when thowe who had been
sent teturned to the house,
they found the slave well.



A comparison of the two versions shows key
points in common as well as key differences.
Matthew and Luke agrec in placing the incident at
Capernaum, in Galilee, a large and prosperous
commercial and fishing center with a Roman mil-
itary presence. While Capernum, unlike Galilee
in general, was primarily Jewish, the city was
strongly influenced by the Hellenism of the sur-
rounding Gentilc majority. 1t is famed in Biblical
archacology for its well preserved third-century
synagogue, noted for the figural decorations not
in accord with Jewish law regarding images—
perhapsa replacement to the ¢ne claimed by Luke
to be the centurion’s gift. Witile it would be
dangerous to reason from a third century building
to first century social conditions, this is at least
suggestive of a certain heterodoxy that mighe
have prevailed there.® The two versions ate also
in agreement about the wording of the centurion’s
message (Matthew 8:8-9 and Luke 7:6b-8) and
Jesus” response (Matchew 8:10, Luke 7:9).

On the other hand there are significant differ-
ences. The most obvious is the structure of the
story, for while both versions agree that the heal-
ing took place at a distance because the centurion ”
felt unworthy to have Jesus under his roof, Mat-
thew has the centurion himself approach Jesus,
while Luke has a complicated account of two
embassies sent by the centurion, the first of Jewish
clders and the second of friends. Contained within
this is the further identification of the centurion as
2" God-fearer”, who had donated a synagogue for
the local congregation. Matthew includes an Old
Testament quotation from Psalm 107:3 in verse 11
as part of a section which Luke reworks as an.
independent teaching (Luke 13:28-30).

The other significant difference is somewhat
muted by the translation, though still traceable in
the Revised Standard Version's use of **servant™
and “slave”’. [n identifying the relation of the sick
individual to the centurion, Matthew {in verses 6,
8 and 13) consistently uses the Greek term pais, a
word of multiple meanings which include “son™,
“boy"’, “child” (of either sex), and *‘servant™
(cither an adult or minor), and here rendered by
the RSV as “'servant™. In verses 2, 3 and 10, paral-
lel to Matthew s verses 6 and 13, Luke instead uses
the Greek doulos, *‘born slave”, rendered by the

RSV as “slave™. Significantly, each writer uses
the opposite term once in his account: Matthew
uses doulos in verse 9b, seemingly to emphasize the
distinction between the pais on whose behalf the
centurion makes his request and the hypothetical,
less important slave being ordered about; Luke,
while consistant with verse 9 of Matthew by using
doulos in the centurion's speech (vs. 8), also breaks
his pattern of using doulos and agrees with verse 8
of Matthew by using pais in verse 7b, perhaps 10
stress the more personal relationship this servant
enjoyed. On his part, in identifying the relation-
ship between the centurion and the sick individ-
ual, Luke does introduce the Greek adjective enti-
mos, meaning **honored” or “*valued™ in verse 2 1o
describe the slave. v is a word which appears in
the Gospels only in the writings of Luke.

With these differences between the passages
firmly in mind, we may move to the question of
precedence. The question is not which of these
passages is primary in the sense of one being a
reworking of the other. for it is accepted that
Matthew and Luke had no contact with one
another's work. Rather the question is which of
the passages is probably closer to the hypothetical
original source, the “Q" document, from which
both authors drew. Obviously, no final answer
can be given, without an original with which to
make comparisons. Howcver, the preponderance
of scholarly opinion favors Matthew as better
representing the hypothetical source. Most of the
arguments involve the structure of the story, not-
ing the artificiality of Luke's narrative, with its
complications of having the centurion invite Jesus
by the first embassy, then withdraw the invitation
by the sccond. The unsuitability of the first-per-
son message delivered by Luke's second embassy,
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which fits perfectly in the mouth of the centurion -

himself in Macthew's version, is also noted. This
unsuitability scems to suggest that the message has
been preserved by Luke from another source but
used in an incongruous setting. Other scholars,
however, also extend their claims for precedence
to the text of Matthew’s version with particular
comment on Matthew s use of pais.

Among those who have argucd, on one ground
or another, for Matthew being closer to a hypo-
thetical original are Loisy, Klostermann, Wend-
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land, Dibelius and Bultmann."* Plummer clearly
states his opinion that in the use of pais Matthew
preserved the text of his source while Luke has
substituted doulos.’2 John Chapman refers to Luke
asa “borrower”, and also suggests Luke changed
pais 1o dowlos; at the same time he judges Luke
“longer and more complete’ and more “*beauti-
ful” for the addition of the intervention of
friends.3 Vincent Taylor plainly states his opinion
that *'in its Lucan form the story has received later
additions", and appears to consider the first em-
bassy one of them.M A. R. C. Leancy says that it is
*“likely that Luke himselfinvented the detail of the
sending of the elders™.1s In the Anchor Bible Jos.
Fitzmyer opts for Matthew being truer to the
source in both structure and text, except for the
addition of the free-standing saying of Jesus now
in verse t1. He states that any argument for Mat-
thean “omission is more difficult to explain than
Lucan additions”, and offers his opinion that Luke
has shifted from pais in the original source to
doulos, though he says it is “not clear why.1e
Among current commentators only those of evan-
gelical slant scem to disagree. Geldenhuis, after
citing authorities in favor of Matthean primacy,
baldly asks “Why?"' and actually suggests that
both Matthew and Luke are correct and must be
combined to make a full story with two embassies
and a personal visit!"? I. H. Marshall, after making
such comments as **Luke's version is more compli-
cated, if not actually improbable™ still finds, in the
balance, that Luke better represents the source,
though *‘the possibility of Lucan expansion cannot
be excluded."® But perhaps the strongest state-
ment of all—in favor of Matthew—comes from
Montefiore, who declares “Luke makes diverse
changes in the story of the centurion”, that Luke's
version is “'weaker and less natural than in Mat-
thew" and that it is “clearly secondary as com-
pared with Matthew™.1

Before leaving our examination of the texts
themselves, we should also take notice of the par-
allel 1o these two passages in John 4:46-54. It is
one ol the tew incidents recorded in the synoptic
gospels which appears recognizably in John,
where it stands as the second of the “signs"’ per-
formed by the Christ. While it is recognizable, it
is by no means identical: the points of similarity

include the location, Capernaum; the personal
request by the man for the healing of a child
(parallel at least to Matthew), answered by a
healing at a distance cffected by Jesus’ word alone;
and the faich of the petitioner as a key element of
the account. The differences, however, are also
considerable: the man is not a centurion, but
rather is identified as basilikos, or “'king's official ™",
though it is the considered apinion of W. F. How-
ard that this title would suit the position of a
Roman centurion in the service of Herod the te-
trarch.? It is not clear in John whether the man is
Jew or Gentile, though the assumption would
seem to be that he is Jewish, where it is implicit in
Matthew and explicit in Luke that he is non-Jew-
ish; and the rclationship of the man and the sick
individual is specifically that of father and son, as
John uses huios, or **son"* in verses 46, 47, 50 and 53.
However, curiously, in verse 51, John does use pais
(here obviously by the context, in the sense of
*“son”"), the only appearence of that word in the
Johannine writings.!

Given these similarities and differences, the re-
lationship of John's version to that of the synoptics
has been hotly debated. Among the Fathers, Ire-
naeus, in his Against Heresies, ii 22:3, treats all three
accounts as variants of onc incident. Though again
evangelical commentators argue otherwise, and
Plummer denies any parallel, remarking that in
view of the differences, to suggest such a relation-
ship would imply a *startling carelessness™ with
his sources on the part of John, the majority of
modern voices can be represented by Howard,
Bernard, and Marsh who remarks that “'the pres-
ent story is unmistakably like that of the synop-
tics” and that the “assumption scems justified”
that this is a parallel account.Z Streeter more
cautiously suggests that this is an account of the
same incident, though taken from a source that
had early diverged from that used by the synoptic
writers. 2 R. E. Brown, in the Anchor Bible series,
affirms that all three accounts are versions of the
same incident, but then stands alone in proposing
that it is John who best represents the original
source, which he believes used huios, which Mat-
thew for some reason altered to pais, and which
Luke further changed to doulos.?* If, on the other
hand, we accept the opinion of the majority of
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commentators that pais stood in the source used by
Matthew and Luke, the unusual appearence of pais
i John would seem o suggest a faicly direct
conncction.2*

The Meaning of pais

If it is accepted that pais sicod in the original
source from which Matthew, wha retained the
werd, and Luke, who substituted another, both
drew—and 11 does appear that this 1s a justified
assumption—we may now move (o inquirec how
the word would have been understood by con-
temporarics first encountering the narrative. As
we have already noted, the word has multiple
meamngs, which often must be understood from
the context: it canmean “'boy ", “‘child” {of either
sex), “son™, or “scrvant”* (of any age). The word
occurs 23 times in the New Testament, and is used
with almost all of these scnses. Five additional
occurrences are in Matthew: 2:16, of the “male
children™ of Bethlehem; 12:18, in a quote from the
LXX, “servant™; 14:2, of the “‘servants™ of
Herod: 17:18, of the *boy™ cured of epilepsy;
21:15, of the “children” on Palm Sunday. Seven
additional occurrences are in Luke: 1:54 and 1:69,
in the Magnificat and Benedictus, respectively, of
Istacl and David as “*servant™; 2:43, of the “boy""
Jesus at the Temple; 8:51 and 8:54, of Jarius'
daughter, a female “child”™; 9:42, of the “*boy"
cured of epilepsy: 15:26, of a “*servant” in the
patable of the prodigal son. Five more uses occur
in Luke's :econd volume, Acis: 3:13 and 26, in
Peter’s <ermon, of Jesus, as God's “servant” or
“sor”';4:24, of David as God's *'servant””; 4:27 and
W, of jesus as God's “servant” or “son’; and
20:12, of Eutychus, the *boy " who fell from the
window. The final one is of course in John. Secu-
iar usage reflects the same spread of meanings.
The lexicographer Hesychius, writing in late an-
tiquity, defines pais as a descendant, particularly a
son (huios), more mature than x neos, and in con-
trast to a daughter (parthenos), and notes it can also
be applicd to a slave (doulos). Liddell and Scott
provide instances of use as “son"" or “daughter”,
“boy ™ or “girl"". and “servant™ or “slave™ of any
age or sex.?

There is. however, an additional specific usage

227

which one might not necessarily expect to find in
the New Testament, but which should have failen
within Liddell and Scott's ficld of view. Before
launching into this discussion, it will be necessary
to make a bricf digression.

Perhaps the most difficult mental adjustment to
make for anyone from a twenticth century west-
crn socicty who secks an understanding of classi-
cal times involves the recognition of the perva-
sivencss of pacderasty within ancient society. (A
recogniticn of the total acceptance of slavery is
perhaps a close second.) Intergencrational sexual
relationships between males are today regarded
by our socicty as so perverse and uncommon that
we arc totally unable to comprehend the central-
ity, and the widespread practise and acceptance,
that pacderasty enjoyed in the ancient world. Be-
causc this condemnation often arises from reli-
gious stricturcs, we arc even less willing to con-
sider the possibility that there might be non-
judgemental references to such practises in scrip-
ture.

The ubiquity of pacderasty. and its certrality 10
facets of ancient culture and socicty ranging from
lite rature and the ares through philosophy, educa-
tion and cven into military training, was first
treated in such pioneering worksas ). A. Symonds’
Problem in Greek Ethics (the “problem™ being pre-
ciscly the importance of a practisc so reviled as
pacderasty in a culture so revered as that of an-
cicnt Greece) and George Ives' Graeco- Roman View
of Youth® Within the last decade the centrality
and pervasiveness of pacderasry has been formid-
ably documented for Greek culture and society by
K. J. Dover. and for Rome by John Boswell and
Royston Lambert.”® Lambert conveniently sums
up the issuc:

Pederasty was not a mere fashion or aberra-
tion in ancient Greece. Wherever and for
whatever reasons it originated, by classical
times it had clearly come to serve certain
profound needs existing in society, at least of
the lcisured or citizen classes. it had matured
into an esteemed social institution, fulfilling
precise and vital functions, regulated by law
and sradition, elaborated into a culture and
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dignified with a philosophy. So important
was its function that it flourished, weakened
and adulterated perhaps, all over the Hellenic
world under Roman rule... tenaciously sur-
viving cven the incffective edicts of the
Christian Emperors of the fourth century
A.D., which had to be renewed by Justinian
two hundred ycars later.®

A further concise summary of the role of pacder-
asty in ancient socicty, from the perspective of
Biblical scholarship, will be found in Robin
Scroggs’ work on New Testament texts and ho-
moscxuality.” While we may question his conten-
tion that it was pacderasty, and not homosexuality
as we know it today with more or less equal
relationships between similarly aged persons, that
15 opposed in New Testzment texts that explicidy
condemn homosexuality, his review of the back-
ground matenal is most valuable, and his conclu-
sions worth noting:

The practices of pederasty emerged out of the
dominant social matrix of the day. In some
quarters pederastic relations were extolled,
in almost all quarters condoned... it is impor-
tant to keep in mind that Greco-Roman ped-
crasty was practised by a large number of
people in part because it was socially accept-
able, while by many other people actually
idealized as a normal course in the process of
maturation.®

Any reader desiring further documentation re-
garding the importance and pervasiveness of
pacderasty in classical «imes may consult these
sources in their entirety.

Bearing these facts in mind, we should now
note that within the instirution of paederasty, pais
had a rather specific reference to the younger,
passive partner in a pacderastic relationship, or
the desired objcct of pacderastic affections,
whether frecborn or slave. In the general over-
view at the beginning of his study, Dover ob-
serves. *‘In many contexts, and almost invariably
in poetry, the passive partner is called pais™, and
Bernard Sergent, in a discussion of terminology in
his study of pacderastric myths in Greek religion,

comments on Strabo’s use of the word pars in a
description of Cretan paederastic customs, *the
term was commonly used to refer to an adoles-
cent, the eromenos, and that is the case here.”™
The usage remains remarkably consistent for close
to a thousand years from the poems of Theogenis,
through the epigrams collected in Book X1l of the
Greek Anthology, on through work dating 1o well
after the time of the gospels’ composition. The
cpigrams of Strato of Sardis (fl. 30 A.D.) and
Mcleager of Gadara (fl. 90 B.C.) are of particular
interest, as the former was an almost exact con-
temporary of the date of the gospel events, and the
lateer, though slightly earlier than the date of the
gospels, was a native of Gadara, about twenty
miles from Capernaum across the sea of Galilee in
the Decapolis, and site of the healing of a demo-
niac (Matthew 8:28), and thus they provide cvi-
dence on usage at the time and place of the gos-
pels. Strabo of Amaseia, the Geographer, the sub-
ject of Sergent’s comment, whose dates are
roughly 63 B.C. to 24 A.D., provides from prose
still another example of this contemporary, pac-
derastic understanding of the word.

This is not to suggest that the word pais neces-
sarily carried paederastic implications. In most
common usage, it carried only the usual meanings.
There were words, such as eromenos, or paidika
when used as a masculine singular noun, which did
carry such specific implications, and would have
left the nature of any relationship for which they
were used entirely beyond doubt.™ It can, how-
ever, be said that pais is a word that contempora-
ries could well have expected in descriptions of
paederastic relationships, and, morevocr, a word
which appearing in the proper context would
have clearly conveyed that meaning.

The difficulty in determining the precise mean-
ing of pais in any particular situation is clearly seen
in the gospel passages here being examined. If we
had only Matthew’s version, it would be impossi-
ble to say whether the pais was the centurion's son
or servant. If we had Luke alone, we would
clearly understand from his use of doulos that the
pais was a servant. Indeed, it is the strength of
Luke's use of doulos that makes us also read Mat-
thew as a reference to a servant. Yet if we had
Matthew’s and John's accounts only, and Luke's
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version did not exist, we surely would read Mat-
thew, with the mdefinie pais. in hght of John's
more specific huios, and reter w Matthew's ac-
count of the heahng of the centurion’s son! Butin
the hght of whathas been said sbout the pacderas-
tc usage of pass. another uncertamnty must be
intraduced: if we were to read through first cen-
tury eyes, accustomed to the institution ot pacder-
asty, and knowng its vocabulary, zncountering a
story like Macthew's niught we not also read icin
terms of a man's concern for his vounger lover?

Luke's emtimos doxlos

Before answering that question, we should
briefly examine Luke's use of emimoes. The word
occurs five times in the New Testament alto-
gether, two of those appearances bemg in Luke,
who is the only Gospel wrner to use the term. It
also is used once by Paul. i Plulipprans 2:29. and
twice m 1 Peter 2:4 and 6. When apphed to things,
avin the two refetences in | Peter. the word means
“valuable™ or “precious™: wher w persons, the
sense is generally “honorable™, asin Paul’s injunc-
tion to the Philippian church to count Epaphrodi-
tus “honorable™. and Luke's other use of the
word, 14:8, whete Jesus instructs his tollowers not
to take scats of importance at a feast lest they have
to make way for someone more ““honorable ™ than
they. For secular usage Liddeil and Scott ceafirm
these meanings: T. W. Manson notes also that the
wor ] was used as an honeritic tor soldicrs with
long or disunguished service.® Luke’s use of the
term in 7:2 then must be seen enther as somewhat
cold-blooded—a "'valuabie slave™ —or a3 some-
what anomalous—though as a slave not ““honora-
ble™ in the sense of reputation, at least valued tor
personal reasons. As the centurion’s motives are
portrayed as much warmer than merely protect-
ing a valuable picce of property. the latter s
undoubtedly the sense in which the word should
be understood.® Thus, while the term does not
usually imply an emotional attachment, at the
least we can say that Luke. tn introducing it, was
recognizing that the centurion's actions displayed
a depth of fecling which was over and above that
ot an ordinary master-slave relationship.¥

We can now summarize our findings and offer

an answer to the question of how a first century
reader would have viewed this account. We have
seen that the majority of commentators believe
that Mauthew 's version of the story iscloser to the
hypothetical source from which both Matthew
and Luke drew, and that many extend this to the
assumption that pais stood in that source. We have
also seen chat pais-——though it assuredly had other,
and more primary, meanings—was a word that
first century readers would have expected in ref-
crences o paederastic relationships and one
which, given the context of such a close, though
non-parental, relationship between an adult male
and a boy such as this account presents, might have
implied a paederastic relationship. Though there
is nothing which requires such a reading, given the
nature of the story, with the concern shown for
the boy. and the ubiquity of paederasty in the
experience of first-century readers, | believe that
we must answer that this account, as reflected in
Matthew's version, certainly could have con-
veyed to its original audience the suggestion of
pacderasty. But did it?

1 would propase not only that it could, but that
u did suggest pacderasty to an important carly
reader—Luke. If we need an answer to the ques-
tion of why Luke changed terms from pais to
doulos, this would appear to be the obvious reason.
The author of Matthew. out of respect for his
source, or trom having a lesser experience with
the Gentile world and its institutions, or for theo-
logical reasons, let the account stand, while the
author of Luke, with a greater experience of the
Gentile world and its institutions, and thus a
areater sensitivity to the imphcations of the story,
sought to mute them.® That Luke understood the
relationship to be non-parental is indicated by his
choice of another word expressing servitude, but
while a doulos also could have been used for sexual
purposes (and a reading of ancient literature indi-
cates that tnany werc), the term would not have
been as provocative as pais.® Having made the
change, Luke felt the need to acknowledge, by the
use of entimas, that the centurion’s actions on be-
half of his servant indicated a remarkable emo-
uonal connection, the depth of which was
comparable to (and for John, explicable in terms
of) what a father would do for his child.
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Paederasty and God-fearers

We are affirming, then, that the account of the
healing of the centurion’s boy not only might be
read as a reference to pacderasty, but that it was
read that way by Luke, and further, that the
changcs made to the story by Luke support this
interpretation not only in muting what Luke
found in the original, but also by still affirming, in
a less provocative way, that the relationship was
unusual. At this point a new question arises: could
a “God-fearcr", as Luke portrays his centurion to
be, also have engaged in pacderasty?

It would be casy to dismiss this issue by arguing
that the identification of the centurion asa *‘God-
fearer” is a Lukan creation. Whatever the answer
to the question of whether a “God-fearer™ could
practise paederasty, the primary argument thatin
the original and Matthean versions this account
would be scen to have reference to a pederastic
relationship will not be affected, and there is cer-
tainly evidence that could be adduced that this
detail did originate with Luke. That the detail
occurs in the course of the rather artificial struc-
turc of the cmbassy of clders, with all the evidence
we have cited that this is secondary, and the fact
that the ‘pious centurion’ is almost a ‘type’ in
Luke-Acts—Cornelius {Acts 10) being another
example, and pechaps the source upon which Luke
drew to fill out his portrait of this anonymous
centurion—all suggest this is from Luke's hand.
However, if we wish to argue that Luke's ac-
count, though muted in comparison to Matthew's,
still allows a4 paederastic reading, we must deal
with the issue. Nor can we ignore the question of
whether the centurion of the original story, by his
openness to approach Jesus and his concern—per-
haps more than just a sensitivity to Jewish cul-
ture—about having a rabbi enter his home, might
not have shown himself a God-fearer, though the
fact was not stated.

The term “'God-fearer " (phoboumenos ton Theon)
was applied to a large group of Gentiles who
responded positively to the theological and ethical
teachings of Judaism, but who stopped short of full
conversion. They arc encountered fairly fre-
quently in Acts; among the more notable are the
Ethiopian ecunuch, Cornelius, and Titus Justus

(Acts 8, 10 and 18, respectively), and many of
those that Paul and other apostles found recepive
in the course of their preaching journeys probably
fell into the group as well. It is obviously hard to
categorize so broad a group, which ranged from
individuals philosophically inclined toward mo-
notheism through those who embraced some, but
not all, Jewish ethical and cultic practices,
through those who would strictly follow all these
mattert but held back from the rite of circumci-
sion.®,

Quite apart from debates about the original
mecaning of Old Testament references to homo-
sexuality, it is clear that first century judaism
found homosexuality, and its expression as paed-
erasty, abhorrent. The wealth of rabbinic litera-
ture examined by Scroggs documents this for Pai-
estinian Judaism; for Hellenistic Judaism our
source material is narrower, as we see it almost
entirely chrough the eyes of Philo Judeus, but his
condemnation is no less thoroughgoing.# While
reliance on a unique source is always risky, and it
is by no means clear how well Philo represents the
thinking of other Hellenized Jews,? we must as-
sume that pacderasty would not be an approved
practisc for & God-fearer. We must also assume
that any God-fearer who was se close to the Jow-
ish community as to endow a synagoguc would he
among those more observant of Jewish customs.
Together, these assumptions would argue against
the possibility of the centurion, as portrayed by
Luke. being involved in pacderasty. However, the
case cannot be closed entirely. It is also possible
that Hellenistic Jewish communities in general, or
the one at Capernaum in particular (which, as we
noted above, was later rather heterodox n its
attitude toward graven images), may have been
more accepting of Hellenistic moral practises than
was Philo, and that pacderasty, particularly if it
conformed to the higher Hellenistic ideals for the
practise, as the caring cvidenced by the centur-
ton's request suggests this did, might have been
tolerated in a God-fearer for whom this remained
one area of non-conformity.

Summary and Conclusions

In summary, the points of the argument are:
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1. Respecting the concensus of critical opinion, it
is probable that Matthew 8:5-13 and Luke 7:1-10
are both drawn trom the same original account;
that Matthew's version better represents that
original; and that the word pais was used in that
account, with Matthew presceving the word
while Luke substituted dowlos.
2. The word pais, when used in the context of a
close non-parcntal relationship such as that por-
trayed here—a relationship that John, when using
the account, found fitting and explicable as a
parent-child relationship—could have conveyed
to a first-century audience the implication of
pacderascy.
3. Not only <ould this account havz been read as
referring to a1 pacderastic relationship, but the
author of Luke, by substituting dowlos for pais (thus
affirming his understanding that the relationship
was non-parental while using a less provocative
word), and by adding the qualification that the
boy was entimos, indicates thit he understood it
that way.
4. Whilc itis presumed be char a deeply observant
God-fearer would not practise paederasty. the
posstbility that this account does refer to paeder-
asty cannot be climinated for that reason. There
were many levels of observance among God-fear-
crs, and the details that imply that the centurion
was an observant Ged-fearer are probably Luke's
compaesition.
I would thercfore conclude thar we must seriously
consider the possibility thae this passage in the
New Testament does refer to homosexuality, in
its classical form of pacderasty, though there is no
one fact that requires that it be seen in that way.
What are the implications of this? To begin,
this passage will not allow us to reach any sweep-
ing conclusions about Jesus' attitudes toward
paederasty or homosexuality. As we noted early
in this paper, the story does nlot contain any au-
thoritative moral teaching on the subject. This is
merely a detail in a story which had, for its au-
thors. quite a different purpose than the presema-
uon of cthical teaching. For that matter, it is
widely rccognized today that the Gospels arc
neither biographical in their intent nor do they
portray for us an “historical Jesus'; while they
contain historical materials, they are rather the

record of what the Church, at the tme of their
composition, believed about Jesus. Therefore, the
most that can be claimed is that a segment of the
carly church out of which the “Q" document and
Matthew arose, was nat concerned, and believed
that Jesus was not concerned, when confronted by
a responsible, loving pacderastic relationship, bue
rather held it subordinate 10 questions of faith.
This 1s entirely consistent with the rest of the
image created by the Gospels. From accounts such
as those of Jesus and the woman taken in aduliery
(John 8:1-11, where the hosule and seli-righteous
attitudes of the accusers are shown as more trou-
bling to Jesus than the woman's sin) or, from the
same chapter in Luke which holds our centurion's
stary, that of Jesus ar the house of Simon the
Pharisec (7:36-50, where it is the woman's act of
faith that Jesus notes rather than her violation of
moral laws), as well as the repeated statements
that Jesus extended table-fellowship to sinners
(Mark 2:13-17 and its parallels Matthew 9:9-13
and Luke 5:27-32, Luke 15:1-2) and his own obser-
vation that he expected prostitutes to enter the
kingdom before the conventionally righteous
(Matthzw 21:31-2), Jesus is shown as more con-
cerned with the state of a person’s faith than with
their obscrvation of conventional. and particu-
larly scxual, morality. There is nothing unusual,
then, in the response Jesus is shown to have toward
the centurion, whose request is evidently based on
his real fove for the boy as well as his strong trust
in the saving power of Jesus. Indeed, Jesus is de-
picted as affirming the relationship here, and ful-
filling the centurion's faith, by restoring his boy to
him.

The passage has bearing, nonctheless, on the
debatc in the church over homosexuality. On the
one hand, it surely strengthens the general thesis
proposed by Boswell that the carly church pos-
sessed a greater tolerance for homosexuality than
was previously suspected—and than it scems to
possess teday. On the other hand, there hasbeen a
tendency, particularly notable in Boswell and
Scroggs, to argue that whilc the carly church was
tolerant of adult male homosexuality, condemna-
tion was directed 1o the vicious and unsavoury
side of pacderasty. Evidently there was little other
side. Boswell relates deteriorating attitudes to-
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ward homosexuality in the carly church to revul-
sion against the sale and prostitution of unwanted
children, incest and child slavery as associated
with paederasty, but also reveals his own view
when in hisindex ‘Pederasty’ refers one to ‘Child-
ren, sexual abuse of’.9 Scroggs takes a much
longer route, first arguing that because of the
partners’ difference in age the nature of pacder-
asty is incquality, and because incquality always
Icads to domination, and demination to dehuman-
ization and abuse, and second, because the relation
is inheiently impermanent and intended to last for
only a few years, *'it is clear that most forms of
pederasty had at least the potential to create con-
crete relations that would be destructive and de-
humanizing to the participants, particularly the
youths... Given this potential and its frequent ac-
tualization, that carly Christians should repudiate
all forms of pedcrasty is not unduly surprising.”™
He concludes, "what the New Testament was
against was the image of homosexuality as peder-
asty and primarily here its more sordid and dehu-
manizing aspects’.® One would never suspect,
from all this, that the same society also contained
nurturing, sclf-sacrificing rclationships such as
those cited by Lambere.%

The issue is not, however, whether histonically
there were pasitive, nurturing relationships—
which there surely were—ar destructive, dehu-
manizing ones—which there also surely were—
nor cven in what proportion they existed. With
the discovery of a New Testament passage whicl
suggests an attitude of toleration toward a non-
exploitive, caring pacderastic relationship, the
focus must move back to where it always should
have been: that it is not homosexuality, or pacder-
asty, or any other specific sexual relationship thar
Christian ethics condemns, but dchumanization
and exploitation of another person in any relation-
ship, heterosexual or homosexual. intragencra-
tional or intergenerational.
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HOMOPHILE ETHICS

homosexuals, perhaps  none s

more widespread and penctrating
in its clfect on the wellare and happiness
of the group than that ol the rightness
and wrongness of homosexual acts, that
is, their ethical implications. o the
current literature ol the day onc con-
stantly finds references 10 homosexuality
as perversion, one ol the crimes of the
period, a characteristic of abnormal and
perverse  people.  Preachers have  con-
demned it; judges have scorned those
who practiced it; ridicule has been
heape(‘ upon it; and in fact it has been
listed in company with the worst human
aberrations. Thus homosexuals  have
been subjected to the most intense feel-
ings of guilt or have defied social stand-
ards and lived secret lives apart from
and coldly separated fiom their fellow
men, if not victimized by their cnemics
and classified and secluded as criminals
in penal institutions. The voices raised
against such inhuman treatment have
been few and far between with no or-
ganized cffoit to remedy the situation
until our own day when for the first
time questions are being raised and dis-
cussed in groups of intelligent people.

Ol' all the problems which confront

The reasons for the strong feclings
against homosexuality are not wholly
clear, but there are some historic f{acts
which throw light upon the subject. The
ancient Hebrew people were a small
group alicnated [rom their ancestral
lands over a long period ol time and,
when circumstances permitted them to
return, they found them occupied by
strange and hostile natinnalities who
must be conquered and driven out by
warring activities. Consequently poten-
tial warriors were at a premium and a
high birth rate was desirable. Polygamy
became a virtue and anything which
hindered the increase ol population
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would be looked down upon, Thus a
point of view was established against
irregular sex activities which was later
extended to all sex activitics. The wran-
sition from the Hebrew to the Christian
culture carried over the antagon-
istic attitude toward sex. The views of
Paul, the organizer ol the Christian
Church, are well known. His influence
went so far that celibacy became a rule
for the priesthood of the growing insti-
tution, and morality became practically
synonymous with abstinence from sex ac-
tivities. There may have been a psycho-
logical basis in part at least for the iden-
tiftcation of chastity and holiness. That
nature has made the organs of sex those
also of excretion is one of the anomalies
which are found in the naturai world
and which offend the rational mind. Sex
thus becomes “dirty” merely by associa-
tion. A possibly more profound reason
may lie in the rise of mysticism, an as-
pect of human culture which has defied
all attempts to define it or set limiting
boundaries to it, but which has exerted
enormous influence and is clearly recog-
nized in the history of religion. The re-
lation of mystical states of mind and sex-
ual ecstacy is indicated in the writings
of mystics, such, for example, as those
of Santa Theresa and others, as well as
in practices wherein, for example, nuns
are called “the brides of Christ.” Thus
sex and religion are placed in the posi-
tion of rivals for human allegiance and,
to our own day, sin is more vividly por-
trayed in terms of sex by the teachers of
“morality” than in any other area. [t is
thus natural that the denial of man’s
basic urges must be accompanied by a
philosophy of life which exalts suffering
and deprivation in this lile only to be
assuaged in a life beyond the grave. A
curious fact of our times is the enormous
increase in the membership of the
churches at the same time that there is a
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