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Was Jesus Crucified?

Gunnar Samuelsson, Crucifixion in Antiquity. An Inquiry into the
Background of the New Testament Terminology of Crucifixion, University
of Goteborg, 2010, 413 pp.

Following Abbreviations of various works cited and a Preface, the book
contains seven chapters: 1. “Introduction” (pp. 25-63), in which the author
introduces the problem, the definition, the methodology to be followed and
the purpose of the investigation; 2. “Greek literature” (pp. 65-204), by far
the longest and most weighty chapter, in which he takes up a sufficiently
broad and representative number of texts from Homeros down to the time
of the New Testament, using the main words relevant to the problem, i.e.
oTOV PO, oTowp®, avookolonilm, etc.; 3. “Latin literature” (pp. 205-
267), treating such words as crux, patibulum, affigere from Julius Caesar to
Tacitus, 4. “The Old Testament and Related Literature” (pp. 269-299),
taking up such terms as 190, vp* as well as the Greek terms used in the
LXX, chiefly kpepavvout ((ava)otovpd and avackolonilw do not occur
in the LXX); 5. “The Execution of Jesus” (pp. 301-330), in which the
various events in the crucifixion of Jesus are discussed; 6. “Discussion with
Reference to Literature and Scholars” (pp. 331-378), discussing the
interpretations of scholars such as H-W. Kuhn, M. Hengel and J. Blinzler
as well as dictionaries such a LSJ and BDAG (lexicographical work by
Greek scholars is ignored!); and 7. “Answers to Basic Questions of the
Investigation” (pp. 379-382), which is essentially a summary of what the
author has argued for before.

In this book Samuelsson aspires to study in detail and depth the
evidence from mainly Greek but also Latin, and some Hebrew-Aramaic
literature in order to decide whether Jesus was crucified in the sense in
which the word has been traditionally understood or died in some other
way.

Samuelsson rejects all the previous attempts to elucidate crucifixion in
the ancient world (e.g. by noted researchers such as M. Hengel and H.-
W.Kuhn), including all dictionaries and encyclopaedias, not only in
Sweden but everywhere in the wide world. Everything that has been
written on crucifixion during the past 2000 years is wrong, according to
Samuelsson. This must include also the Greeks, who though using the



relevant words continuously from ancient times till today, do not know
what is meant by them.

Such an astonishing claim makes it incumbent on me, who have spend
my whole life investigating texts from the entire history of the Greek
language, i.e. from Mycenaean times (c. 1500 B.C.) till today
(Neohellenic), to look critically into the kind of evidence that has led the
author to such an extraordinary conclusion, namely, that Jesus most
probably was not crucified, but died in some other way. e.g. through some
kind of “suspension” (e.g. p. 372).

The relevant words for such a study in Greek literature are mainly:
otavpog, (Va)sTop®, oKOAOY, OvocKOAOTIL M, KPEUOVVVUL, KPEUD,
KPELOVVV®, Gyxovn, dmayxovilm, A0S, TpoonAd, mdocorog (Attic:
naTTal.), Toccoledm, mpoomocsoiebm, and gumiyvout [e.g. MAov].
They occur down to the XVIth century A.D. many thousand times. They
continue to occur till today.

Samuelsson treats a smaller number of occurrences, but even these
should have been sufficient to clarify the meaning of crucifixion.
Samuelsson writes in a clear, easy to read manner, sets out the evidence
beautifully and it is certainly a good thing to have (some of) the evidence
about crucifixion presented in this orderly manner. For this positive feature
of his work, he is to be congratulated. The Reviewer wishes that he could
be equally commending for the author’s interpretation of the evidence. But,
alas, this is impossible.

It is a fact that words such as otowpog (avo)oTowpd, ckoloy, and
avackoAloni{m in Greek literature have a wide spectrum of meaning,
depending on the context. Of the many thousands of occurrences I present
here a few examples. Ztowpog may be a pointed pole, often fixed in the
ground, forming a fence or (Homeros, Odysseia, XIV.11 ctavpovg &
£KT0¢ EAoooe Sroumepeg evda kol evida, Tukvovg kol Yopgag “Outside
he had driven stakes all the way in its length and width, tight and closely-
set”), or a palisade (Thoukydides IV. 90. 2: kol GTOWPOVLE TOLPOIKOTOL-
mnyvouvteg “having driven alongside a palisade™) as well as long pointed
poles sunk into the sea as protection against enemy boats (Thoukydides
VIIL. 25.5 f: €yéveto 8¢ kol mePl TOV GTAVPAV ... OVC Ol TVPAKOGIOL ...
katémn&av év 1) Joddoon “And it happened also with regard to the
stakes /poles ... that the Syrakusians ... had driven into the sea”); see also
VII. 25.7, etc. In line with this, the verb avooctovp® bears a number of
times the sense of “fortify”: Thoukydides VI. 97. 2: 310.6T00pOGOUEVOC
tov 1ovpov, “having fortified the Isthmus”; Xenophon, Hellenica, VII. 4.
21: meprectavpocav tov Kpduvov dinhd ctovpopott “they fortified [by



driving stakes] Kromnos with a double palisade”, while anoctavp®d means
to “defortify” (e.g. Xenophon, Anabasis, VI. 5. 1: kol GmesTONPWOOOV
anov “and they broke down all the fortifications™). In agreement with the
above, ctovpwuce. means “fortification” (Thoukydides VI. 100. 1: kol
npocPoAovieg ol TPLakOGLOl opodct 10 otovpopoe. “and the three
hundred attacked and captured the fortification”).

Analogically, cxoloy may be a pointed piece of wood, a “pale” or
“stake” (Homeros, Ilias XVIIL. 177: nfifot ava oxoloreot “and fix it on
the stakes™); a “palisade” (Homeros, Odysseia, VII. 45: kol Telyel pokpo
vynAa, ckoAoresty apnpota “and long and high walls fitted closely with
stakes/palisades™); a very small “thorn” (LXX Num 33:55: ocxoloneg €v
t0lg 0@VaAuolc vudv “‘thorns’ in your eyes”, 2 Cor 12:7: €809n upot
oxoloy Tfi capkl), etc. The verb avaocxolonilw bears the cognate
meaning of okOAoy, i.e. “to pierce”, “to ‘pale’”, that is, “to impale”
someone. This could take different forms, which explains that this verb
came to coincide with (ava)otavp® (Loukianos, The Consonants at Law
12. 8: EVAo tektnvavieg avdpamovg avackoAonilev “they fashioned
timber in order to crucify people”, Porphyrios, Contra Christianos, 36. 6:
Kot II€tpog ... otowp®d npooniwidelg avaokoronileton “Peter, too, ... is
crucified by being nailed to a cross”), cf. also Origenis, Contra Celsum, 2.
36 and 3. 32, who uses avookolonilem interchangeably with
(ova)oTon pd.

The multivalence of such words as the above—indeed, of almost all
Greek words—has been well known all along, so that Samuelsson yAok’
Adnvale “is carrying owls to Athens”, when he implies that he is the first
one to notice this polyvalence, which makes it impossible for him to
ascribe the meaning of “crucify” to (avo)otowpd, etc. As a matter of fact,
Samuelsson says nothing new here.

The basic problem with Samuelsson’s dissertation is his strange
methodology. He makes his point of departure modern definitions of
crucifixion (Encyclopaedia Britannica, Oxford English Dictionary,
Webster’s Third International Dictionary, etc. pp. 53-55), and then
examines each one of his texts to see whether the Greek texts contain every
item found in the definition and explanation of crucifixion in modern
works. A crucifixion is supposed to include the following elements: 1. the
vertical pole was already fixed on the ground; 2. the condemned person
was scourged; 3. he then bore the horizontal part of the cross (the
patibulum) to the place of execution; 4. he was undressed and scourged (if
he had not been scourged before); 5. he was nailed to the horizontal piece
of wood (the patibulum) with arms outstretched; 6. the patibulum with the



nailed person was then lifted up and nailed on the vertical pole somewhat
higher than the ground; 7. there was a kind of seat or a projection half way
up for the support of the body, so the strain on the wrists was somewhat
alleviated; 8. the possibility that there was sometimes a support for the
feet; 9. the death of the crucified one was witnessed as a result of the loss
of blood or of exhaustion (usually after one or more days). Since Greek
authors content themselves with merely stating the fact that some one or a
number of persons were “crucified” without mentioning all these details,
Samuelsson jumps to the conclusion that the text in question is not
describing crucifixion, but some other kind of suspension, that Samuelsson
has no idea what it is.

This simplistic way of interpreting ancient texts, which no philologist
worth his salt would ever dream of applying, inevitably and predictably
leads Samuelsson to reject everyone of the Greek texts that he takes up,
apart from plausibly but not certainly 3 examples (Chariton, Chaereas and
Kallirhoe, 111. 4.18; VIII. 7.8; IV. 3.3-10), because they appear to contain a
detail or two more (p. 194).

This arbitrary way of evaluating ancient evidence can be better
understood if I use a modern analogy. Suppose that a Stockholm morning
paper reports that the previous night some one was ‘“shot dead”.
Samuelsson would not accept that the person in question was killed as a
result of being shot, unless the newspaper described in detail 1. that the
perpetrator approached the victim, say, 2-3 meters, 2. what kind of gun he
held in his hand, 3. what kind of bullets were in the gun, 4. that the gunman
actually pulled the trigger, 5. that a sound was heard and smoke came out
of the gun, 6. that the bullet struck the victim in the head or the heart, 7.
and that the victim fell to the ground bleeding and dead. Only then,
according to Samuelsson, would the newspaper be describing a murder by
a gun shot. Because Greek authors did not have in mind Samuelsson’s
expectations when relating a crucifixion, writing as they were for people
who were acquainted with what a crucifixion was, Samuelsson arbitrarily
draws the conclusion that they do not describe crucifixions!

It should be understood that any details that we have about the various
elements that belonged to the crucifixion process were given quite
incidentally by various ancient authors, and it becomes quite apparent that
it was not their intention to describe for modern readers how exactly
crucifixion went. Its procedure was well-known. It would, therefore, be the
height of folly on our part, if we make the mention of all these details each
time the verb “crucify” occurs the condition that “crucify” actually means



crucify! Nor has any other Greek verb ever been explained in this way
when it occurs in a running Greek text. Moreover, the use of various
expressions is wholly in line with Greek linguistic standards, which
recommend variation in expression. This is rather in considerable contrast
to the Swedish language, which tends to use the same expression. At this
point Samuelsson errs, who thinks that variation proves that the texts do
not speak of crucifixion. No one who has a feeling (i.e. Sprachgefiihl) for
Greek would question this.

Already at the beginning of his presentation of the Greek evidence (p.
73) Samuelsson prejudices his work by a false syllogism, which sets the
tone for the rest of his investigation. For example, he quotes Herodotos (V
cent. B.C.) VII. 194.1-3, according to which the Persian king Darios
crucified Sandokes. A little later Darios changed his mind and released
him. Samuelsson syllogizes that since Sandokes did not die, this is not a
crucifixion but a “temporary suspension” (p. 90). The absurdity of this
claim can be seen from the fact that the Jewish historian, Josephos, too,
(Vita 420) intervened with Titus, who had crucified among hundreds of
persons also three of his own friends and was able to save one of them by
taking him down from the cross and attending to his wounds. This
happened again in Chariton’s case. But more importantly, Darios (as also
Titus) had crucified Sandokes in order to have him killed. If now Darios
later changed his mind and released Sandokes, this can under no
circumstances be taken as proof, as Samuelsson thinks, that the Greek verb
for “crucify” does not mean “to crucify”.

The false course that Samuelsson has set for himself leads him quite
predictably to translate every instance of “crucify” with “to suspend”! This
has also a psychological effect: by continually reading of “suspension” in
stead of “crucifixion”, in the reader’s mind the picture of a “hanging” is
elicited, and one is deluded into thinking that the texts actually speak of a
“hanging” — or “suspension”, as Samuelsson prefers to call it. This
unnatural translation for the words used in Greek authors has been taken
out of thin air, since neither (ava)otovpd nor avockolonilm in the Greek
language mean “to suspend”. There are other verbs with this meaning.

The evidence for crucifixion is altogether too overwhelming to cite here.
The examples are innumerable. I shall here content myself with presenting
just a few brief texts.

Ktesias (V-IV B.C.), Fragments 3c, 688 F, 1b 500 speaks of the Indian
king Staurobates, who abused and threatened the invading Assyrian queen
Semiramis with “nailing her on a cross”, when she fell into his hands:



moAla 8¢ xal appnto kott awthc ¢ etoipag PAocenuncog 810 TRV
YPOUUATOV Kol DEOVE EMUOPTVPOLEVOC, TEIAEL KATOTOAEUNGOC VTNV
otavpdt mpooniwoety “Having insulted her through his letters with many
and unutterable words as being a whore, and having called the gods to
witness, he threatened to nail her to a cross, when he had defeated her”.
The story is cited by Diodoros Sikeliotes (I B.C.) 2:18.

Diodoros Sikeliotes Historike Bibliotheke, XX. 54. 7 speaks of
Agathokles’ archers nailing with their arrows on a siege machine enemies
on whatever part of the body they happened to hit, so that the punishment
was similar to being “nailed on a cross”: Twvag 8¢ T0ls 0§V feléat mpog Tif
unyovii mpookadijiwoar ko ovg TOTE TUXOL TOD SOUATOG TOTOVG,
ote oTAVP@ Tapamdnoiav eivor Thv VBpv duo Kol THV Tiuoplov
“And some of them they were able to nail on the siege engine with their
sharp missiles on whatever parts of the body they happed to hit them, so
that the maltreatment and the punishment was very similar to being nailed
to a cross”.

Strabon (I B.C. — A.D. 1), Geographika, 111. 4. 18 speaks of the action of
the Kantabrians as avomennyoteg [Tvog] €nl tdv otovpdv enotavilov
“having impaled/crucified some on the stakes, they sounded the paean”, i.e.
crucifixion is expressed here with different wording.

Josephos (A.D. 1), Antiquitates Judaicae, X1X. 95, by means of a tragic
play witnesses to the fact that crucifixion entailed the shedding of blood,
something that would not be the case with “suspensions”. This shows that
otavp® does not mean “suspend”: 0 Te OpyNoTNG OpOO. €lGOYEL
Kwvopav, &v @ avtdc te exteivero kol | Juydtnp MOppa, aipd te fv
TEXVNTOV TOAL Kol TTEPL TOV oTovpmUEvTo Exkeyvuévoy “the dancer (i.e.
the actor) introduced a play, namely, Kinyras, in which both he himself and
his daughter, Myrrha, were being killed, and there was a lot of artificial
blood poured out around the crucified one”.

In his Vita, 420 (see above), Josephos relates how he saw many captives
crucified by Titus, among whom he saw three of his friends. Interceding
with Titus, he got the latter’s permission to take them down from the cross
and attend to them. In this way he was able to save one of them. This
shows that if a crucified person was taken down in time, he could be saved:
€100V TOAAOVG OYUOADTOVS GVESTOLPMUEVOLS KO TPELS £YVOPLEO.
ouvNUEIC LOL YEVOUEVOLC, MAYNGO TE THV WOYMV KO UETO O0KPL®V
npoceAdav Tite eimov. 0 & edMg ékéhevoey kodaipedéviog adTOVG
Yepamelog EMYEAESTOING TUYEIV. KOl Ol UEV OVO TEAELTOGLY
Yepamevopevor, 0 8¢ tpitog €{noev “I saw many captives having been
crucified and [among them] I recognized three who were my friends. My



heart was sorely pained and in tears I came to Titus and told him. And he
immediately commanded that they be taken down and given the best of
medical care. And two of them died while being treated, but the third one
survived”.

Josephos, Bello Judaico, 11. 308: 0 yop undeig npotepov 101e DADPOC
ETOAUNGEY, OVOPOC IMMLKOD TAYUOTOC LOGTIYDGOL T€ TPo ToV Pruortog
Kol GTOVP® TPooAdooL, v el kol 10 Yévog "lovdaimv dAAG YoV 1O
a&lopa ‘Popaikov nv “For Floros that day dared to do what nobody had
done before, namely to scourge before the tribune and nail on crosses some
of the horse squadron, who although they were Jews, nevertheless were
Roman citizens”, another instance of crucifixion, preceded by scourging.

Josephos, Bello Judaico, 11. 306-8, testifies to the scourging of the those
condemned to the cross: ov¢ pocTIEV TPOAIKIGAUEVOC AVECTADPWOEY ...
Kol 0Tavpd apoonidoatl “whom he maltreated beforehand by scourging
and crucified ... and nailed them on a cross”. The same point is made in
Antiquitates Judaicae, XII, 256. 4. That avectovpmcev means “crucify”
and not to “suspend” is proved by the appositional expression ctoLpP®
npoonAdcot, “nail on a cross”!

Ploutarchos (A.D. I), Divine Vengeance, 554, witnesses to the bearing of
the cross by the condemned man: kol @ pev copatt T@v koAalopuevov
EKOLOTOC KOKOVPY®V EKQPEPEL TOV OLTOV otowpov “and each of the
condemned criminals bears his own cross with his own body [i.e.
himself]”.

The concern shown in the Gospels to have the body of Jesus as well as
of those crucified with him taken down from the cross before sunset, is
confirmed by Josephos, Against Apion, IV. 317-8: ®cte Kol TOVG €K
KOTOOIKNG GVECTOVPOUEVOLE TPO OUVTOC MAlov kadeAelv Te Kol
Jantewv “so that even those who have been crucified after being
condemned [to such a death] must be taken down and be burried before
sunset”.

Artemidoros (A.D. II), Oneirokritikon, 1. 76. 35 witnesses to the use of
the verb otavp® = “crucify”, and mentions the detail that this takes place
with the arms outstretched: koxodpyoc 8¢ @v otavpotnceTol S0 TO
Vyoc kol TNV TdV Yelpdv €xtocty “being a criminal he shall be crucified
raised high [sc. above the ground] and with outstreched arms”.

Artemidoros, Oneirokritikon, 11. 53. 3 says explicitly that the cross for
crucifying consists of wood and nails, and is like the mast of a ship (i.e. on
which a horizontal beam is fastened): xai yop €k EVAwv kol NAwv Yéyovey
0 GTOPOG MG KOl TO TAOTOV, KOl T KATOPTIOE 0DTOD OUOL0. £6TL GTOVPD



“for the cross is made of pieces of wood and nails like a boat, whose mast
1s similar to a cross”.

Artemidoros, Oneirokritikon, 11. 53.7 also witnesses to the practice of
crucifying people naked: yvuvol y0p GTOVPOVVIOL KOL TOG GOPKOGC
anoAlvovoy ol otowpmdevieg “for those crucified are crucified naked
and lose their flesh [i.e. to the flesh-eating birds]”.

Loukianos (A.D. 1), Consonants at Law, 12, playfully says about the
letter “T”, that many curse Kadmos, who is supposed to have introduced
the alphabet and hence the shape of “T”, because the tyrants imitating this
figure, fashioned pieces of timber so as to look like a “T”, on which they
crucify their opponents: 10 Tod ... T® yop TOVTOL GOUOTL POGL TOVG
TUPOVVOVG  akoAovINnoovTog ... CVAC  TekTVOvTEC oV POTOUE
avaoxolonilew én’ avta “It is said that the tyrants imitating the shape of
“T” ... fashioned pieces of timber in order to crucify men on them”. It is
also obvious here that avockolonilewv and (ava)otavpodv (cf. the shape
of “T”, which in Greek was understood to be that of the cross!) are
interchangeable. This is also supported by Philon, On Dreams, 213 (687):
npoonAouévog domep ol dvackolomiobévteg T® EOAW “nailed like those
crucified on wood/timber/tree”.

Seneca, Epistlel(01, mentiones drugs received by the condemned as
well as the torment experienced as the condemned one hanged on the
horizontal bar, the patibulum: “Is it worth while to weigh down on one’s
own sore, and hang outstretched from a patibulum? ... Is there anyone, who
having been fastened to that cursed piece of wood, already worn-out,
distorted, swelling with bad wounds on shoulders and chest, and having
many reasons for dying even before ascending on the cross, would prefer to
prolong his breath that is about to experience so many torments?”’

Finally, V. Tzaferis’ study of the archeological find in 1968, published
in Israel Exploration Journal 20:31, 1971, is referred to in Joe Zias’
internet article “Crucifixion in Antiquity” (via Google). The article
contains also pictures, showing a nail of 11,5 cm piercing the wrist of the
condemned. The find shows also nails have been used for fastening the
feet. See also J. Zias and E Sekeles, “The Crucified Man from Gi’at ha-
Mivtar: A Reappraisal”, Israel Exploration Journal 35: (1985), 22-27.

According to Alexander Medicus (A.D. VI) Asklepiades the
Pharmakologist (A.D. I) recommended that a nail that had been used in
crucifixion should be hanged around the arm to protect against epilepsi: wg
Aoxinmadng 6 paguaxevthc. Nhov £otavomuévov T@ Poayiovt Tod
ndoyovtog meQiomre xol  AmahhaEelg “Just like Asklepiades the
pharmacologist ordains, fasten a nail from a crucifixion on the arm of the



sick person and you will deliver him [of his ailment]”. In a similar way,
Jewish writings evidence that the use of nails from crucifixions were
valued as amulets (Mishnah, Sabbath V1.10). w7 oiwin 21987 0 0on
“and with a nail from a stake by way of healing” (The editor, Ph.
Blackman, comments on ‘nails’ “... It was also suspended from the neck of
a patient to cause the swelling to go down”).

The above evidence, cited briefly, is more than sufficient to prove that
the Greek verbs otovp®, dvoctavpd, dvackoromilm, TpoonAd, as well as
the noun ctavpdg constructed appropriately, are all used of crucifying. The
Greeks, too, have always been well aware of the meaning of these terms in
their various contextual uses, making use of them appropriately throughout
the history of the Greek language.

The above examples also illustrate various details that are mentioned in
connection with the crucifixion of Jesus in the New Testament, such as the
removing of his clothes, scourging him before the crucifixion, bearing his
own cross to the place of execution, giving him a drug, which he refused,
the fact that nails had been driven through his hands/wrists (the Greek word
for ‘hand’ could extent even to the elbow) as well as the marks that the
nails had left on them (see John 20:20-27; cf. als o Luke 24:39-40).

It were to be wished that many other ancient events were as well
documented as the crucifixion of Jesus. No one who is a competent scholar
of Greek and who is fair-minded toward the immense evidence in the
sources could ever entertain the least doubt that Jesus was crucified and
that crucifixion was a well established form of execution in the ancient
world, at this time especially among the Romans. That the cross of Jesus
did not look like the modern decoration symbol is another matter
altogether.

The main theses of those who have investigated the crucifixion of Jesus,
such as Joseph Blinzler, H.-W. Kuhn, and Martin Hengel have not been
overturned by this investigation; they continue to stand strong in their main
thrust.

Now to return to the dissertation under consideration, it must be pointed
out that it has many other problems, including inconsistencies. Thus on p.
98, for example, he claims that “the verb anaskolopizein disappears after
Herodotos”. This is not true. The verb occurs in many authors down to
Jesus’ time and by the XVIth cent., there are some 300 texts (Samuelsson
himself quotes a few of these examples later!). There is a lot of repetition,
particularly in general and detailed summaries as well as conclusions of
material that has been discussed in the detailed treatment of the texts,
which could have been avoided.
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With such mistaken methodology in interpreting Greek texts, it is no
wonder that on p. 330 he arrives at a hair-raising conclusion: “If a
suggestion of the holistic view of the terminology is heeded, that there was
no distinct punishment of ‘crucifixion’ before the death of Jesus, it is
plausible to say that the punishment of crucifixion, so to speak, came into
being on Calvary — or rather in the later Christian interpretation of the
texts depicting the events on Calvary” (my emphasis). In other words, it
was the Christian Church that created the concept of crucifixion by
interpreting Jesus’ death (sc. “suspension”) as crucifixion!

Sadly, it is the view of the present Reviewer that Samuelsson’s book
does not meet the standards of stringent scientific inquiry into Greek
linguistic problems. Through the use of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, he
may have amassed a long list of texts, which at first sight may look
impressive to the uninitiated, but a specialist in Greek linguistics and
philology is not fooled by this caricature presentation of the Greek
evidence on the question of ancinet crucifixion in general and of Jesus’
crucifixion in particular. The evidence stands clear and cannot be falsified
by such dilettantish investigations.

This book is not as important as it may seem at first sight. Those of us
who have spent our lives at the University, know what terrible presure there
is on doctoral candidates to produce something new and impressive in
order to earn their doctorate. The pressure is such that they sometimes are
tempted to pay the high price of sacrificing integrity and taking the risk
involved in pressing the evidence in order to make it say what they want it
to say, and thus achieve their purpose! This dissertation has interest
primarily for the mass media, which are hungry for the scandalous, the
populistic and whatever lacks seriousness. Sober and knowledgeable New
Testament scholarship will see through its threadbare character and set it
aside as another attempt to create impressions. I feel sorry for Gunnar that
he has expended so much toil for a result that cannot stand closer critical
scrutiny. The book will need to be radically reworked in order to arrive at
an interpretation that is consonant with the linguistic evidence on
crucifixion. But then, such a result may not be as glamorous as it is now
nor what was contemplated at the outset. However, to publish such a book
with its present thesis, I am afraid, will only lead to bitter regrets.

I deeply regret that I could not be more positive about this book.



