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Reintegrative Shaming and a Prayer Ritual
of Reintegration in Matthew 18:15-20

RIKARD ROITTO
Stockholm School of Theology

An Initial Reading of Matt 18:15-20

The argument of this article is that Matt 18:15-a2@s to form a practice
that can reintegrate offenders and manifest thendgr’s reintegration in

a prayer ritual. By introducing reintegrative shagitheory and a number
of ritual theories into the analysis, a deepenederstanding of how the
practices promoted in the passage might have wonkdte Matthean

community emerges. However, before we analyze NI&i15-20 as a

reintegrative practice, we need to establish thist ieasonable a) to read
Matt 18:15-20 as a unit, b) to read the promisegvinl8-20 as ritual

instructions, c) to understand the prayer in v.a$%he practical way to
perform the binding and loosing mentioned in v. 48¢d d) to interpret

binding and loosing in v. 18 as mediating forgive@nef sin (that is, not
just as making halakhic decisions).

Matt 18:15-20 has two distinguishable yet connegads. The first
part (vv. 15-17) instructs how to reprove a sinrbingther. The goal is to
make the sinning brother “listen,” but if all eftsrto talk to him fail, “he
should be to you like a Gentile and tax collectdrtie second part (vv.
18-20) consists of two promises on the theme tloat Will back up the
community whatever they do, and a concluding assgraf presence
among them. Whatever they “bind” or “loose” (v. 1@hatever they pray
for (v. 19), God will make it happen.

At first glance, vv. 15-17 may look unrelated ta ¥8-20. However,
recurring catchwords and sentence structures in phgsage justify
thinking that Matthew intended it to be read astexdry unit, and thus
that the prayer in 18:19 should be understood asexied to the reproof
in 18:15-17. The passage is most probably compésed disparate
traditions, but Matthew has clearly made an effohis redaction to show
that he thinks of the parts as connected (Thomd€a®, 175-202; Luz
2001, 448). First, the theme of “two or three” (18, 19, 20) connects vv.
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15-17 with vv. 18-20. Second, all sentences butar20) in the passage
have subordinate clauses beginning wéthn “if,” or hosa/hou ean
“whatever,” which gives the passage a sense oftitimge continuity.
Third, within vv. 18-20, the promise about bindengd loosing in v. 18 is
connected to the promise about prayer in vv. 1%hleyrecurring phrases
“on earth” and “in heaven.”

It seems, then, that in 18:15-20 we have a pagbagérst instructs on
how to reprove an offender (vv. 15-17), and thestrircts how to follow
up the reproof ritually by binding or loosing wignayer (vv. 18-20). To
such an interpretation one might object that vw=2Bis formulated as
promises, not as ritual instructions. Admittedlgfdre the sayings in vv.
18-20 were put in their literary context by the tean redactor, the
promises may very well have been transmitted apadide generally
assuring sayings (cf. Luz 2001, 423, 448-49; Dasied Allison 1991,
752, 781), but when Matthew puts them in this cangad binds them
together with repeated catchwords, the sayingstiima@s instructions.
The greater part of the speech in chapter 18 (2+3%) motivates and
instructs on communal practices of reintegratiod &rgiveness. The
verses preceding vv. 18-20 (vv. 15-17) contairriictibns for reproof
and the following verses (vv. 21-22) consist of trinstions for
forgiveness. That is, the literary context of w8-20 is communal
instructions. Assuming that Matthew for no reasdmaigsoever changes
the subject in vv. 18-20 to general assurancestha nothing to do with
the theme of the rest of the chapter does not nsakese. It is more
reasonable to assume that Matthew uses existinggsagditions to give
instructions.

Within vv. 18-19, the repetition in v. 19 of phradeom v. 18 (“on
earth,” “in heaven”) makes sure that the readeretsidnds that the
promise about prayer in v. 19 elaborates how thdibg and loosing in v.
18 should be done—it should be done through praweving at least
two or three persons. Thus, in its context, themse about efficient
prayer in v. 19 functions as a ritual instruction how they should loose
or bind the sinning brother. | will argue in thidiele that a loosing prayer
functioned as a reintegrative ritual, and thatralinig prayer functioned as
a denigrating ritual.

The meaning of binding and loosing in v. 18 hasnbeescussed
unceasingly by scholars, but | suggest that thatctigptic words in v. 18
make most sense in the literary context of Matta&8 whole if “bind”
means “not mediate divine forgiveness of sins” dimbse” means
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“mediate divine forgiveness of sins”. Richard Hiéi®85) summarizes
four types of possible cultural backgrounds for teems “bind” and

“loose” suggested by scholars—vows, authority tokenahalakhic

decision, bans, and forgiveness of sins—and thds b own suggestion
that the language ultimately comes from the languaf binding and

loosing demons. What Hiers in my opinion showsét the metaphorical
potency of these verbs is enormous and that thgeraf possible

associations to the terminology of binding and logds so wide that the
meaning of the words for Matthew cannot be deteeahiby inter-textual

comparisons. Hiers himself speculates that Jesghtniiave used the
words “bind” and “loose” in his exorcisms, but riyhconcludes that if

this is the case, then the meaning must have naut&t®re the expression
was placed in Matt 16:19 and 18:18 respectivelyeré&fore, the

expression must be understood in the light of tieeqxling and following

verses. We should not even be too hasty to assuahéhe meaning of the
phrase is identical in the two occurrences in Matth Even though

binding and loosing can reasonably be interpresetthe@ authority to make
general halakhic decisions in 16:19, the immediedatext of 18:18

demands that the binding and loosing here someteals dvith specific

cases of transgression, since both the precediddghanfollowing verses
instruct on how to deal with individual sinners.

Many commentators argue that binding and loosingl®il8 is a
judicial ruling of specific cases (e.g. Davies aAflison 1991, 787;
Keener 1999, 454-55; France 2007, 695). Other conatws argue, in
my opinion rightly so, that loosing is not justualicial decision, but an act
of mediating divine forgiveness (e.g. Luz 2001, /464ndry 1994, 369).
The first mentioned commentators understand theeveurely as a
judicial procedure within the community, that ismply as a decision
about right and wrong. “Loose” would then equal cldee not guilty.”
However, both the preceding and the following versieal with the
reintegration (vv. 12-17) and forgiveness (vv. Z)y-8f peoplewho are
guilty. An interpretation of “loose” as declaration ofnatence does
therefore not fit the context. The interpretatidmatt “loose” means
liberation from sin, on the other hand, fits thentext perfectly. The
judicial interpretation, that loosing and bindingeams making judicial
decisions, forces commentators to interpret vv.209either as general
insurance that the decision in v. 18 will be valit implicitly ignore that
the following verse contains a promise about efffegbrayer (Davies and
Allison 1991, 788), to understand v. 19 as an eragament to pray for
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the future restoration of the sinner (Keener 19885), or to assume that
Matthew changes the subject entirely in vv. 19-R@ifce 2007, 697). By
contrast, if binding and loosing is not just a fidi ruling but something
that has effect on the sinner, then the prayealritu vv. 19-20 makes
sense in the context. The prayer ritual effectutitesoosing or binding of
sin in heaven.

As | will argue below, Matthew 18:15-17 has a dedig anti-judicial
agenda in its interpretation of the Jewish reptoadition. Moreover, as |
will also argue below, sin is perceived, quite thlyg as dangerous in
Matthew’'s imagination. Therefore it fits Matthew'sgenda and
worldview that loosing means being liberated frdme danger that sin
constituted, and that binding means retaining twegdr of sin. (Cf. the
use oflug in theLxx translation of Isa 40:2; Job 42:9; 2 Macc 12:4%; S
28:2))

Disintegrative and Reintegrative Shaming

A central part of the argument of this articlehattshame is a key issue in
the Matthean reproof practice. To prepare for thiatussion, we must
first elaborate on how shaming functions to reirdégy or disintegrate
offenders in social interaction. Scholars generaligept that honor and
shame were central to the perception of social lifethe ancient
Mediterranean world, and the research on the suigextensive in New
Testament scholarship (for bibliography, Pilch 202012). However,
criminologist John Braithwaite’s (1989) reintegvati shaming theory,
where he distinguishes between “disintegrative s$hgm and
“reintegrative shaming,” has never been used tdyaadNew Testament
texts. Braithwaite distinguishes the two by thefedihg effects they
produce on the shamed person:

Reintegrative shaming means that expressions ofreoity disapproval,
which may range from mild rebuke to degradatiorecenies, are fol-
lowed by gestures of reacceptance into the commuonhilaw-abiding citi-

zens. These gestures of reacceptance will vary fiosimple smile ex-
pressing forgiveness and love to quite formal cerdas to decertify the
offender as deviant. Disintegrative shaming (stitiasion), in contrast,
divides the community by creating a class of ougcg®raithwaite 1989,
55, cf. 4)
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That is, shaming may produce either a) return ® tlorms of the

community and reintegration, or b) marginalizatiamd exclusion.

Braithwaite, being a criminologist, is concernedhwerime rates, and
points out that crime rates are much higher inUhéed States than in
Japan (1989, 61-68). According to Braithwaite’s Igsig, the legal

system in the US tends to produce disintegrativam&) while the

Japanese system tends to produce reintegrativeesharthe US, courts
exact long jail sentences, while the Japanese défsronly rarely have to
go to jail. Effectively, the US produces disintdgra shame and thus
criminals that are pushed outside the acceptanseméty, which makes
them likely to commit crime again. Japan, on thieeothand, produces
reintegrative shame through comparatively mild seceés combined with
social pressure from peers. This is possible becahe Japanese
community is strongly collectivistic and interdedent. Much of the

punishment for the crime is thus the interpersosteme that being
sentenced produces in relation to relatives, feesnat victims, rather than
the formal punishment exacted in the courtroom.drtgmtly, the shaming
is combined with an opportunity to repent and bezomintegrated into
the community of law-obedient citizens.

When Braithwaite wrote his book, evolutionary psylolgy was not as
well developed as it is today, but recent reseamchthe evolutionary
function of shame gives support to his suggesti&@volutionary
psychologists suggest that shame increases fitoesshibiting certain
behaviors that would potentially disqualify us frane goods that having
cooperation partners brings (Gilbert 2003; cf. d&#D08). On average,
shame guides social behavior in directions thatemse fithess. The
capacity to anticipate what will cause shame igrg®rtant as the actual
experience of shame, since our anticipation inkibiir behavior before
we have done something anti-social (Greenwald aardiét 1998). Shame
can induce several different courses of actionb@il 2003; Greenwald
and Harder 1998; Tangney and Dearing 2002). Oneabtoof shame is
shame related to behaviors counter to the normthe@fgroup. When
someone feels shame for breaking social normsfténoinduces an
impulse to repair relations by showing submissigenéiowever, shame
can also provoke an impulse to hide from the shgrgaze of the group.
Shame can therefore induce both pro-social anddvathing behavior; in
Braithwaite’'s terminology, reintegration and disigtation. Another
domain of shame is related to competition for dosfatus. When you
have been shamed and denigrated in a contest d@l $mnor, the most



100 SEA 79, 2014

typical reactions are mortification, anger, de$imerevenge, and longing
to regain your honor. This kind of shame has blerfdcus of much New
Testament scholarship (see discussion below).

In a later article, Braithwaite, together with Step Mugford (1994),
elaborates on what elements procedures of sharhmgdshave in order
to be reintegrative rather than disintegrative.yf@eumerate no less than
14 factors, but here | only summarize their argunseshectively in a way
that | deem to have heuristic value for our stufiyatt 18:15-20:

a) Shaming with an opening for reintegratiofhe offender should be
confronted with what s/he has done. However, tlaenging should not be
so harsh that the offender loses all hope for @aoep, and it should
always be combined with the possibility of repentaand reconciliation.

b) No identification of offender with offens€he offender should be
defined so that s/he is not identified with theeoBe, but so that the
offense is something that the offender can disténoe/herself from. The
offender is thus still seen as a morally capab&nag

c¢) Presence of offender’s kin or friendghere should be people present
who care about the offender and whom the offendee @bout. The
presence of such people induces feelings of bamerand love.

d) Mediator impartiality Third party process leaders should be able to
empathize with both offender and victim.

e) Inclusion ritual There should be a ritual of inclusion that
reintegrates the offender.

According to Braithwaite (1989, 69-83), reintegratshaming is much
more potent than punishment to maintain moral biehawithin a
community. Most people are more worried about wbiter people,
especially people close to them, will say aboutnthéhan about
punishments. That is, the motivation to abstainmfreinacceptable
behavior comes more from shame than from fear. dhument only
reforms the offender if the offender sees the gument as shaming.
Harsh punishments also tend to become disintegratather than
reintegrative shaming procedures.

New Testament research using the concepts of hamdrshame as
interpretative keys is massive (see Pilch 2011;22fat bibliography),
ever since the seminal work of Bruce Malina (192001) where he
introduced social-scientific models for these cqtse based on
Mediterranean anthropology. Here | will limit mysdussion to one
remark: When shaming has been discussed in Nevarfiest scholarship,
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shaming as a challenge that requires a ripostebbas at the center of
scholarly discussion. Reintegrative shaming, howehas been a less
explored topic.

Malina and many others (e.g., Moxnes 1996; Rohrba2@10) have
explored how shaming challenges, such as accusatimults, or devious
guestions, was expected to lead to a riposte byhldenged person in
order to defend honor. In the Gospels, for instanl@sus wins all
arguments with other Jewish leaders by succesdfigliyering a riposte
to their negative challenges (e.g., Malina and Babgh 1998a; 1998b;
Neyrey 1998; 2007). The by-standing crowd givesigdsonor and his
opponents have to go away in shame. In this gaomgrhs given to one
at the expense of the other. It is “zero sum garas,Malina (2001, 89—
90) would call it. With the terminology of Braithite, these negative
challenges are very often cases of disintegratveming, since the
shaming procedure ends up in social distance ansiah.

Malina (2001, 33-35) makes a distinction betweersitpe and
negative challenges, where positive challenges) as@ifts and praise, is
not intended to denigrate or hurt the other perbanjust to introduce a
positive exchange (cf. 2001, 95). Such challendss @eed a riposte—a
friendly riposte—in order to maintain honor. | mentthis, just to clarify
that Malina’s model does not claim that all chajles are meant to rob an
opponent of honor. However, neither positive nogatere challenges fit
the concept of reintegrative shaming, since neitben of challenge is
described in Malina’s model as a loving attempinituce repentance or
moral reform in the shamed person.

One example of a narrative scene that could be/zedlin a new way
with the concept of reintegrative shaming is Jemmounter with the
Samaritan woman in John 4. Jerome Neyrey (2007u8&3 the model of
challenge and riposte to analyze the scene andlyigimphasize how
Jesus and the woman challenge and riposte each (othé&leyrey 2009,
160-62). His analysis works well, all the way ugiluhe point where he
has to explain why the scene does not end up wihs)“defeating” the
woman, even though Jesus has insulted her life-styla rather harsh
manner. When the outcome of the dialogue surpribleyrey notes,
rightly so, that [a]lthough the Samaritan woman and Jesus play the game
of challenge and riposte, he does not shame hersand her away in
defeat.On the contrary he rewards her ...” (2009, 93, emphasis added).
Jesus’ challenges to the woman'’s lifestyle haveiied her to change.
Here the concept of reintegrative shaming (in ttase perhaps better
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called “integrative shaming”) can improve the asayJohn has decided
to describe the scene in a way that would be utwmtmsby his
collectivistic readers to facilitate reintegratioRirstly, Jesus and the
Samaritan woman are alone. That is, there is nawatraround them, so
the verbal exchange does not aim to win the fav@noaudience in the
world of the narrative. This gives the woman oppoity to reform
without worrying about defending her reputationc@el, Jesus does not
claim that the Samaritan woman is a certain kindeston, but rather just
states what she has done. “You have had five hdsbamd the one you
have now is not your husband” (John 4:18). Thusghes her the
opportunity to detach herself from her past actigust like Braithwaite
suggests one should. Third, Jesus combines the irgpamith an
integrating opportunity—to drink the water of lifé:14). Her response is
overwhelming. Having been an outcast, she becomestegrated agent
for faith in the Messiah (4:29, 39).

David DeSilva is probably the New Testament schalao has most
frequently emphasized that shaming can be a dedcentra-group
rhetoric of identity formation and community maimémce (e.g. 1996;
2000a, 78-84; 2000b; 2009, 189-92). If certain Wiens are disgraceful
and other honorable, shame will be an efficientivaddr to make people
conform to the standards of the group. DeSilvaays®s could be said to
describe the dynamics of reintegrative shamingpoaljh he does not use
this terminology. However, his analysis can beHertnuanced by several
of the insights in Braithwaite’s theory, for instanthat reintegrative
shaming a) should be formulated so that the shagreesbn can distance
him-/herself from the shameful act, and b) shoddbmbined with love,
forgiveness, and openings for reintegration.

Louise Lawrence’s (2002; 2003, 142-80) critical agmgment with
Malina’s (2001) agonistic understanding of shamiagalso of some
relevance for our discussion. Zeba Crook (20072609, 597-99) has
rightly pointed out that her criticism of Malina ¢his issue is partly based
on a caricature of his model. Nevertheless, Lawgencright when she
argues that although the pattern of challenge apdste is a valid
interpretation of many disputes in the Gospel otthaw, not all critical
verbal interactions are meant as competitions fonoh Sometimes,
criticism is just part of a negotiation or a digpuver common interest
(2003, 168). Although she does not specificallycdss reintegrative
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shaming, the general implication of her insightthat criticism is not
always a competition for honor, but can also betrimsental in
influencing the criticized person in a certain diren.

Matthew’s Reproof in Its Cultural Context

The instruction to “reprove’glencld) a sinning brother in Matt 18:15-17
has predecessors in both Jewish and Greco-Romaureculhese texts
have been carefully compared to Matthew's accountothers (e.g.,
Carmody 1989; Duling 1998; 2011, 212-44; Kampen819arkowski
2004; Kugel 1987), so there is no need for a cotaarvey here. | will
only discuss a number of texts that demonstrate thenaim of reproof
often, but not always, was to help a faulty persoimprove.

Plutarch’s advice about how one should admonishiend, in his
treatiseHow to Tell a Flatterer from a Friends a good starting point to
understand reintegrative shaming in antiquity. &kth uses vocabulary
like “frank speech” farrhesia), “admonish” Goutheté) and “criticism”
(epitimesis), rather than “reprove’elencld) in his rather long discussion
(Adul. am.25-37). He thus adheres to ttoposof “frank speech” (cf.
Duling 1998; Fitzgerald 1996). As he argues thatg@od friend
admonishes in private, not in public, he showsggimsinto the psyche of a
person concerned about honor and shame (chs. 32H33)person is
reproved in public, Plutarch reasons, his firstaawn will be to protect his
honor and he will not be open for moral reform.phivate, on the other
hand, the reproved person can accept admonitiam & good friend,
since he can trust that the friend’'s motif is tdphkim rather than to
improve his own honor before the public at the esgeof the reproved
person. Plutarch describes a combination of sharaimd care that is
typical of Braithwaite’s reintegrative shaming. Thenor-game is called
off, and instead the aim of shaming is the welheof the shamed
person.

Jewish texts about reproof usually allude to ortgumortions of Lev
19:15-18, especially v. 17, “You shall not hate ryoeighbor in your
heart. You shall reprove your neighbor and not Isgabecause of him.”
These early Jewish interpretations of Lev 19:17eh&een carefully
analyzed by James Kugel (1987). Kugel shows thadraéinterpretations
of reproof are non-judicial and informal, while ethinterpretations are
judicial. The non-judicial interpretations motivdtee reproof with care of
the “neighbor” or “friend” (Sir 19:13-17; 20:2-3; Gad6; Sifra on Lev
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19:17). The scenario in these texts is private romtétion, probably in
order to avoid public shame (cf. Prov 25:9-10). @tial exception is
perhapsTargum Pseudo-Jonatham Lev 19:17, arguing that the one who
reproves is not responsible for the embarrassnighemffender.

The texts which are structurally closest to Matt15817 are portions
of the decidedly judicial Qumran penal code in (X, 2-8, 16-22)
and S (1QS V, 24-VI, 1), which give instructions loow one should
reprove offending community members properly (Caitynol989;
Kampen 1998). Just like Matthew, both D and S ekaieonot only on the
practice of reproof in Lev 19:17 but also on th&dtor three witnesses”
of Deut 19:15. Just like Matthew, both D and S arthat reproof before
witnesses is a necessary step before bringing @ twaghe assembly
(Matthew), the elders (D), or the Many (S). Howevbkere is a difference
in attitude in the reproof instructions betweenns ®, as John Kampen
(1998) rightly notes. The instruction on how tormg is more judicial in
D than in S. In D, the concern is a correct legatpdure. (Some concern
for the reputation of the accused can be glimpsecD IX, 4, though.) In
S, in contrast, the main concern of the reprodghésimprovement of the
offender. The members of the community should ‘@eerhis neighbor in
truth and humility and in loving kindness” (1QS 25). Consistent with
care for the offender in S, the first step of rebris private. The reason,
although it is not stated in the text, is probabtat a more discreet
procedure will increase the likelihood of repentnas reintegrative
shaming theory suggests (cf. 1QS VIII, 16—20). Dilee other hand, with
its more judicial focus, instructs that witnessheudd be there to ensure
that the reproof is properly done and does not geeimclude a first step
where the offender is reproved just by the offenfl#fd Carmody 1989,
147-49). Thus S seems to reflect a more intimatenaanity than D does,
which fits the theory that the legislative portioofsD originated outside
of Qumran (Hempel 1998, 1-14). (In CD XX, 17, whmiobably belongs
to a later stratum added in Qumran, exhortatioessaid to be for the
good of the offender.)

The Didache which is related to Matthew, contains glimpsesaof
reproof practice, which can perhaps be seen aganvaf Matt 18:15-17.
In the instruction about the Eucharist, communignmbers who are in a
fight are excluded from the meal until they haveoreciled (14:2). This is
similar to the Qumran penal codes, where offenderexcluded from the
communal meal for several offences, but only seléxeiuded from all
aspects of community life (Jokiranta 2007). Howewer opposed to the
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Qumran penal codes, which often prescribe a cetiaie period of
exclusion from meals, reconciliation is enough ¢caiowed to participate
in the meal again in th®idache Likewise, Matt 18:15-17 does not
prescribe punishment of a repentant brotiad. 15:3, which refers to
“the Gospel,” probably Matt 18:15-17, advises tbenmunity members
to “reprove” each other and to stop talking to dfermler “until he
repents.” As opposed to the vague formulation ‘theutd be to you as a
Gentile and a tax collector” in Matt 18:17, the iabsanction is quite
specific in theDidache Also, the emphasis in Matthew that every effort
must be made to reintegrate the sinner, is nobleish theDidache The
Didache could thus be considered to be somewhere in betvidatt
18:15-17 and the Qumran penal codes in lenience.

Matt 18:15-17 as Reintegrative Shaming

The extensive similarities between the Qumran peodles and Matt
18:15-17 discussed above make it tempting to attateMatt 18:15-18 is
a judicial code of church discipline. | argue, hoeg that Matthew
alludes to the genre of penal code and does a mibweae-reading. The
goal of Matthew is to reintegrate the offender eattman to exact a proper
penalty.

Dennis Duling (1998), in his analysis of Matt 18:13, argues that the
Matthean community fits within the category of valary associations in
antiquity, and as such is a “fictive kinship asation.” Voluntary
associations occupy a social space somewhere Wweéetkin and city;
household and public space (Kloppenborg 1996; Hdr2009). “Where
government and Kkinship fail, voluntary associatiom®vide fictive
polities and fictive families” (Walker-Ramisch 199632). We should
therefore expect the norms for interaction in vy association to vary
between family-like and public assembly-like. (Wevl already
discussed above how the penal code in S refleatsoe family-like
community than D.) Matthew 18 persistently pushes imagination in
the direction of family relations, which compel® treader to understand
the communal instructions in Matt 18:15-20 in ataier light. The
terminology of Matt 18 is not “neighbor” or “citing’ but household-
imagery like “child” (vw. 2—4), “little one” (vv. 610, 14), “brother” (vv.
15, 21, 35), and “slave” (vw.23-34). God is depictés a “father” (wv. 10,
14, 19, 35). The only exception to the family-imggés that God is
“king” in the concluding metaphor (vv. 23-34).
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The imagination of being family probably influencedw a Matthean
community member would understand conflict resoluti Cognitive
research on forgiveness shows that people are keemer on forgiving
kin than other people (Mullet and Girard 1999). éwling to
evolutionary psychology (e.g., Teehan 2010) and egatimeoretical
simulations of social interaction (e.g., Kim 20Hammond and Axelrod
2006), it is a most rational tendency for any coatiee species to forgive
kin and friends more than other categories. Mogbaloly, we humans are
born with this tendency to be more generous andivimg to kin and
established cooperation partners, since this giratell give a decisive
advantage under most circumstances. This tendemasypnobably even
more prominent in antiquity, where the norm wasévery forgiving
within the family and resolve internal conflicts staoothly as possible in
order to maintain the collective honor of the fan{lDeSilva 1996, 171
73).

Given the structural similarities between the Qumpanal codes and
Matthew, we may assume that Matthew was familiathwudicial
interpretations of Lev 19:17. Perhaps such tenésnekisted within the
Matthean community. It is commonplace to suggeat tatthew has
redacted previous traditions very carefully in thést (e.g., Luz 2001,
423, 448-49; Davies and Allison 1991, 752, 781)itMaw’s strategy is
thus to use familiar knowledge and to reinterptefThat was likely an
effective way to transform practices within a conmityy since innovation
is more easily accepted if it fits existing cogretistructures (cf. Roitto
2011, 112-13, 153-54).

Matthew has carefully placed the parable of thaeyssheep (18:12-14)
as the interpretative key to both the preceding #émel following
instructions (Thompson 1970, 245-51). As opposdddgarallel in Luke
15:4-7, where the sheep is “lost” and “repentsg’sheep is a community
member who has only “gone astray” in Matthew. Theaple elaborates
God’s care for his “little ones” in the precedingrses (18:6-10) and
elucidates the goal of the following proceduraltimstions—to “win
back” (18:15) the brother. The point that the geab reform rather than
to convict a sinning brother is then reinforced1i®:21—-35, where the
importance of relentless forgiveness within the camity is hammered
into the audience. We may therefore suspect thatthila is here
reinterpreting an existing reproof-tradition withinhe Matthean
community, perhaps one similar to the one foundhien Qumran penal
codes.
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Matthew chooses to use the word “reprovelefctd), which echoes
the vocabulary of Lev 19:1iixx. The parallel in Luke 17:3, by contrast,
uses “rebuke” €pitimad), perhaps echoing the philosophical tradition of
frank speech (discussed above). When Matthew enzasashat one
should reprove a brother “when the two of you doael’ in order to “win
him over” (18:15), the attitude is close to Plubdscconcern, discussed
above, as well as to those Jewish traditions thaid on the moral reform
of the offender and therefore advice confrontatiGithout mentioning
witnesses (Sir 19:13-17; 20:2-93;Gad®6; Sifraon Lev 19:17).

The attitude in Matt 18:15 is quite different fraime S and D penal
codes, even if at least S shares Matthew’s inténetste moral reform of
the offender. As discussed above, the most impbdiffierence is that in
Matt 18:15 the matter is settled “if he listens,hilg the Qumran penal
codes insist that proper punishments should betexdor offences (see,
e.g., Jokiranta 2007; Hempel 1997 for overviewstalJokiranta (2007)
has argued convincingly that the punishments witat to the identity of
the Qumran community. For most offenses, the pumistt was not total
exclusion, but exclusion from certain aspects ef ¢tbmmunity life and
lowering of the rank of the offender (2007, 293hal is, imperfection
was handled by lowering or raising the status ofimers according to
their conduct (2007, 294-95). The social functibthe punishments was
thus to express which members best embodied timdityl®f the group
and thus to express the identity of the group. Vég suspect that similar
thoughts flourished among members of the Mattheannaunity, since
Matt 18 is introduced with a question from the gikes: “Who then is
greatest in the kingdom of heaven?” (18:1). Elsewhdatthew warns
that they should not use titles like “rabbi,” “tb&ec,” or “father,” since
they are all “brothers” (23:8-12; cf. 20:20-28) eTlhck of punishment in
18:15-17, together with the emphasis on forgivenes$8:21-35, can
thus be seen as a way to counter a Qumran-likarclgical imagination
of community in favor of a more family-like imagitian.

Since the goal of Matthew is to “win over” (v. 1fhe brother so that
he does not “perish” (v. 14), it was probably a djédea to begin with a
discreet encounter, in order to maximize the charbat the shame
worked in a reintegrative way. As Plutarch (diseassbove) correctly
points out, public disgrace makes it much moreidliff for a shamed
person to reform. We get no information about htw teproof could
have been conducted, but the focus of the repmoadlié action of “sin
against you” (v. 15), not what kind of person tiner is. According to
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Braithwaite, it must be possible for the offendeidistance himself from
his transgressions in order to experience himselbé an acceptable
community member again. We may thus infer that Matfs practice of
reproof focused on the sin rather than the simsiece the end result of a
successful reproof in private was that the brotieat been “won over,”
that is, reintegrated.

In Matt 18:16-17, the language becomes more judiais the text
mentions “withesses” and bringing the matter beftiree assembly.”
Dennis Duling (1998) gives a number of reasonswhy this passage
could be seen as reflecting a judicial procedurest,Rhere are all the
similarities between Matthew and the clearly jualigprocedure in the
Qumran legal codes. Second, there are casuistiwfations (“if ... then
...") throughout the passage, so typical of judid@miguage. Third, the
language of “binding and loosing” in v. 18 may heerpreted as a judicial
decision. Yet Duling is hesitant, for good reasém, conclude that
Matthew promotes a full-blown judicial practice. tRer, Duling
cautiously suggests, Matthew aimed to

check the assimilation of a tradition toward culunorms and practices
that are more judicial—traditions he shares withtaie members of his
authorial audience—by attention to the original iwatton of the Torah

tradition in the light of what he understands to the meaning and
message of Jesus. (1998, 18)

As | have already hinted, | would like to take Digfis suggestion further
and argue that Matthew counters judicial undersieysdof reproof within
his community by giving judicial language an int&tation based on
cultural ideals for how one should solve confliatishin the family. (As
we have already noted above, Matthew is not alomeng ancient Jewish
texts to interpret reproof in a non-judicial direat)

According to Matt 18:16, one should bring one orotwnore
community-members if private reproof fails. Matthewotivates the
practice with “that by the mouth of two or threetiwaisses every word
may be confirmed,” quoting Deut 19:1%x verbatim. In Deut 19:15 (and
Deut 17:6) the purpose of demanding at least twoesses is to avoid
false accusations. In the Qumran penal codes, ritegpretation of the
function of these witnesses vary. In CD IX, 16—X,tl8e discussion is
about whether witnesses to the same crime at diftevccasions can sum
up to the required number of withesses and whatesges should be
considered reliable witnesses to a crime. In CD2X4 and 1QS VI, 1,
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however, the function of the witnesses is to testhiat the reproof

demanded by Lev 19:17 has been properly done. Tiheesges are
witnesses to the reproof, not the crime. Thathie, Qumran legal codes
allow creative interpretations of the function bétwitnesses. Therefore,
we may suspect that also Matthew allows himselbdocreative in his

understanding of the “witnesses” in Deut 19:15 [évies and Allison

1991, 784-85). The function “one or two more” in1Bis explained in

18:17—their function is simply to aid the first pen in his task to

reprove the offender and make him “listerthent (cf. Luz 2001, 784).

The plural “them” indicates that they are all suggub to aid in the

reproof. The quote from Deut 19:15 can thus be idensd part of

Matthew's strategy to reinterpret a judicial preetinto a practice that
aims at the reintegration of sinning community mersbin a more

family-like manner, by quoting and reinterpretirige tvery text used by
proponents of a more judicial practice of reproof.

Bringing one or two more community members alongeases the
social pressure and thereby the intensity of treamsihg. As Braithwaite
points out, if the shaming is too strong, the iiséreases that it will be
disintegrative rather than reintegrative. Howevas, Braithwaite also
argues, the presence of by-standing people who alzwat the offender
and who the offender cares about can increase miptshame, but also
the experience of being loved and cared about &ycdmmunity. Thus,
the presence of such people can result in shamithgewen more intense
reintegrative force. Since the text portrays thektaf the additional
community members as helping the offended to wan daffender over,
this is quite a plausible scenario. The fictive ilgframework of the
reproof probably enhanced the reintegrative effei, because, as
Braithwaite points out (1989, 69—70), when peopk asked about what
stops them from behaving deviantly, the shame betbe family is
statistically the number one motivator.

In the Qumran legal codes, the reproofs beforeaesitas are not really
meant to avert the need for a public assembly. &atis we discussed
above, proper punishments were vital to the identit the Qumran
community. For Matthew, in contrast, taking theeofier to the assembly
is the last resort if everything else fails (18:1@hly if the other attempts
at reintegrating the sinner fail, one should tdke final measure. This is
quite understandable in the light of Braithwaitgh®ory. If Matthew's
goal is reintegration, shaming before a large crowt the risk of being
counterproductive, especially if the offender has Ioudged at previous
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attempts. The goal of the process is still to egjraite the brother, but it is
likely that a person faced with a large assemblganfusers might “refuse
to listen” (18:17), that is, choose to distancedathfrom the shame rather
than to repent. As Plutarch realized, “Unsparinguke before many
people makes every infirmity and vice more imputié@tdul. am.32).
Thus, there is a risk that the reproof before tksembly works to
disintegrate the offender from the community rattiean to reintegrate
him. It must be said, however, that we have norinégion about how
reproof before the assembly might have been artange if measures
were taken to lessen the public disgrace, then Waever know.

If all attempts at reintegration fail, the offend&hould be like a
Gentile and a tax collector to you [sg.].” Commeénita generally agree
that this phrase is vague and that it is diffidoltguess what this might
have meant in terms of practical interaction. Wirlauz (2001, 450-51)
gives an overview of scholarly positions: Firstncg it is only the
offended person (“you” in the singular) who is asithed, not the whole
community, it is possible to argue that it is indeanly meant as an
concession to the offended individual, but it isoapossible to argue that
it is really meant as an imperative for the whadenmunity and that the
singular case is only meant to reinforce the resimpiity of each
individual. Second, what does it mean to be “likgemtile and a tax
collector” so someone? The Gospel of Matthew castdioth negative
and inclusive attitudes towards these groups (eik&wski 2004, 225—
27). One possibility is that the phrase means pudblcommunication, but
it is also possible that the expression means maligation within the
community without full excommunication.

| fully recognize how open for interpretation thiergse “like a Gentile
and tax collector to you” is, but wish to exploféhiere is an interpretation
of it that is more compatible with the overarchiggal of Matthew to
reintegrate the sinning brother again. In the lighBraithwaite’s theory,
excommunication would distance the offender from tdommunity and
thus make the procedure more disintegrative. IfthMat is trying to
counter a more judicial understanding of reproaf, which some
community members have been too eager to excludebers in order to
keep the community pure, then a vague formulatiom this, rather than
the more straightforward instructions to distandeeniselves from
evildoers that we find in, for instance, Paulingtde(e.g., Rom 16:17; 1
Cor 5:9-11; Eph 5:7; 2 Thess 3:6, 14; Tit 3:6) amelDidache (15:3),
may have been a way to soften the practice fromlusixm to
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marginalization. The Qumran penal codes typicalfspribe punishments
that marginalize sinning members from certain aspetcommunity life
without excluding them entirely (Jokiranta 2007,3295). We can
therefore allow the possibility that what Matthewashin mind is to
somehow consider unrepentant community membersingrgntil they
repent. With this attitude, the unrepentant memi@uld have continued
to feel both shame and care from the community—aslef course, the
marginalized person decided to leave the community.

If we allow that “you” (sg.) in Matt 18:17 is onlgdirected at the
offended person but not the whole community, thenpessibly have an
even more reintegrative situation. The offendenos rejected from the
community as a whole, but only by the one he hésnded. After all, a
“family” only rarely rejects family members colléatly, but rather tries
to solve issues in the family as discreetly as iptes¢DeSilva 1996, 171—
73). The offender still knows his reputation withihe community,
however—he is the one who refused to listen evéorbéehe assembly—
and thus continues to feel the pressure to chaisgedys in order to be
fully accepted as an honorable person in the contynagain. | do not
argue that the Matthean community never excludeshzonity members.
For instance, there was probably reason to excthdse who were a
“stumbling block” to other community members (18%—Nevertheless,
Matthew's rhetorical goal in 18:15-17 is not to eiwules for
excommunication but to promote practices of reirgtge shaming.

Finally, it should be noted that in many ways thentegrative
procedure reported Matt 18:15-17 is quite an orglingractice for
reintegration of offenders. In the 1960s, beforeanfmrmalized control
systems became fashionable in the health carensystéAmerica, Eliot
Friedson and Rhea Buford (1972) conducted a figlslys among
physicians in a hospital. The relation between pigsicians was
egalitarian in the sense that formal hierarchiaadgr-structures did not
govern the interaction between the colleagues dailg basis, not unlike
the Matthean community. Friedson and Buford repowt the physicians
handled a fellow physician who did not do what hes\supposed to:

When physicians are asked what they would do aboubffending col-
league, the usual response is, “Nothing”. Askedtwinay would do if the
offense was repeated, however, they answer, “Ikl ta him”. ... From
examples we have collected, talking-to seems toluevvarious blends of
instructions, friendly persuasion of error, shamiagd threating with re-
taliation. ... If the offender does not mend his wthes offended man may
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enlist the aid of other talkers, either the adntiater or one or two more
colleagues. Eventually, if the misbehavior persistshe offender may be
talked-to by the Medical Director, or a formal coittee of colleagues. ...
[M]ost physicians are loath to vote for so drastistep as expulsion on the
basis of complaint of the few colleagues or theepatwho have experi-
enced them. Only the most gross and shocking defie@s will do.
(Friedson and Buford 1972, 193-94)

There is no reason to believe that the strikingilanties between the
clinic and Matt 18:15-17 exist because the physicisere devout readers
of the first Gospel. Rather, the similarities am@bably most readily
understood as rather common processes of informeédlscontrol through
reintegrative shaming in egalitarian communities.

Matt 18:18-20 as a Ritual of Reintegration
or Denigration

Ritual theory has developed rapidly the last desa@®e Bell 1997;
Kreinath, Snoek and Stausberg 2008 for overvieds)increasing num-
ber of biblical scholars have taken interest irséhgtual theories in order
understand biblical texts and history in new wagee(DeMaris 2008, 1-
10; Uro 2010, 221-26 for overviews). At this poibiblical scholars who
wish to use ritual theory have to steer throughrtual smorgasbord of
possible theories and carefully choose theorepeaspectives that have
heuristic value for a particular problem. In ouseathe problem is to
understand how the prayer ritual in Matt 18:19 fiarction as a conclu-
sion of the reintegration process in 18:15-17.

I have decided to use three types of ritual theoireorder to under-
stand how the ritual prayer in Matt 18:19 might éavorked in the Mat-
thean community. First, Jens Schjgdt's taxonomydifferent kinds of
rituals is an analytical tool to categorize ritunjsasking how the ritual is
imagined to change the state of affairs. Secomghlrcompetence theory
theorizes about the experienced efficacy of alrifliais theory is cogni-
tive and analyzes the perception of participantstirals. Third, Roy Rap-
paport’s theory about ritual as a way to transriffecent kinds of infor-
mation discusses the social functions of rituatsgéther, these three can
help us understand the reintegrative function ef phayer. Other ritual
theories would undoubtedly help us understand abpects of how this
prayer may have been functioned in the Mattheannmaomity, but these
suffice for our purposes.
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In the analysis below, | will assume that the Medilh community actu-
ally adopted the practices depicted in the pasdagfartunately, we will
never know to what extent Matthew managed to cargvitis community
on this issue, but at least it is a reasonablenggson that the text influ-
enced the community for which it was written.

A Crisis Ritual to Be Rescued from the Danger of Si

Jens Schjgdt (1986), inspired by Lauri Honko (197s proposed a
straightforward taxonomy for rituals by asking wieat the ritual trans-
forms from and to “crisis level,” “ordinary levelgr a “higher level”. The
three most common types of rituals are initiatibnals (from ordinary to
higher level), calendric rituals (from ordinarydadinary level, sometimes
protecting from crisis level), and crisis ritualso(n crisis to ordinary
level). In Schjgdt's taxonomy, a prayer that loo#es patient from sin
would be one that takes the patient from a cresisllto an ordinary level,
that is, a “crisis ritual.” A binding prayer, howay retains the sinner at
the crisis level. Schjgdt does not suggest a l&drethis kind of ritual,
even though it is in principle classifiable, but weay call it a “binding
ritual.”

Our simple analysis with the aid of Schjgdt's teo@my prompts the
guestion of how sin is experienced as dangeroldaitthew—so danger-
ous that the very purpose of Jesus is describedleation from sin (1:21;
26:28). In Matt 18, sin is portrayed as a dangealagming that it is better
to cut off limbs than to sin with them (vv. 6—18)nce the alternative is
“the Gehenna of fire” for the whole body (v. 9, sin is likened to the
dangerous condition of being a sheep astray irdésert, which suggests
deadly danger (vv. 12-14). In the concluding paatfl Jesus’ speech,
unforgiven sin is likened to a massive monetaryt deét can potentially
result in the most fearsome punishment, since strdgs the relation to
the creditor, God (vv. 23-35). Elsewhere in the ig&hssin is associated
with bodily sickness (9:1-8) and demon possessi@yB—45). Moreo-
ver, sinful behavior can ignite God’s social reactof wrath and punish-
ment (e.g. 5:22; 22:5-7; 25:31-46) and excludefymm the Kingdom of
Heaven (e.g. 5:19-20; 7:21-23).

The perceived danger of sin thus has two dimensioRatthew: First,
it is a social danger, since sin may lead to arb&dion to God and other
community members. Second, it is a bodily dangacesthe body of the
sinner may be invaded by sickness and demons dtichately, risks
burning in hell. Gary Anderson (2009; cf. Roittatfrwoming) argues that
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the Jewish perception of sin was cognitively modeheanalogy with two

cognitive domains in antiquity: 1) it was like abstance that could pol-
lute you and wear you down, and 2) it was like htdkat could lead to

punishment. | suggest that these two imaginatiamsespond to Mat-

thew’s perception of how sin is dangerous. The imgtgn of a substance
readily explains Matthew’s perception of sin as sthing that can affect
the body’s health and make it vulnerable to demanfloence. When sin

is imagined as a debt, sin is a social liabilityéhation to God and others
(cf. Eubank 2013). This fits Matthew’s imaginatithvat sin affected your
relation to God and other community members (chdégson 2013).

This takes us back to Braithwaite’s analysis ofitesrative rituals. As
was discussed above, Braithwaite suggests thabd gmcess of reinte-
grative shaming is finalized by a reintegrativauait which allows the
transgressor to distance him-/herself from the imahthings s/he has
done. In Matthew, sin is certainly detachable frima sinning person,
since sin is imagined as a substance or a debtt Whaosened or bound
in 18:18-19 is not someone, “whoever,” but somethfwhatever” in the
neuter fiosa eanv. 18;hou eanv. 19), referring to actions rather than
persons (cf. France 2007, 696-97). Thus, the tengimagination of sin
as substance or debt that can be loosed througts Guwervention made
the intercessory prayer a highly relevant reintegmeritual.

The Ritual Efficacy of Prayers by Agents Divinelpgowered to Bind
and Loose

Robert McCauley and Thomas Lawson (Lawson and Miegali99o0;
McCauley and Lawson 2002) have suggested in theal form hypothe-
sis, which is a central component of their rituaimpetence theory, that
our intuitive perception of the efficacy of religi® rituals is based on our
perception of how we perceive ordinary actions. @imds cognitively
structure actions in this way: a) an agent b)qrers an action (with an
instrument) to affect c) a patient. In religioutial actions, we imagine
that “culturally postulated superhuman agents” (@B&nts)—in Mat-
thew’s case, God—taps into the ritual action armtipces some supernat-
ural effect. If the CPS-agent is most strongly asded with the agent
performing the ritual, it is a “special agent rittidout if the CPS-agent is
most strongly associated with the patient or ttsrimment, it is called a
“special patient ritual.” Special agent rituals ameuitively perceived as
more powerful than special patient rituals.
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Some of the predictions of McCauley and Lawsoh&oty have not
stood up to scrutiny (Ketola 2007), but their cladmout what kinds of
ritual actions are perceived as particularly effechas received substan-
tial empirical support. Experiments confirm tha¢ #gent performing the
action is important for our understanding of thigcaty of a ritual in two
ways (Barrett and Lawson 2001; Sgrensen, Lienard, Feeny 2006).
First, if the ritual is described so that the CR®rd taps into the ritual
through the agent (special agent ritual), it iscpeted as more effective
and permanent than if the CPS-agent is associatadhve patient or the
instrument (special patient ritual). Second, if #ggent is considered to
have special ritual competence (e.g., priest, hepfephet, shaman), the
ritual is considered more effective than if therege not.

McCauley and Lawson (2002, 13—-15) do not considayers to be rit-
uals. However, their analysis of prayer only takeme types of prayer
into consideration—the kinds of prayer that do petformatively change
any patient. McCauley and Lawson claim that aftgptism all who are
present know, just by seeing the public actionat thchange has taken
place in relation to “the religious world” (theerminology for the divine
realm) for that person. After public prayer, howewbey argue, people
do not perceive that such a change has taken plhee.is, prayer does
not fit into the schema of an agent performing etioa on a patient. In
some prayers, for instance prayers where God isguano patient is
prayed for. McCauley and Lawson accept that psayeay be compo-
nents in rituals, but they cannot be rituals byriselves.

However, what we see in Matt 18:18-20 is precisehat McCauley
and Lawson claim prayer is not. The prayer thefeces a change in the
religious world; it binds or looses in heaven. W only conclude that
“prayer” is a broad term that covers a varietyadigious speech-acts, and
not all prayers can be analyzed in the same waywus,Thlthough
McCauley and Lawson’s objection against prayer dpeirritual is valid
for certain kinds of prayers, | find it reasonabdeanalyze the prayer in
Matt 18:19 as a ritual according to the understamdi ritual proposed by
McCauley and Lawson themselves.

The ritual form hypothesis prompts us to ask tHeWong analytical
guestion: Is the divine efficacy of the prayer irat#118:19 connected to
the agent (the praying person), the instrument\ibes of prayer) or the
patient (the sinner)? Elsewhere in the Gospel, Nfathean redactor
changes the conclusion of Mark’s story about thedtke paralytic so that
the authority to forgive sin is extended to “huniafd.) (Matt 9:8; cf.
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Mark 2:12). This can reasonably be considered anession of the self-
perception of the Matthean community as authorizethediate the for-
giveness of sins (cf. Davies and Allison 1991, 98)e promise in 18:18
gives authority to the binding and loosing agentsdtever you bind ...
whatever you loose ...” In Lawson and McCauley's tewotogy, Mat-
thew promises the community that the praying comtyumembers are
agents with special competence to produce an diffiebeaven. As dis-
cussed above, people intuitively feel that rityssformed by people with
special God-endowed powers are more effective ttiaer rituals. In Matt
18:18, God’s agency is especially associated wiih praying agent,
which means that prayer was perceived as a spagatt ritual. This
gives us reason to believe that this kind of prayas probably perceived
as particularly effective in causing heavenly bivgdand loosing.

Rituals as a Way to Establish Social and Heavealst$-

Roy Rappaport (1999) argues that one of the funstiof ritual is to
transmit information in communities. He makes afuisdistinction be-
tween self-referential and canonical informatio@9Q, 52-54). Canonical
information is the cultural beliefs and values edexmb in the ritual. As
applied to the ritual of prayer in Matt 18:19, tayer implicitly trans-
mits a cluster of canonical information wheneveisiperformed, for in-
stance that sin is dangerous but removable, tlatdmmunity is in a
positive relation to God and Christ, and that thewnunity is authorized
to bind and loose sin. Self-referential informatisrthe information that
the participants in a ritual send about their bodihd social status to each
other when they participate in the ritual. As apglio Matt 18:19, partici-
pation in the intercessory prayer sends informatioout the commitment
of the praying group members, that the person prdgeis in need of
forgiveness, that the interceding person has demlihat makes him suit-
able for the task, and—most importantly—that thespe prayed for no
longer is unrepentant but accepts the order ottmemunity. A binding
prayer, on the other hand, makes the unrepentatissof the offender
manifest in the community.

According to Rappaport, people who participate itnats commit
themselves publically to the information transnditia the ritual (1999,
119-25). In this way, the ritual establishes thedpgte accept the moral
obligations which the ritual implies. In the cageMatt 18:19, the ritual of
prayer obliges the community to accept the sinfurgiher as a fully ac-
ceptable group member again. The stray sheep leasfbend and should
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no longer be considered deviant. The reproved gneeimber, on the oth-
er hand, commits himself publically to distance $@ffifrom his past mis-
deed. This takes us back to Braithwaite’s reintidggashaming. He sug-
gests that effective reintegrative shaming shouotdude some kind of
ritual that signals the offender’s reintegratiotoisociety. An intercessory
prayer could definitely have that function.

How public did the intercessory prayer have torberder to establish
the binding or the loosing of a brother as a sdeiet? The prayer cannot
be one person’s doing, but at least two persons havagree” on per-
forming the prayer (18:19-20). Does “two or three’v. 19 mean the
whole assembly mentioned in v.17 (Luz 2001, 458)just the two re-
proving brothers in v. 16 (Keener 1999, 455)? Te interpretative op-
tions point to a dilemma whether information traargmcy or discretion in
the process of reintegrative shaming should beipizied.

Michael Suk-Young Chwe (2001) argues that pubticats often func-
tion to make sure that everybody knows, and thatydody knows that
everybody knows. Certainty that everybody knowssanetimes im-
portant, because people are often only willing doperate in complex
tasks if they are confident that (almost) everybetse will participate
too. In the case of Matt 18:15-20, a public prayefore the assembly
would certainly maximize the distribution of infoation about the status
of the sinning brother and the whole community wlowdliably know the
social status of all involved parties. However, lpuintercession in the
assembly would probably often be experienced asjarmdisgrace by the
repentant offender. In the terminology of Braitht@aia public ritual risks
becoming a permanent stigma for the offender, whiolild work disin-
tegratively.

As | have argued above, Matthew aims to softenoappractices in
his community, which might indicate that the Magthecommunity is
under less pressure than it had been in its rdgstury when the Gospel
was written. If so, a public intercessory prayethie assembly might be
unnecessarily costly for the offender (cf. Sosi@0When contemporary
Swedish schools resolve problems with bullyingytsemetimes gather
the bully, the victim, and their parents, and dive bully a strong incite-
ment to promise never to bully again. To demand tie bully declares
his repentance publically before the whole schomlilet be unnecessarily
cruel in most cases. Nevertheless, the rumor afpeeads among parents
and class mates that the meeting has taken pladbe snformation gets
around anyway. Braithwaite (1983, 75—77) arguesttiia kind of gossip
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can be a more discreet form of shaming, since tfenader knows that
everybody knows, but without having to confront yeme. Therefore, |
find it quite possible that the ritual of prayerhfatt 18:19 was performed
in a small group of community members in order tmlerate the pressure
on the offender. There is an interesting use ohdbiin Sir 28:18-19,
which illustrates how rumor can be as efficientpablic ritual: “Many
have fallen by the edge of the sword, but not asynzs have fallen be-
cause of the tongue. Happy is the one who is piedeftom it, who has
not been exposed to its anger, who has not bosngoke, and has not
been boundgdett#) with its fetters.” The information of the offertke
status would circulate among the members of thenmamity even if the
prayer was not a fully public ritual.

Conclusion

In Matt 18:15-20, the Matthean redactor combines mndifies sayings
from the Jesus-tradition and plays on Jewish rdgraditions in order to
reinterpret how a sinning brother should be repdosed reintegrated
through prayer. With the aid of Braithwaite’s (1994integrative sham-
ing theory, we can see how the discreet conframiadind the possibility
for the offender to distance him-/herself from héy/transgression proba-
bly made Matthew's reproof procedure in vv. 15-1@reneffective in
reintegrating offenders than many other early Glanspractices. A ritual
analysis of wv. 18-20 shows that the Matthean wadferstanding as em-
powered to loose and bind sins through prayer ritaeleommunity expe-
rience the prayer in v. 19 as an effective ritedther a crisis ritual that
helped the sinner from his dangerous state of Isiefs, or as a binding
ritual that retained the sinner in a state of srigit the same time, the
ritual functioned to transmit both canonical infation about the identity
and the theology of the group, as well as selfregfital information about
the reintegrated status of the offending commumigmber.
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