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This book is a revised version of the author�s dissertation (Universidad de Deusto, 2001) 
under the supervision of Prof. Rafael Aguirre-Monasterio. The title (The Negated Values: 
An Essay on Socio-scientific Exegesis of Auto-stigmatization in Jesus Movement) points 
to some of the conclusions arrived by this work: �Jesus discovered the enormous creative 
and transformative potential of some of the values and behaviors that his religious 
context had excluded or negated, and he made an effort to assume them and lived by 
them in a significant way� (13). After the Passover, the Jesus movement rediscovered and 
updated those values, providing the necessary continuity for those values to survive.  

The book begins with a prologue (13�16) and an introduction (17�34) in which the 
author provides a survey of the uses of the social sciences in the exegesis of the New 
Testament. The first chapter (�El modelo sociológico de la autoestigmatización� [35�76]) 
describes the sociological model1 to be used in the rest of the book. The author begins 

                                                 
1. Following the nomenclature proposed by W. Lipp, �Selbststigmatizierung,� in M. Brusten and J. 
Hohmeier, Stigmatisierung: Zur Production gesellschaftlicher Randgruppen (Luchterhand: Neuwied, 
1975), 25�53. 
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with a general introduction to the sociology of knowledge,2 followed by a presentation of 
the sociology of deviation, focusing on the study of deviation as an alternative social 
world to the official one, and finally presenting a more detailed analysis of the process of 
the stigmatization of deviance3 applied to charismatic movements. The model presented 
suggests three stages for our understanding of the creation and continuity of those 
alternative values. First, the �charismatic leader proposes an alternative to the �official� 
social world by presenting a series of institutions and roles � legitimized by his own 
charismatic authority� (75). Second, in the face of the absence of the leader, his authority 
is transferred to the institutions he created, and his followers internalize the deviant set of 
values and behaviors. Third, the autostigmatized group presents to society their new 
proposal. The reaction of the society, according to Gil Arbiol, would be to struggle to 
neutralize the threat of this �alternative symbolic universe� (terminology used by P. 
Berger and T. Luckmann). If the group wins the struggle, it achieves a new social status, 
resulting in the progressive turn to strategies of �normalization� more in accordance with 
their new social status. The hypothetical results that Gil Arbiol suggests in the case of a 
dominant society succeeding seem confusing. According to him, the group would be 
integrated again in the social order as a subgroup or as part of the social center, 
�depending on the intentions and the will of the group� (76). This does not seem quite 
accurate; the most plausible result of the group�s ideological demise would be the further 
marginalization of the group. 

The four chapters that follow study in great detail four passages that illustrate the process 
proposed by the sociological model described in chapter 1: chapter 2 (77�132) deals with 
Q 9:57�624 (Luke 9:57�62; Matt 8:18�22), chapter 3 (133�234) with Q 14:26�27; 17:33 
(Mark 8:34�35; 10:29�30), chapter 4 (235�326) with Q 6:20�35 (the Sermon on the 
Mount), and chapter 5 (327�406) with Q 10:2�12 (Mark 6:7�13). Each chapter is 
organized into two parts. The first provides historical-critical exegesis, including literary 
criticism, form criticism, historical criticism, redaction criticism, and evolution of the 
                                                 

2. Based mostly on P. Berger and T. Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality (New York: 
Doubleday, 1966), cited in the Spanish translation. 
3. E. Goffman, Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity (1963), cited in the Spanish 
translation. See also the more recent B. G. Link and J. C. Phelan, �Conceptualizing Stigma,� Annual 
Review of Sociology 27 (2001): 363�85; and the present discussion about the usefulness of the concept of 
deviance in J. Best, �Deviance May Be Alive, but Is it Intellectually Lively? A Reaction to Goode, Deviant 
Behavior 25 (2004), 483�92. For a recent monograph using the sociology of deviance, see Lloyd K. 
Pietersen, The Polemic of the Pastorals: A Sociological Examination of the Development of Pauline 
Christianity (JSNTSup 264; London: T&T Clark, 2004). 
4. In his discussion of Q 9:61�62 (85�87), after a brief survey of the bibliography, Gil Arbiol follows the 
opinion that these verses belong in Q (although see his reservations on p. 93). It seems that he was unable 
to benefit from the publication of The Critical Edition of Q, by J. M. Robinson, P. Hoffmann, and J. S. 
Kloppenborg (Minneapolis: Fortress; Leuven: Peeters, 2000), where Q 9:60�62 is marked out.  
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tradition. The author accepts the theory of the two sources and the two levels of redaction 
of Q, (Q1 and Q2). A second part provides a socioscientific exegesis of the texts, applying 
in each case the model of autostigmatization in three stages: the historical Jesus, the oral 
transmission of the sayings, and adaptation, expansion, and/or reformulation by the first 
Christian communities.  

Chapter 2�s historical-critical analysis of Q 9:57�62 concludes that Q 9:58 and 9:60a 
belong to the historical Jesus, while Q 9:57, 59�60b, and 61�62 were created by Jesus� 
followers to contextualize his sayings. In the last stage these three apothegms were 
gathered with other sayings to form the wisdom composition Q 10:2�16, 21�22. In Q 
9:58 Jesus assumes the stigmatizing label of �homeless� as part of his own identity. In 
this way he identifies himself with the rejected and excluded. His strategy is to assume an 
identity considered deviant, siding with those that do not have a place in society. In his 
rejection of the need to participate in a burial (Q 9:60a), Jesus opposes the core of moral, 
religious, and family values. The itinerant community of followers later added Q 9:57, 
59�60b, and 61�62 to reject the temptation to go back to the previous lifestyle (122). 

Chapter�s 3 historical-critical analysis of Q 14:26�27; 17:33 concludes that Q 14:26�27 
belong to the historical Jesus and 17:33 is an adaptation of a common proverb by Jesus� 
followers. Gil Arbiol reviews the different philosophical (Diogenes Laertius, Crates of 
Thebes, Epictetus) and religious (4QTest 15�18) traditions supporting the abandonment 
of one�s own family for philosophical or religious reasons but considers Jesus� extreme 
demand of �hating� one�s own family as his original contribution (178). The fact is that 
Jesus most probably used the term �hate� in its Hebrew-Aramaic legal meaning: �the 
demotion in status of a party to a relationship, be it filial, inter-sibling, marital, political, 
or religious,�5 not implying that one should feel hatred for one�s own family but rather 
should put them in second place when they come into conflict with following a religious 
master.6 It is clear that Jesus broke with the institution of the traditional family by 
adopting an itinerant �homeless� lifestyle with the purpose of challenging those 
traditional structures and �their power to grant or withhold honor.�7 Carrying one�s cross 
(no theological meaning here) implied the death of those values and institutions and 
emphasized the radical demand that Jesus presented to his followers. We would add that 
such expression would also serve to empty the symbol of the cross of its coercive power. 
The first communities would have used this saying in their efforts to demand fidelity to 

                                                 
5 B. Porten, �Elephantine and the Bible,� in Semitic Papyrology in Context (ed. L. H. Schiffman; Leiden: 
Brill, 2003), 65. See also H. Z. Szubin and B. Porten, �The Status of a Repudiated Spouse: A New 
Interpretation of Kraeling 7 (TAD B3.8),� Israel Law Review (2001): 46�78. 
6 As in m. B. Meṣi�a 2:11, cited by Gil Arbiol (177 n. 620). 
7 H. Moxnes, Putting Jesus in His Place: A Radical Vision of Household and Kingdom (Louisville: 
Westminster John Knox, 2003), 68. 
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the community as opposed to the demands of the family. This radical change of social 
relationships served to reinforce the legitimation of the faith of the new member. 

Chapter 4�s (Q 6:20�35: the Sermon of the Mount) historical-critical analysis concludes 
that the first three blessings (blessed are the poor, the hungry, and those who weep) 
belonged to the historical Jesus, although perhaps originating in different contexts (285). 
The three examples of loving one�s enemies, also originating in the historical Jesus, 
belonged together from the beginning. Gil Arbiol attributes the fourth blessing (Q 6:22�
23) and the additions to the love of one�s enemies to the next generation of disciples. The 
purpose of Q 6:20b�23b, 27�35 was to present the message and lifestyle of Jesus, while 
the purpose of Q 6:36�49 was to present the conflict that results from the contemporary 
implementation in the community and the resulting solution (277). In his socioscientific 
analysis, Gil Arbiol describes the social status of the condition of poverty in Palestine and 
the Mediterranean in general, proposing that Jesus emerges as defiant against the status 
quo and inverting the traditional values: �Jesus� proposal is a kingdom (of God), to which 
the criteria for belonging is precisely the opposite of the dominant system� (291). 

Chapter 5�s historical-critical analysis (Q 10:2�12; Mark 6:7�13) concludes that �the 
possibility of ascribing this tradition, or any part of it, to the historical Jesus is very 
improbable� (370). The content, however, does reflect the situation of the historical 
Jesus. The first disciples created the core of the tradition (AC 4, 5, and 7) based on the 
sayings of Jesus and their experience with him. Later on, AC 11 and AC 3 were added. 
The deviant behavior illustrated by not taking bread, bag, or money for their journeys 
exemplifies the strategy of Jesus of inverting the dominant values. 

The final chapter (�Conclusiones finales� [407�24]) presents a thorough summary of the 
book�s conclusions. It is followed by a bibliography (425�81). 

It would have been beneficial to have situated the autostigmatization model in dialogue 
with other sociological approaches, such as the �sociology of sectarianism,�8 and to have 
paid more attention to how the historical development of the relationships between the 
emerging Christian-Gentile and Jewish communities influenced the autostigmatization 
process. In addition, the author could have benefited from some of the articles collected 
by E. P. Sanders with A. L. Baumgarten and A. Mendelson in Jewish and Christian Self-
Definition (London: SCM, 1981). It would also have been interesting to move the 
sociological interpretation one step back and to explore the possibility that, because Jesus 

                                                 
8 E.g., the works on Matthew by J. A Overman, Mathew�s Gospel and Formative Judaism: The Social 
World of the Matthean Community (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990); A. Saldarini, Matthew�s Christian-
Jewish Community (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); and G. N. Stanton, A Gospel for a New 
People: Studies in Matthew (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1992). 
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was an illegitimate child, self-rejection played a role in his deviant behavior9 and that the 
association with deviant peers such as John the Baptist increased later deviant behavior 
and mediated the effects of self-rejection.10 

Overall, this book is certainly a very valuable and solid contribution to the socioscientific 
studies of the New Testament. Its main virtues are found mostly in the second part of the 
analysis of the texts, where Gil Arbiol presents a clear description of the development of 
the tradition in three stages (the historical Jesus, the oral transmission, and the first 
Christian communities), a wealth of historical information, and a through sociological 
analysis of the texts based on the autostigmatization model. 

                                                 
9 Self-rejection increases a disposition to deviance. See the model proposed by H. B. Kaplan and R. J. 
Johnson, Social Deviance: Testing a General Theory (New York: Kluwer/Plenum, 2001). 
10 See H. B. Kaplan, R. J. Johnson, and C. A. Bailey, �Deviant Peers and Deviant Behavior: Further 
Elaboration of a Model,� Social Psychology Quarterly 50 (1987): 277�84. 


