1
The Rock Whence Ye Were Hewn

After nearly two millennia of conflict and persecution, particularly of Jews by
Christians, it has become very difficult for adherents of the two religions to
acknowledge their common heritage. On both sides there has in the past
been antagonism of a ‘most vitriolic kind. A glance at some of the Jewish
traditions concerning Jesus reveals the depth of hostility to this wayward
offshoot from Judaism.! On the other side, the charge of deicide so often laid
against Jews and the curse hinted at in Matthew 27.25 have been the cause of
appalling violence and cruelty against Jews by Christians. Although the
horror of the Nazi persecution of the Jews properly shocked Christians into
new assessments of the Churches’ relations to Judaism,? it should be a
matter of considerable concern to Christians that anti-Semitic currents are
still not unknown in Europe. Stemming this tide wilt depend a great deal on
the willingness of both Christians and Jews to admit the shame and horror of
past treatment (and the spirit of repentance is needed particularly on the
Christian side) and to set out to examine the origins of these two outstanding
attempts to understand the religious traditions in what Jews call the Tenach,
the Hebrew bible comprising the Torah, Nebiim (Prophets) and Kethubim
(Writings), and Christians the Old Testament.

From our perspective today, it is rather difficult to be aware of the
common heritage. True, the Christian Church shares with the Jews the
Hebrew and Aramaic Scriptures, which it includes in its canon of Scripture,
but the beliefs of the mainline Christian Churches seem to be far removed
from Judaism. Today many Christians, at least subconsciously, agree with
the second-century heretic, Marcion, that the Old Testament with its
occasional barbarism is the product of some lesser divine being, which has
been transcended by a superior revelation initiated by Jesus of Nazareth.
Thus the concerns of the Old Testament are really fundamentally different
from those of the Christian Churches. In addition, the liturgy® and outlook
of most Christians seems to be far removed from Judaism. The most
obvious difference, of course, is the fact that the Torah, the law of Moses, as
a w}{oie, has little or no part to play in the ordering of the everyday lives of

hristians. Despite the wish of some leading churchmen to see a return to
the practice of, say, the Decalogue, the detailed observance which
C}}aracterizes the Jewish sabbath is totally foreign to most Christians.
ikewise the concern with purity and clean and unclean food seems to be
a}len to the dominant concerns of the Christian gospel. It appears that the
rift has grown so wide, as one might expect after such a long period of
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separation and hostility, that Christianity has almost completely cut loose
from its Jewish moorings.

Such a view has received support from many who have written about the
emergence of Christianity over the last hundred years or so. While it is
admitted that Jesus of Nazareth preached an essentially Jewish message
about God and his kingdom,* very rapidly, it is argued, the Church turned
the one who had proclaimed that message into the central feature of its
own proclamation; the Jewish prophet of God’s kingdom became the
universal saviour.” While few today would subscribe to the views of those
like Ferdinand Christian Baur and his disciples (the Tiibingen school),
who affirmed the radical separation between Jewish and Gentile Christia-
nity, elements of this view have not totally vanished from the perspective of
many who write on Christian origins.® Dominant in the story of the
transformation of Judaism into a new religion, it is argued, was Paul. He in
particular loosed the bands, which tied the message about Christ, from
Judaism and changed it into a religion, which affected the destiny of the
whole of humanity, thus initiating a hostile attitude to Judaism. Of course,
this role for Paul is given at least superficial support by the often vehement
denunciations of the Law of Moses in his own letters (e.g., Gal. 3.10ft)). At
his conversion, we are led to believe, Paul turned his back on his Jewish
religion in favour of a completely new way of understanding God and his
ways.” The dominant place which Paul has within the Protestant tradition
has doubtless accentuated the dichotomy between the religion of Law and
the religion of grace, and as a result has extended the tension between
Judaism and Christianity. There can be little doubt that, whatever Paul
himself may have believed about the.relationship of the Christian gospel to
the Jewish tradition, it has all too frequently been the case that his
interpreters have understood him to imply a complete dichotomy between
his life as a Pharisee and his life as an apostle of Jesus Christ, a view we
shall want to question later.

There are enormous problems confronting Jews and Christians, as they
seek to accept their common heritage and their differing interpretations of
that heritage. The time has come to get behind the rigid boundaries
imposed by the past, and the bitter controversies which have marked
Jewish and Christian relations, to ask what it was that led to that separation
and that bitterness. It is worth reflecting that the lines were not so clearly
drawn in the second century, even in the midst of so much mutual
recrimination and bitterness. We know from early Christian writings that
there was a small, though significant, intercourse between Jews and
Christians for a considerable period.® Despite all its contempt for Judaism,
the Dialogue of Justin (a Christian who lived in the middle of the second
century AD) with the Jew Trypho exhibits a continuing concern among
early Christians to justify their interpretation of the Old Testament as the
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authentic one. There is regret that Christians are excluded from Jewish
snagogues (chapters 16, 47f, 93, 95f, 108, 17, 133 and 137), though
Justin does not spare his venom on those who have acted in this way, a
“foretaste of bitter disputes to come.” Nevertheless what comes across in the
Dialogue is the conviction on Justin’s part that what the Christians believed
was entirely consistent with the Scriptures, which both Jews and Christians
shared. The whole of his argument depends on the assumption that belief
in Jesus was not an eccentric departure from the traditions but was at least
a5 valid an interpretation as the understanding of those same texts held by
Jews."

However much we may cringe at some of Justin’s remarks about
Judaism and its blindness, a bland rejection of ‘them as inappropriate to
our more sensitive and liberal consciences cannot be the way in which
such material is handled. It is a fundamental strand in the New Testament
that the convictions about Jesus were the authentic fulfilment of the
promises of the Jewish Scriptures, the Christian Old Testament. Refusal
to accept this fact meant that persistence in an old pattern of religion was
tantamount to disobedience to the Most High (e.g., John 14.6; Acts 4.12;
Rom. 10.7ff.). A Christian writer cannot deny that this is at the heart of the
tradition with which he has to deal, however much he might today want to
avoid some of the more excessive interpretations and be more tentative.
But to assert the messiahship of Jesus is not to concede that we must
simply remain behind battle-lines drawn long ago and the ideologies of
centuries’ duration. We must cross the divide and attempt to look at the
world out of which two conflicting interpretations of the Jewish Scriptures
emerged. It may well be that the results of our quest will bring us no
nearer to a solution and that the factors which make the two religions what
they are prohibit any significant rapprochement. But much groundwork
needs to be done and dialogue entered into before we can say that we are
in a position to understand the factors which led to the separation and the
establishment of the ideological divide and mutual hostility. Repentance of
the misdeeds of the past is not by itself sufficient to enable us to come
to terms with our different histories. Knowledge instead of ignorance of
our common origins is the essential preliminary to greater mutual
understanding.!!

Two of the issues separating Judaism and Christianity are the claims
made by Christians for Jesus of Nazareth (together with the inevitable
tonsequences of such claims in doctrinal formulation) and the conscious-
ness of being a separate religion. The New Testament material seems to
Imuate the move to separation and exclusiveness. The problem is, of
course, that what we have in the New Testament is a selection of documents,
which the Christian Church over the years considered authoritative.!? The
concept of the canon of the New Testament alongside and superior to the
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Old Testament is one which bears all the hallmarks of a later self-
consciously separate religion. The canon gives the impression of a religion,
which stresses its separateness, a fact of life for those responsible for the
canon. The historian cannot allow the canon to govern his approach to the
early Christian movement. The danger is that such an approach will lead to
the separation of the Christian writings from Judaism; one runs the risk of
misunderstanding primitive Christianity and first-century Judaism if they
are viewed as separate entities. The story of primitive Christianity is part of
the story of first-century Judaism; to compare primitive Christianity with
Judaism is to view the former as if it were a separate religion at this stage.
That would be an anachronistic assessment.

Nevertheless the problem remains with us: how are we to treat the New
Testament writings? Clearly they do offer a distinctive view among the
Jewish texts of antiquity; hence their preservation. This distinctive perspec-
tive does compel us to attempt to consider early Christianity in some
isolation. That should not be taken to indicate that we are regarding the
primitive Christian movement as unique in the history of Judaism: it means
only that it should be accorded the same treatment as would be accorded to a
sect, such as that which produced the Dead Sea Scrolls.

One of the depressing facts of life for the ancient historian is the paucity of
his sources. This may seem a strange assertion to the reader unfamiliar with
the period, bewildered by the array af Jewish documents described at the
end of this book. Yet the fact remains that today we are confronted in the
main with Jewish literature, which bears witness to what in due course
became two mutually exclusive interpretations of Jewish tradition, namely
rabbinic Judaism and Christianity. Rut their perspectives form only part of
the rich fabric of Jewish life and thought in the first century AD as the non-
rabbinic literature indicates. The Dead Sea Scrolls,'? for example, have
allowed us to glimpse the outlook of another sect at the time with many
surprising ideas and differences from what had hitherto been supposed to be
typical of Judaism.'* But whatever affinities of outlook we may detect
between the early Christian material and the extant ancient Jewish sources,
what distinguishes the Christian sources from the bulk of non-Christian
Jewish sources is the conviction that something of ultimate importance had
taken place in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth and the
experience of the first Christians. To put itin theological terms, the Messiah
had come and the new age had dawned; the Holy Spirit had been poured out
on all flesh and the events had been set in motion for the establishment of
God’s kingdom on earth. Thus what many of the early Christian texts
portray is a movement, which asserted the fulfilment of the promises of Israel
and the consequences of such a conviction in human existence. It is in this
regard that it is surely appropriate to view the Christian sources in some
isolation, for by and large they bear witness to the convictions of groups
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which maintained that the Messiah had come. I do not want to suggest that
the early Christians were the only group to have held such beliefs in the first
century AD, for there are indications that the writers of the Dead Sea Scrolls
may have shared similar beliefs. Messianic movements were common at the
time (e.g-, Ant. 17.254ff.; B 2.43ff)) and some may well have made similar
claims about the fulfilment of the promises and the obsolescence of the Law
of Moses as the guiding principle in the religious life of the people of God.
What we are left with in our extant Jewish sources, however, tells us little
about the beliefs and practices of such movements in first-century Palestine.
The one example that we do have (apart from the sect of the Dead Sea
Scrolls) is the early Christian movement, the bulk of whose earliest extant
literature is to be found in the New Testament. The documents in the New
Testament deserve to be considered as evidence of the beliefs and practices
of a Jewish messianic movement which moved out from its Palestinian
origins to most parts of the Roman world. It deserves to be examined as such,
not because it was to form the basis of a separate religion, but because, like
the community which produced the Dead Sea Scrolls (and other sectarian
movements), it had a high degree of self-awareness firom the very beginning,
with its own distinctive interpretation of the Jewish Scriptures. But devoting
a separate treatment to the nascent Christian movement is not the same as
asserting that we are dealing with an outlook which was not very much part of
first-century Judaism. To avoid giving the impression that there was a
separation between Judaism on the one hand and.the Christian movement
on the other some consideration will be given throughout the first part of this
study, which concentrates on Jewish beliefs and practices, to the early
Christian texts as evidence of first-censury Jewish outlooks. While these may
not always be typical of the totality of Jewish belief and practice, the same
may also be said of many rabbinic sources, which in all likelihood represent
the views of a small minority within Jewish society; we know precious little
about popular belief and practice.

In discussing Christian origins, we must always bear in mind that we
should not be concerned to contrast Christianity with Judaism, as if the
latter were a uniform body of doctrine and practice. Christianity never
conflicted with Judaism as such until well into the second century AD. For
the whole of its formative period the hostility which existed between Jews
(and others), who believed that Jesus was the Messiah, and those who did
Not, was spasmodic and lacking in any uniformity.'® What we can speak of
In the first century is a conflict between groups of Jews who rejected Jesus’
messiahship and groups which accepted it. We cannot assume that all Jews
who did not accept Jesus as such were ranged against Christianity from the
Very start.

We shall never completely ascertain how the Christian movement adapted
t0 the Roman world, and why it survived the débacle of the fall of Jerusalem
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in AD 70 to become (with nascent rabbinic Judaism) the standard-bearer of
the Jewish tradition in antiquity. Yet it is a fact that separation between
rabbinic Judaism and the Church has been decisive for both religions. A
glance at the pages of the New Testament indicates that the kind of
Christianity which the later Church regarded as authoritative for its belief
and practice!” differed markedly from the type of Judaism which in due
course came to be regarded as authoritative.!® It is in this respect that the
distinctive eschatological outlook of the early Christians and their approach
to the Jewish tradition provoked new questions and asserted new priorities.
Messianic and other eschatological convictions inevitably presented it with
problems, which, while not different in kind from those confronting other
Jews in the ancient world, were sufficiently different in degree to elicit
unusual answers: for example, the issue of table-fellowship and the problem
of circumcision of those Gentiles who confessed Jesus as Messiah.

For all Jews living in the midst of pagans the conflict of two world-views
was inevitably awkward and sometimes profoundly difficult. Central
precepts like circumcision and sabbath were often viewed with suspicion by
pagans,!® and the observance of the regulations of the Torah, especially
those relating to food and idolatry, regularly presented problems of a kind
difficult for us to imagine. A similar conflict of ideals confronted the early
Christians. They too inherited the Old Testament, and we may suppose that
it was some considerable time before all scruples had disappeared, with
regard to the observance.of food-laws, sabbath and the like (Rom. 14; 1 Cor.
8; 10). In addition to this, early Christianity had at its heart a messianism,
which led its adherents to espouse utopian views which ran contrary to the
views of society at large. How was it-3o cope with its convictions about the
unity of all believers in Christ when it had to live in a world of class and sexual
differentiation? How was it to put into practice its convictions that it
represented a new humanity in the midst of an old and fallen order?

An issue which we shall examine in due course is the way in which this
messianic movement came to terms with the world in which it lived. It will be
suggested that it so adjusted its messianism and utopianism and presented a
sufficiently bland fagade to the world at large, that its existence would not be
threatened too greatly. Clearly it did not manage to do this all the time. Pagan
critics of Christianity were fond of pointing to the subversive nature of the
religion and its effects on the Roman order.?°

The problem with this assessment is that it can so easily disguise the
extent of the accommodation of Christianity with the world as it was.
Arguably this is one of the most important factors which led to its survival.
To ignore this issue as one of significance for the emergence of Christianity
is to leave out of account one of the most pressing issues confronting
Christians in the earliest period.

Thus the issues which this study sets out to explore are as follows:
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(i) The nature of ancient Judaism before the fall of the Second Temple in
AD 70, its practices and beliefs;

(i) The character of the early Christian movement and its distinctive
approach to the Jewish traditions;

(ii) The reasons which led to a clash with other Jews and ultimately to the
arting of the ways of the two principal Jewish movements, which survived
the Fall of the Second Temple: rabbinic Judaism and the Christian Church;

(iv) How early Christianity accommodated its distinctive beliefs to a world
whose outlook was almost completely incongruous with it.

2
An Approach to Ancient Judaism

The last hundred years have seen dramatic steps forward in our understand-
ing of ancient Judaism, as the result of the growing availability of Jewish
sources to Christian scholars and the emergence of Jewish studies as a
discipline of importance in its own right. One of the problems for any writer
on ancient Judaism is to attempt to do justice to the nature of this religion in a
short space. To answer the question, what did it mean to be a Jew in the first
century AD, is not merely a matter of consulting various sources but also of
distilling from those sources some kind of outline of religious practice and
belief. But as we are now well aware, excessive dependence on our sources
will not lead us to our goal, for we cannot assume that our extant sources give
us a complete picture of Judaism. Obviously they give us some indication of
the way in which some Jews handled their traditions but we have to be
mindful of the fact that they may not enable us to see how all Jews, even a
significant minority of Jews, sought to practise their religion. We must
be\yare, therefore, either of assuming that one group should be regarded as
tpifying ‘normative Judaism’ or of supposing that the extant sources
Tepresent more than a fraction of the Jewish outlook of the first century.
_ Normative Judaism has been identified with the pharisaic tradition, due
1N no small part to the substantial contribution this made to the Judaism of
{he rabbis.! The dominance of the corpus of rabbinic literature among the
1ter§ry remains of ancient Judaism should not, however, lead to the con-
Clusion that the outlook represented in this corpus is either monolithic in
Itself or representative of a majority view in Judaism before the fall of
Jerusalem in AD 70. On the other hand the view which relegates the Judaism
of the rabbis to the margins as a source for our understanding of the
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character of first-century Judaism has rightly been rejected.? The tendency
evident in some writing on Judaism to polarize the religion of the pharisaic-
rabbinic tradition and that reflected in the non-rabbinic Jewish writings
should be questioned (if indeed it is possible to reduce to any kind of system
the disparate ideas contained in the non-rabbinic literature).? Certainly the
fall of Jerusalem in AD 70 had the effect of precipitating a change in Judaism
which led to the emergence of what we know as rabbinic Judaism.* We
cannot deny that much of it was in continuity with religious attitudes
prevalent during the period of the Second Temple, but its normative
character almost certainly did not apply then but results from its emerging
dominance in the late first and early second centuries. Nor are we in a
position to suppose that the pseudepigrapha are the literary products of the
mass of the population.® Several of the texts exhibit a sophistication, which
suggests a link with the scribal tradition.® It is dangerous to elevate any part
of our literature to the position of normative guide to first-century Judaism.
All that we can say is that it offers evidence of the differing currents flowing
throughout Jewish life and thought in our period.

We cannot pierce the veil which shrouds the practice and the belief of
those who left us no literary memorial. One thing it is reasonable to suppose,
however, is that common to the piety of all Jews was the Torah and, for most,
the writings of the Prophets. The obligations laid upon the people of God in
the Torah were the common property of all, whatever the level of enthusiasm
of the individual or greup may have been in the fulfilment of every detail.

In an attempt to understand the character of ancient Judaism we should
not forget the most obvious point that the Bible itself offered the framework
for religion. Its legal provisions for civil life, diet, cult and family are the basic
framework for Jewish existence. The knowledge of the Torah, particularly
its legal and cultic provisions, is the beginning of the understanding of
Judaism. What we have in the rabbinic literature is the exposition of the
ramifications of these biblical provisions. Understanding Judaism in the first
or any other century means reading the books of Exodus, Deuteronomy and
Leviticus. The weekly sabbath,” whatever later accretions of ceremonial may
have attached to it, gave a distinctive character to Jewish existence, as did
those food laws so clearly enunciated in Scripture (e.g., Deut. 14). Also
looming large on the horizon of the first-century Jew was the cult.® The bulk
of the legislation in the Torah focuses on the cult and the correct procedure
for worship. As far as most Jews were concerned, laws concerning tithing
and sacrifice necessarily impinged upon them.® What is more, Scripture laid
down the observance of certain key festivals necessitating pilgrimage to
Jerusalem (Lev. 23; Exod. 23.14ff.; Deut. 16).1°

Such festivals inevitably made Jerusalem an important focus of religious
and national attention throughout our period. It was the:sole cultic centre
(with the exception of the Samaritan shrine on Mount Gerizim and the
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Temple at Leontopolis in Egypt),'" and the place where the Law was
studied. Inevitably it had a supremely important place in the affections of
ews, not only as a focus of their religion but also as a centre of religious
activity and control which affected every practising Jew.!?

However devoted a Jew may have been to his religion, Torah and Temple
together gave him that essential pattern of existence which distinguished
him from his pagan neighbours. But in addition to providing the content of
his present religious and social practice the Torah itself offered a vision of
the society and the world which God himself wanted for his people. Even if
we leave on one side the writings of the Prophets, the Torah itself inspires
hope and offers a pattern of existence which is not congruent with what was
experienced by most Jews: it promises a land flowing with milk and honey
(Deut. 8.7), from which God would clear out all the foreign nations (Deut.
7.22). That was not the inheritance of those who lived in Judaea in the first
century AD. Also the Torah itself reflects the messianic hope which looms so
large elsewhere in the Bible.!3 The prophet like Moses (Deut. 18.15), the
promises concerning the descendant of Jacob in Numbers 24.17, the laws
concerning the king in Deut. 17.14ff. and the blessing of Jacob in Genesis
49.0ff. all indicate that present obedience is not the end of the matter; God
had something more in store for his people than the round of obedience to
the laws in the Torah.

Thus alongside the Torah and the-Temple we have to set the emerging
eschatological hope of Judaism enshrined as it is in Scripture and reinforced
by the disparity which existed between experience and tradition. We might
say that on these three foundations the ancient Jewish experience was
erected. The superstructure built upen them was by no means monolithic
and varied from group to group. But we shall not be far from the mark if we
assume that to belong to the covenant people involved the acceptance of
these three elements with different emphases and in various guises.
Certainly we shall see evidence of intensifications of obedience, practice and
hope in different circles but the inspiration derives from these three crucial
features of the first-century Jewish outlook.
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The Jews Afier the Exile'

The situation of the Jews changed with the destruction of Solomon’s
Temple by Nebuchadnezzar in 587 BC and the exile of leading Judaeans
which followed it. When the Jews returned to Jerusalem some fifty or so
years later there began a new era of the Jewish religion. The Exile in Babylon
had been one of the most productive theological and literary periods in the
history of the Jewish nation; the opportunity had been taken to reflect on the
ancestral traditions in the light of the experience of destruction and exile.
Gone were the days when a king reigned over both the northern kingdom of
Israel and the southern kingdom of Judah. It is true that the hopes of the
advent of a king like David remained to kindle the embers of religious
expectation (cf. Matt. 2), but the Jewish people had once again to come to
terms with foreign nations.? Babylon, then Persia, Greece and Rome all
imposed their lordship on the Jews. Such an imposition was not in every case
a threat to the heart of the Jewish religion. Indeed, with the rise of the
Persian dynasty Jews found an upsurge of religious tolerance which allowed
them to practise their religion under Persian suzerainty (Ezra 6.1ff.; Neh. 2).
Persian dominion over Jews continued in one form or another for a very long
period. Even after their influence had disappeared from Palestine, Jews in
Babylon continued to have to deal with them. It was interrupted in the fourth
century BC in Palestine by the conquests of Alexander the Great, under
whose remarkable leadership Greek civilization embraced the Near East,
including the land of Palestine. As a result of Alexander’s early death the vast
empire that his conquests had put at his disposal began to split up among his
generals, with the establishment of the Ptolemaic dynasty in Egypt and in the
region around Syria of the Seleucid dynasty. The position of Palestine
centred between the two empires meant that for much of the period 300-200
BC control oscillated between the two. The Seleucids took control in 198 BC,
but meanwhile in Egypt the presence of a large number of Jews meant that
the Ptolemaic dynasty continued to have dealings with Jews.3

The eventual triumph of the Seleucids in Palestine heralded a period of
unrest for Jews in the area. A programme of Hellenization was instigated by
king Antiochus IV (Epiphanes).* His aim was to establish a degree of
uniformity in religion and general outlook which would give cohesion to his
empire by the inculcation of Greek beliefs and culture. He moved against
Jewish religious practices in 167 BC (Dan. m.3off.; 1 Macc. 1.1ff.)). While
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there had clearly been a long process of Hellenization going on among
certain parts of the population in Jerusalem,® the explicit programme of
Antiochus provoked a severe backlash against the foreign intrusion into
Jewish customs. The attempt to incorporate Judaism into the all-embracing
Hellenistic world was resisted and this led to the outbreak of revolt in
]udaea,(’ led by the Maccabean family. The outcome of this was a period of
independence for Jews in Palestine in 141 BC under Simon, gained by
playing off the various pretenders to the throne of Antiochus IV against each
other. Simon was made king and high priest and so began the Hasmonean
dynasty which was to control Judaea until the advent of the Romans under
Pompey in 63 BC.

Certainly these were not easy times for the Jews in Palestine. The period
was marked by resentment at the usurpation of the High Priestly office by the
Hasmonean kings (as they did not belong to the family from which priests
were traditionally drawn), and the growth of sectarian strife. Indeed, it was
internal strife which finally brought the Romans into Jerusalem to intervene
in the struggle between the two brother Hasmoneans, Hyrcanus and
Aristobulus II. Pompey, who was campaigning in Syria, besieged the
Temple and in 63 BC entered the Holy of Holies, that part of the Temple
where only the High Priest was allowed to go on the day of Atonement (Lev.
16; Ant. 14.61ff.). From this time on Rome became the effective overlord,
though there continued to be a large degree of religious freedom; the cult
and its operation were almost completely unaffected. The advent of the
Romans was to have a profound effect on the nature of Jewish attitudes,
particularly in Judaea, during the crucial years which saw the rise of the
Christian movement with the exceptior of brief periods in the first century
AD. National freedom was at an end after the brief period of autonomy under
the Hasmoneans. It is true that between 37 and 4 BC there was
independence under the client king Herod the Great, whose Idumean origin
did not commend him to Jews. He spent vast amounts of money, for
example, on rebuilding the Temple in Jerusalem (B71.524; 1.401ff.; Ant.
15.290ff.; 16.149ff.; 17.302ff.). After Herod’s death in 4 BC, his kingdom
was split up, and his sons for a brief period reigned over his territory. In AD 6
there was trouble in Judaea, and Archelaus’ territory was placed under direct
Roman rule, which necessitated a census, while Herod Antipas (Mark 6.17;
Luke 23.6f)7 and Philip ruled Galilee and Batanaea until AD 39 and 33
respectively. Philip’s territory was eventually added to the province of Syria
and Herod Antipas’ was given to Agrippa I, who ruled Judaea between AD 37
and 44. Later the son of Agrippa I, Agrippa II, was allowed by the Romans to
have limited jurisdiction and in 53 was given the former territory of Philip as
well as parts of Galilee and Peraea; he was also given the right to nominate
the High Priest.

The story of the first century AD in Judaea is one of Roman misunder-
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standing of Jewish scruples and the inexorable growth of disaffection within
the Roman province for social, religious and political reasons. The best
known of the procurators of Judaea, Pontius Pilate, is a good example of the
lack of sensitivity. He was in Judaea for about ten years (AD 26—36), and
during this time he instructed his legions to bring their shields into
Jerusalem, a provocative act. This act offended Jewish religious scruples.
Stories of his behaviour are told by both Philo (Embassy 299ff.) and Josephus
(BF 2.175tf.). Indeed, it was his reckless action against the Samaritans on
Mount Gerizim which led to his removal from office.®

The Jewish historian Josephus has much to say about this period in his
account of the origins and course of the Jewish war against Rome in 6670,
His pro-Roman sympathies are well known. While he lays much of the
blame for the disastrous revolt against Rome in 66—70 at the door of the
Zealots (Jewish freedom fighters, B 2.254ff.), he does not neglect to note
Roman maladministration as a cause of the conflagration (e.g., BY 2.271ff.).
The act which finally provoked the revolt of Jews against Rome was the
robbery of the Temple by the procurator Florus (BY 2.285ff.). Sacrifice for
the emperor was stopped (B¥ 2.415), and once the revolt had started there
was to be no going back, despite the pleas of some of the leading citizens.
The revolt itself is a story of fanatical courage, bitter internal strife and
suffering on an enormous scale. It dragged on for four years; indeed, the last
resistance was not quelled until Flavius Silva finally took the desert fortress
of Masada in 73. The reason for the prolonged war was the trouble in the
empire at large provoked by the death of Nero (see Tacitus, Histories 5).° In
AD 68 there were no less than four emperors in quick succession. In this
political confusion the struggle carried on in Palestine, and was only resolved
when Vespasian became emperor, and his son Titus took command of the
campaign against the Jews in Palestine which led to the destruction of
Jerusalem in 7o0.

With the end of Temple worship profound changes came upon the Jewish
religion. The Temple, focus as it was of so much devotion and a crucial part
of the religious practice of Judaism, lay in ruins. The regular payment of half
a shekel by all male Jews for the upkeep of the Temple and its worship was
diverted by the Romans to the Temple of Jupiter Capitolinus in Rome (B
7.216ff.). Despite all the difficulties caused for Rome by the Jews, Judaism
was not proscribed, and Titus refused the pleas of those who asked him to
withdraw privileges (B 7.110f.). The history of the period following the
First Revolt is by no means clear. A Roman procurator was once again in
charge and Judaea became an imperial province.

Despite the ravages of the First Revolt, there was a revolt of Jews in North
Africa in 115, and in 132 Simeon bar Koseba or Bar Kochba led the Second
Revolt of Jews against Rome, provoked by Hadrian’s wish to turn Jerusalem
into a Greek city, Aelia Capitolina, to plough the Temple land, and build a
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shrine to Jupiter there.!® This revolt brought about even greater devastation
and loss of life (Dio Cassius, History 69.12f.; Eusebius, EH 4.6.1ff.). The
fact that another uprising could have taken place within sixty years of the
calamitous First Revolt is ample testimony to the Jewish religious spirit and
the undying convictions concerning God’s promises for his people. The
Jegend of the coins of the Second Revolt, ‘for the freedom of Jerusalem’,
demonstrates the continuing eschatological fervour and how much the
vearning for the freedom of God’s people from foreign domination still
exercised the imaginations of the Jewish nation. Indeed, according to the
rabbinic tradition, Simeon bar Koseba was hailed as the one promised in
Numbers 24.17 by no less a figure than Rabbi Akiba, the leading Jewish
teacher of his generation.

The history of the period is one of political subjection, continued Torah-
observance and eschatological fervour. It would be easy to assert that such
hope for deliverance was rooted solely in oppression and economic
hardship. That there was such cannot be doubted, but it would be wrong to
suppose that the whole of Palestine was as a result infected by earnest
revolutionary zeal. The evidence suggests, as we shall see, that Judaea was
probably worst affected of all, though the vitality of the religious tradition
meant that ultimately most Jews could not fail to note the contrast between
hope and reality. It was as much religious as socio-economic factors which
led to the disturbances throughout the first century. Spurred on the Jews
might have been by the poverty of their existence,-but it was the religious
traditions themselves which fired the flames of dissatisfaction and gave a
point of comparison with the inadequacies of the present.

As we have seen, Palestine in the first century AD had become very much
part of the Graeco-Roman world. Those who espoused the idiosyncrasies of
the Jewish religion had to learn to coexist with the Greek language and
Roman law and administration. The conquests of Alexander had brought
about a vast dissemination of Greek culture. However much the Jews may
have wanted to, they could not entirely isolate themselves from the influence
of Greek ideas.!! Certainly explicit Hellenizers were resisted, but the
writings of Philo of Alexandria demonstrate a blend of Greek philosophy and
the Jewish traditions, which indicates how far the subtle influence of
Hellenism could permeate Judaism, at least in Egypt.'?

When brought under Roman rule, Judaea experienced politically what it
had undergone socially for at least one hundred years: assimilation to a wider
framework of life and thought. It was a small part of a large empire, though
Its strategic importance on the boundary of the empire should not be
1ignored. The influence of foreign culture was not at all times apparent, nor
was the path to complete assimilation a direct one. All the evidence suggests
that in Palestine in particular there could well have been pockets which
remained to a considerable degree unaffected by the prevailing spirit of the
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age. Even in the Diaspora, as we shall see, Jews enjoyed some independence
and a degree of separation from the surrounding culture. But to say this
cannot minimize the insidious effects that this culture continued to have on
Jews throughout the Roman world. Even when they retreated to the desert of
Judaea, as the Qumran sect did, it was impossible to retain a separation
which avoided contact with the outlook of Hellenism.

We have already noted that Jews in Palestine were allowed a significant
degree of religious freedom. With the exception of the control over the
appointment of the High Priests (4nz. 18.26; 93; cf. BY 4.151ff.), Temple
worship continued until AD 70, unaffected by Roman restrictions. There
was not complete freedom to practise the Jewish law, though the Romans
allowed the Sanhedrin as the local law-making body to continue its activities
within certain parameters.!*> The Romans continued to allow the death
penalty to be carried out on all those who transgressed the line which marked
the furthest point to which Gentiles were allowed to go in the Temple.!*
While sacrifice to the emperor would have been anathema to the Jews (cf.
Philo, Embassy 157), it became customary to offer sacrifice on behalf of the
emperor.!”

As far as the religion of the ordinary people was concerned, the pious
probably found that there was little to affect their quest for holiness. It has
been pointed out that during the first century AD, Pharisaism had undergone
quite a significant shift of emphasis from being a movement extensively
politically involved during the reign of Alexander Janneus (103—76) and
Alexandra (76—67) to one that was primarily pietistic in its orientation,
concerned with the inner life.!® Such a movement corresponds to the
growing lack of involvement in political matters at all levels.!” As most
popular piety was focused on the cult in Jerusalem the continuation of its
activities, without any significant harassment from outside influences, meant
that there was normally little cause for general religious unrest. The storm of
protest, which greeted attempts to interfere with the religious activities of the
Temple, indicates the level of feeling with regard to the cult.

Itis all too easy for us to stop analysis of Palestinian and Diaspora Judaism
with a reference to religious difference as the core of the debate within
Judaism and to imagine that differing attitudes to the traditions are
themselves the sole cause of strife. Such cannot be regarded as an adequate
assessment. Rightly we are asked to press behind the religious differences
and to ask what these religious ideas also tell us about the social and
economic circumstances of those who espoused rival views.'8 While we
cannot always say with certainty that the advocates of change were those who
had least to lose and most to gain, it is apparent that those who had most to
lose were the ones who were, in fact, in charge of centres of religion like the
Temple, and resisted any extensive change or any subversive activity, which
might destabilize the precarious political situation. Attempts there have been
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in the past to examine the political and economic situation in Palestine round
about the beginning of the Christian era and to assess how much of a
contribution this might have made to the emergence of Christianity.'” The
importance of the insights of social and economic history and theory should
not necessarily lead to the wooden application of the thesis that religion is
merely the product of the interaction of economic forces. Equally, however,
the place of economic life in the construction of a religious outlook should
notbe neglected; religious ideas are no less important for being at least partly
explicable by the changes in the socio-economic structure. Of course, one of
the problems which confronts total explanations of this kind is the paucity of
evidence which would make an adequate socio-economic explanation
possible. Nevertheless the contribution which such investigations are going
to make to our understanding of Christian origins should not be under-
estimated. In recognizing this, we should note the comment of Milan
Machovec,2° who wants to distinguish between the willingness to explain
ideas by their socio-economic conditioning and ‘an incapacity to explain
even the most sublime human ideals by anything other than socio-economic
conditioning’. This is an important distinction, for it'means that the totality
of religious belief is not reduced to the projection of the economic struggle
on to the ideological plane. Indeed, we should not neglect to note that even
those ideas which are shaped by socio-economic forces can themselves
exercise a retroactive influence on-the economic circumstances that
produced them.?! .

It is a great mistake to suppose that one has sufficiently accounted for the
birth of religious movements merely by explaining the developments which
have taken place in the history of ideas. An adequate account of Jewish and
Christian beliefs and practices must derive as much from the knowledge of
the social history of the period as the history of doctrines. The history of
Judaism in the first century has been a prime candidate for an interpretation
in which the socio-economic factor looms large. After all, as we have seen, it
was the culmination of a succession of periods of dominance by foreign
overlords, which eventually bubbled over into open revolt in 66. This may
well be the consequence as much of economic and social factors as religious
enthusiasm. The heart-felt comment of the companion of Jesus on the road
to Emmaus illustrates this: ‘We thought that he was the one to liberate Israel’
(Luke 24.21) may well be a religious expression which includes economic
dissatisfaction. It is surely no coincidence that the intensification of acts of
insurgency mounted during the period of the Roman procuratorship (BY
2.55ff.; 2.224ff.). While we must not generalize too much about the effect of

oman rule on the whole area,?? but give due attention to the peculiar
factors which led to certain divergences in attitudes in different regions
during our period, a deepening awareness of the nature of the Jewish
economy and Jewish society cannot but enable us to ascertain more faithfully
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the circumstances which led to the birth of the early Christian movement.

Two caveats need to be entered here. We have already noted that ideas
which reflect social and political conditions themselves take on a life of their
own and have an active role in the creation of the kind of society which they
outline. There is another dimension to the study of the social history of
Judaism, namely the biblical traditions themselves. Whatever the social and
economic circumstances which led to the genesis of those traditions, there
can be no question that the biblical material was itself a factor in the
emergence of attitudes. It may be, as we have noted, that some aspects of the
common tradition were given more prominence by one group and other
aspects by another, reflecting the social and political status of the individual
group. Nevertheless the religious tradition was not itself, of course, the
product of the world of the first century. Its interpretation was; but its
distinctive message cannot be excluded from any consideration of the social
world of Judaism. Its presence as a catalyst was one which could, and clearly
did, lead to dangerous and subversive attitudes (e.g., Bf 7.255). Resentment
would have been there, but it is hard to see that resentment being
channelled into such revolutionary attitudes without the contribution made
by the Scriptures themselves.

The traditions about the glorious future which God had prepared for his
people was itself, therefore, a cause of disaffection. Once the contrast
between social and political realities.stood in the sharpest possible contrast
to the glorious future promised in the Scriptures and echoed in writings of
the period, the situation led to disillusionment, a narrowing of religious
vision or the conviction that change was needed. That hopes were
entertained not merely as articles of faith but also as part of a programme of
action is confirmed by the Dead Sea Scrolls. In the War Scroll from Qumran
(1QM) we find there the belief that the might of God’s enemies would be
overthrown in a battle in which the angelic legions would come to the aid of
the sons of light. The fantastic detail of the preparations outlined in the War
Scroll gives some indication of the frame of mind of some groups as they
entertained hopes of participating in an armed struggle against the enemies
of Israel (cf. BY 5.459; 388).

While it would be wrong to suppose that an increase in eschatological
hopes always accompanies times of political unrest and economic dissatis-
faction, there is a strong case to be made for the view that the period when
the early Christian movement emerged was one which favoured the utopian
dreamer (see BY 2.250ff.; 6.351.; 7.437f.; Ant. 20.167ff.). Many of the
apocalypses were written during this period, and memories of some
autonomy were strong enough to make the present Roman domination seem
all the more unsatisfactory. In addition to the visions the presence of pagan
soldiers on the soil of Israel?* made the political situation resemble the era of
Antichrist more than almost any earlier period of Jewish history.
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If politically the situation in Palestine fitted in ill with Jewish hopes,
economically the various attempts to reorganize the country led to a
deterioration of the standard of life, particularly for those at the lowest end of
the social order. The reorganization of land by Pompey in 63 BC had caused
a considerable land shortage?* and, as a result, a large number of landless
peasants, whose impoverishment inevitably contributed to the feelings of
dissatisfaction which were experienced at the time.?> There seem to have
been large landowners, upon whose land a great number of the landless rural
proletariat would have been called to work as day labourers.?® Large
problems faced the tenant farmer throughout our period.?” As has often
been pointed out, several of Jesus’ parables reflect the social situation of
first-century Palestine with its unemployment (Matt. 20.3ff.) and large pools
of people looking for work (Luke 16.1ff.; Mark 12.1ff,; Luke 17.7; 19.19). In
addition, the level of taxation dating from Herod the Great’s day proved to
be an added burden, which had not afflicted the populace since the time of
the Seleucids.® The fact that one of the first acts of the rebels in AD 66 when
Jerusalem fell to the rebels was to burn the record of debts kept in the
Temple (BY 2.427) indicates that the problem posed by the need to borrow
money was one causing considerable hardship during this period.?® The
degree of social and class contflict should not be underestimated, as is
suggested by the attack of Simeon bar Giora on the houses of the large estate
owners.3? Certainly Judaea was helped by the great influx of capital as the
result of the flourishing industry connected with the Temple and the
Temple tax, the tax levied on every male (Exod. 30.15; M. Shek. 1.3; Ant.
3.196; cf. Neh. 10.32). The needs of the Temple must have helped, at least
in Jerusalem and its environs, to create employment (M. Shek. 4.1ff.).3! Yet
it must be remembered that the control of the Temple and its worship was
largely in the hands of the High Priestly families, and there was considerable
room for exploitation of a source of income (Ant. 20.180f.; T. Men. 13.21)
whose size and significance can be judged from the covetous glances which
successive Roman emperors and officials gave to it (e.g., BY 2.175ft.; Ant.
18.60ff.) culminating of course in Vespasian’s confiscation of the Temple tax
after AD 70.32 '

' Thus the economic conditions of the country must have played a
significant role in the rise of discontent which ultimately led to the First
Revolt. Josephus is in doubt about the impoverishment of the people (Ant.
15.121; 299ff.; BY 1.370).33

It may be that we have still a very long way to go before we can adequately
unravel all the social and economic issues which led to the First Revolt. Butit
has been all too easy for the student of Christian origins to forget the
enormous contribution of economic and social factors in the formation of
attitudes in the first century AD.3* Perhaps we have gone as far as we can with
an account of the social and economic history of Judaism in Palestine which
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depends on Josephus,3* but the literature of Palestinian Judaism still awaits
an assessment. How far do the production of distinctive literary forms and
specific religious interests manifest the spiritual disillusionment and
deteriorating economic situation in Palestine? All too often we have to rest
content to examine the religious ideas in such documents only without
seeking to establish what evidence they give us of the social and economic
circumstances out of which they were born.

The brief survey of social and economic factors influencing the
emergence of religious belief has concentrated on those negative factors in
Palestine which helped to precipitate revolt against Rome. The picture given
might seem to indicate that the influence of Rome was in fact actually hostile
to Judaism and the Christian movement; this would be an inadequate
assessment. Popular belief is that the early Church was persecuted by the
Romans, but generally speaking, such action that was taken was spasmodic
and local, and Jews normally received very favourable treatment from
Romans.?® The positive note sounded by some New Testament writers
towards Rome, particularly the writer of Acts but also the authors of 1 Peter
and the Pastoral Episdes (e.g., Rom. 13, 1 Tim. 2.1ff)), indicates that the
benefits of the pax Romana for the spread of the Christian gospel were not to
be underestimated. The control by Rome of the area bordering on the
Mediterranean not oniy conditioned the direction which the Christian
mission took but also made it possible for Christian missionaries to move
reasonably freely throughout the area under Roman jurisdiction. The
possibility offered to Paul was one which derived almost entirely from the
subjugation of the area of his mission under the control of one authority.
Indeed, itis difficult to imagine that Raul would have found it anything like as
easy to have embarked on the kind of missionary project he set himself some
two hundred years previously.

Paul travelled round a world in which Judaism was by and large firmly
established. Not only in the major cities of the Roman empire but also in the
Parthian empire Jewish communities of varying sizes were to be found.37 It is
clear that Jews were a significant, and often influential, minority within the
Roman world. Their religion and its practice were often guaranteed and not
subject to the proscription faced by other alien cults.38 At times their often
extensive rights, which Josephus describes in Ant. 14, provoked hostile
reactions from pagan neighbours (e.g., Ant. 12.125f.; 16.27(f).3° In many
cases the rights of Jews also extended to the possession of Roman
citizenship, a good example, of course, being Paul of Tarsus himself (Acts
16.37; 21.39).%* They had the right to collect the money for the Temple tax
and were exempt in many cities from military service.*! Fora period the early
Christians also were able to shelter under the umbrella of Judaism and to
avail themselves of many of these privileges.

The meeting place for Jews outside Palestine was the synagogue.*? Philo
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speaks of synagogues as places where the ancestral customs of Judaism were
taught (Life of Moses 2.216), and Josephus similarly speaks of the injunction
of Moses to spend one day each week in the study of the Law (Contra
Apionem 2.175). Archaeological evidence® indicates that these places for
meeting were to be found all over the Roman world, and in cities like
Alexandria where there were large Jewish communities, it would be
expected that there would be several synagogues, each with its own
distinctive religious outlook (cf. Acts 6.9). As well as being the focal point for
Jews the synagogues attracted the attention of many pagans who for various
reasons were sympathetic to Judaism but found it impossible to become full
converts (proselytes). They took it upon themselves to fulfil certain
requirements.** This cosmopolitan aspect of synagogue life is stressed by
Philo, who calls them ‘places open to all as schools of good sense’ (Spec. Leg.
2.62). Acts furnishes us with several examples of God-fearers being in the
synagogue congregations when Paul preached (Acts. 13.26; 13.16).*° Paul’s
offer that ‘every one that believes is freed from everything from which you
could not be freed by the Law of Moses’, would have had considerable
attractions for those God-fearers who did not wish to go the whole way and
accept the requirement of circumcision.*®

With Paul the Christian gospel not only left the predominantly Jewish
atmosphere of Palestine but also underwent other changes. As we shall see
later in this study, the mission and work of Jesus started life not in the cities
but in the Galilean countryside. The character of discipleship required by
him was certainly not geared to urban existence, with his emphasis on the
wandering disciples who trusted to God alone for their food and clothing
(Luke 10.1-12; Matt. 6.25ff.). With Paul the Christian communities became
primarily, if not solely, urban in their make-up. Their concerns and
problems differed greatly from the wandering disciples who followed Jesus,
the Son of Man, who had nowhere to lay his head. The understanding of this
fundamentally important social change goes a long way towards explaining
the development of the Christian movement in subsequent centuries.*’

The importance of such questions is only being recognized again by New
Testament scholars, though investigation of such matters has had a long
pedigree.*® We may not always be able to ascertain what precisely were the
circumstances in which early Christian literature like the gospels was
written. Nevertheless the examination of broader social trends in the period
as well as hints in the extant literature will enable us to build up a picture of
the problems which would confront the early Christians with their
distinctive view of the world.
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PART II

Jewish Life and Thought
at the Beginning of the

Christian Era



1
God and his Covenant with Israel

It is tempting for Christian writers on Jewish religion at the time of Jesus to
imagine that the contents of Jewish works like the Mishnah with its vast
collection of legal prescriptions represent the sum total of Jewish piety at
this time. Such an assessment has been the cause of many views of Judaism,
which concentrate on its minute legal detail and contrast it with the religion
of grace and liberty manifested in the pages of the New Testament.! It
should not be forgotten that in the detailed prescriptions of the Mishnah we
have reflected the major themes of the Jewish Scriptures. The absence of
ideas like covenant, promise, grace and the like from the Mishnah should
not blind us to the fact that the same Jews, who sought to observe the
minute detail of rabbinic regulation, continued to belaud the God who had
brought their ancestors out of Egypt into the land of promise and who
would bring his creation to perfection under the dominion of his chosen
representative, the scion of David. The celebration of the deliverance from
‘Egypt year by year in the Passover and the praise of God in the liturgy is the
necessary framework for our understanding of the detailed minutiae
contained in the Mishnah.? So a consideration of the tractate dealing with
the celebration of the Passover in the Mishnah (tractate Pesahim) might lead
the unwary to suppose that all that the Jews of the period, who wrote this
material, were concerned about was the minutiae of the observance of a
particular ritual rather than the great religious themes which undergird it
(Exod. 12). A glance at the Passover Haggadah recited at the Passover meal
would put the Mishnah in perspective. The great mistake is to suppose that
concern with the correct observance of the festivals and other aspects of
Jewish life implies that the theology which undergirds the observance has
been lost sight of. It is precisely because Jews felt the great debt of
obligation to the God of their fathers, to the God of Abraham, Isaac and
Jacob, that they concentrated such attention on the minutiae of observance;
a God who wrought such a great deliverance was worthy of the utmost
devotion.

Ed Sanders has shown how certain stereotypes of Judaism have been
widely accepted over the years by Christian scholars.? Unfortunately all too
often this has been accompanied by the apologetic aim of throwing into
sharp relief the bankruptcy of Judaism over against the vitality of nascent
Christianity. Sanders has rightly protested against some of the caricatures of
Judaism, by showing that the basic concerns which most Jewish writers of
our period are accused of ignoring are presupposed by them. Thus the fact
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that God has chosen the people of Israel and has shown himself in divers
ways to them throughout their history are things which are taken for granted
by the Jewish authors, particularly those responsible for compiling the legal
codes. It is not that this matter is no longer worth discussing but that the
obligations of those who have been fortunate enough to be recipients of this
salvation need to do all in their power to respond by showing a type of
obedience which can in some way express the gratitude appropriate to such a
divine act.

Itis in this context that the importance of the covenant between God and
his people should be mentioned, for, as Sanders has pointed out, the
rabbinic collections and other Palestinian literature presuppose the idea of
covenantal nomism, as he calls it.* By this he means the character of Jewish
religion in which the detailed legislation is to be regarded as the
consequence of response to the divine initiative. The theme of the covenant
is one which is to be found throughout the bulk of the Old Testament’ and
takes different forms. Thus God makes a covenant with Noah not to send
another flood to destroy the earth (Gen. g.9ff.), with Abraham to make of his
descendants a great mnation (Gen. 1518) and a promise sealed by
circumcision (Gen. 17), with the people of Israel (Exod. 24)¢ and then with
the family of David (2 Sam. 7.8ff.). From time to time this covenant is
renewed (e.g. Josh. 24; Ezra 10.3ff.). In various ways the notion of covenant
has exercised a profound influence on the understanding of God’s
relationship with his pecple.

The Qumran community, whose views are preserved in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, believed, like the early Christians, that they had entered into a new
covenant with God (e.g., CD 6.19;- cf. Mark 14.24; Heb. 8.7ff.).7 The
covenant was central to the lives of Jews. Outward recognition of belonging
to the people of God was marked at the very beginning of the life of every
male Jew. On the eighth day after birth every male is circumcised and
shown to be a member of the covenant people (Gen. 17. 10ff., Lev. 12.3; cf.
Luke 2.21; Phil. 3.5). That is a sign that the God who cared for the
ancestors of the Jews now accepted this member of the holy nation, who in
his own turn would undertake to observe the demands of God. It is
essential to grasp the central importance of this rite as a sign of membership
of the covenant people to understand the strength of feeling generated by
Paul’s decision not to insist on circumcision for his Gentile converts to
Christianity.?

The gracious act of God is intimately linked with the command of God to
his people to keep his statutes and ordinances (Deut. 7.6ff). The
introduction of the Decalogue in Exodus 20.1 is an indication of the balance
between divine initiative and human response in the covenant relationship.
The God who brought his people out of the house of bondage also
summons them to accept the conditions of a continuing relationship with
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him. The observance of the commandments, together with due care to
ensure proper fulfilment, is the only appropriate response to God in his
dealings with his people. Thus behind the detailed discussions in the early
rabbinic literature about the meaning of various passages there lies the
need to make every endeavour to put into practice the precepts of God in
the different circumstances of the Graeco-Roman world. The detailed and
ongoing interpretation is a witness to the highest priority given to the
covenant. Nothing else can explain why it is that Jews of every generation
felt the need to go to so much trouble to ascertain the demands of God. To
learn from the ways in which past generations have responded to the
covenant-demands is the reason for the respect for other tradition, as well
as that contained in the Bible. Those who had walked the way before could
doubtless cast light on the pilgrimage of those who now had to tread a
similar path.

In another area of Jewish life the covenant had a continuing role. One of
the biblical passages concerning the covenant speaks of God’s promises to
David. The remarkable thing about the oracle of Nathan in 2 Samuel 7.8ff.
is that, as well as linking the promise with that made to Israel as a whole (v.9),
there is a promise made by God to guarantee the dynasty of David for ever
(7.13) and to treat his descendants as a father would a son (v.1i4). The
promise that ‘the throne of his kingdom’ would be for ever is very 1mp0rtant
for our understanding of the development of later]ew1sh messianic hopes
Already in the Bible we find that the promise is taken up and examined in
very different circumstances. Thus, for example, Psalm 89 contrasts the
present plight of Israel (89.38) with the promise given to David (89.28).
Similarly in Psalm 132.10 prayer is made to God that he will not abandon his
anointed ‘for David’s sake’ (cf. 2 Chron. 6.42). In these psalms the contrast
between God’s unshakable promise and the present state of affairs is never
so bluntly put. Much later, in the Psalms of Solomon 17.5, we find in the
context of the fully-fledged messianic picture an allusion to 2 Samuel 7
again, with a lament over the fact that God’s promise to David has not been
realized. _

To be aware of the covenant as a dominant theme in the Jewish religion is
a step towards understanding the nature of Judaism. It is when we accept
that the underlying theme of a relationship with its obligations is itself
dependent on the divine initiative that we shall begin to do justice to
Judaism. It was not early Christianity which invented a doctrine of grace and
election; these are rooted in the Old Testament. No doubt it may have been
possible to find areas of Judaism in the first century, where the obedience to
the Law had become an end in itself and had obscured the derivative
position as a response to the divine initiative; but it is inconceivable that
obedience to the commandments could ever have become separated from
the mighty acts of God for his people. While there may have been grounds
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for various critiques of Jewish piety (after all, Christians were not the only
ones to criticize Jews who disagreed with them), the existence of concern
with the minutiae of observance indicates neither the emergence of dry
legalism nor a radical shift from the perspective of the Old Testament
itself.10

Central to the covenant was the promise of land.!! According to Genesis
12.7, when God appeared to Abraham at Moreh, he promised that his
descendants would inherit the land, a promise that is confirmed in 15.18
and 17.8 and renewed to the patriarch Jacob (28.13; 35.12). It is a promise,
which is repeated in the context of the passover ritual (Exod. 12.25), and lies
at the heart of the mission of Moses (Exod. 3.8). The goal of the wanderings
of God’s people in the wilderness is the Promised Land, and its conquest is
told in the books of Numbers and Joshua. At the centre of the covenant
renewal in Joshua 24 is the inheritance of land, and it is clear that a major
theme of the book of Deuteronomy is the covenant between an obedient
people and a God who gives his people land. The land emerged as an issue
during the Babylonian crisis in the sixth century BC (cf. Ps. 137). Those left
behind in the land of Israel after the deportation to Babylon regarded their
position as a sign of divine favour, a matter about which Jeremiah speaks in
Jeremiah 24, and the repossession of the land is a dominant theme in some
of the oracles preserved in Jeremiah 29 and 32. By the time we get to the
first century AD the land of Israel promised to the descendants of the
patriarchs was once again inhabited and ruled by Gentiles. Even if in fact
the Jews in the land of Israel were allowed to practise their religion much as
before, the fact that the rightful inheritance of the covenant people was not
entirely theirs was a source of irritation and inspired a zealous hope for
restoration.

Since the time of David the promise with regard to the land had become
tied up with a particular place (Deut. 12.5): Jerusalem, Zion, the city of the
great God. No one can read through the book of Isaiah (e.g., ch. 29), or the
Psalter (e.g., Ps. 46ff.) without noticing how prominent a place Zion has
within the framework of the divine promise.!? The restoration after the
destruction of the First Temple was to be centred on Zion (Haggai 1—2) and
in later Jewish eschatological beliefs the city of David figured prominently
(see e.g., Rev. 21.1ff.). In the oracle of Nathan in 2 Samuel 7, the promise of
the land and the promise to David are both linked with the building of the
house of God in Zion (2 Sam. 7.13), a combination of themes with important
implications for later Jewish belief.
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2
The God of the Covenant'

Theology as an abstract speculative exercise did not form a significant part of
the religious reflection of most Jews. While the philosophical tradition of
Alexandria helped Philo to articulate a complex theology,” the God whom
the Jews worshipped was the God of the Covenant, who had made a bond
with the ancestors of the Jewish nation and remained faithful to his people
through the many vicissitudes of its history. To speak about God was to
speak about the experiences of the Jewish nation throughout history. The
simple formula in Deuteronomy 26.5ff. encapsulates the central features of
Jewish theology:

A wandering Aramean was my father; and he went down to Egypt and sojourned
there, few in number; and there he became a nation, great, mighty and populous.
And the Egyptians treated us harshly, and afflicted us, and laid on us harsh
bondage. Then we cried to the Lord the God of our fathers, and the Lord heard
our voice and saw our affliction, our toil and our oppression; and the Lord
brought us out of Egypt with a mighty hand and outstretched arm, with great
terror, signs and wonders; and he brought us into this place and gave us this land,
a land flowing with milk and honey.?

The deliverance from Egypt and the settlement in the land of Canaan
were central to the Jewish apprehension of God. The deity was not to be
found primarily in the wonders of nature* (though such ideas are not entirely
lacking in the pages of the Old Testament, as Ps. 19, 104, 148 and Job 38ff.
make plain), or in the annual cycle of the seasons, but in the movement of
history itself. The Exodus experience became central to Israel’s apprehen-
sion of God. The redemption from slavery was a gratuitous act of God, who
offered a relationship with this oppressed people (Deut. 20.1, cf. 4.37); it
was the basis of the bulk of theological recollection and the reason for hope
when circumstances seemed to be at their blackest. In the midst of the Exile,
the prophet Isaiah of the Exile recalls the deliverance from Egypt as the basis
of a new work to be wrought by God (Isa. 52.3-6), and later in early Christian
literature the Exodus experience became a paradigm of God’s saving act
(e.g., Mark 10.45; Heb. 11.27ff.; Rev. 5.9, 15)

These twin features dominate Israel’s theology. The God who delivered
his people is the God of history as a whole and is to be obeyed. In the biblical
tradition we find that these elements condition the way in which people and
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events are interpreted. Foreign kings and nations become the agents of
God’s purposes (Isa. 10.5; 45.1ff.). In the aftermath of their direst calamity,
the Exile, Jews reflected on that experience in history as an experience of
their God; and in the story of their nation, in the books of Samuel and Kings,
there is an attempt to reflect on the disasters and disobedience, which
culminated in the sack of the city in 586.% It is taken for granted that God
remains faithful to his people, even when judgement seems to be the only
proper course of action in the light of the people’s infidelity.® God’s
concern for his people is evident throughout the Old Testament; they were
his own possession (Exod. 19.5), in a position of privilege which would be
theirs, provided that they obeyed God’s voice and kept his covenant. That is
not to suggest that the view of God outlined in the Old Testament was
thoroughly exclusive. Jewish apologists and the writers of eschatology,
despite the fierce nationalism which one often encounters, certainly
acknowledged that the God of Israel was the God of every nation. Some
indeed looked forward to a time when the nations would join Israel in
worshipping the one God (Zech. 8.20; Ps. 72.10f.; Rev. 21.25).7 In the
classic statement of the supreme position of the God of Israel in Isaiah
4off., a universal significance of Israel’s God is clearly enunciated in a
context where the worship of other gods is so roundly condemned (Isa.
45.21f; 44.6-11). )

One should not suppose that the road to monotheism was one that was
taken easily or unambiguously in the Old Testament. Much of the biblical
material is taken up with the need to persuade the people of Israel of the
exclusive claims of YHWH, the God of Israel. The settlement in a foreign
land, with its own theological traditions, caused the new settlers to consider
whether in fact they ought not to add the worship of the indigenous deities to
their devotion to Yahweh. The idolatry, which is roundly condemned in the
prophecy of Hosea, manifests this kind of espousal of Canaanite religion. It
was an understandable development, as a nomad people accommodated
itself to the settled urban life of their promised land. The God of the desert
wanderings might not have been appropriate or even adequate for new
conditions of life. Nevertheless despite the utter repudiation of the
Canaanite deities in the pre-exilic prophets, a great debt was owed by
Israelite theology to the mythology of Canaanite religion. We can see this
particularly in those passages dealing with the heavenly court (Ps. 82.1; Job
1-2; Isa. 6).% These beliefs are found in a distinctively Israelite guise; God,
the God of Israel is seated as lord in the assembly of the gods, ‘he is a judge
among gods’ (Ps. 82.1). Even Isaiah of the Exile with his denunciation of
idolatry and promotion of the uniqueness of the God of Israel (Isa. 45.14)
works within the framework of this heavenly court mythology (Isa. 40.1).° In
later times such views must have had their contribution to make to the
angelology of Judaism. The attendants in the heavenly court ceased to be
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lesser divinities, but angels, the servants of God (cf. Heb. 1.14) and the
heavenly representatives of people and nations (e.g., 1 Enoch 89.509;
Daniel 10.13; 12.1; and the angels of the seven churches in Rev. 1-3).1° The
repudiation of idolatry was not so much a rejection of the existence of the
demonic world and the reality of the spiritual entities which stood behind
the religious activities of the pagan nations (cf. 1 Cor. 10.141f.; Col. 2.14;
Eph. 1.21) but an emphatic rejection of such religious devotions as true
religion. The Jews had to accept that there was only one possible way of
worship and only one object of their devotion; any concession to syncretism,
where worship of other gods was added to the worship of YHWH was a
threat to the covenant (Exod. 20.3). In later times, when the world was
thought to be populated with legions of spiritual powers, the assertion of the
lordship of the God of Israel and his Christ over this demonic world was an
important recommendation for the Jewish and Christian tradition. No
longer was it necessary to hedge one’s bets; complete devotion was required
and with it came the conviction that there was no need to be concerned with
other gods, for in the God of Israel there was the only living and true god
(Wisd. 13ff.; Sib. Or.; 1 Thess. 1.g).!! ’

The future hope which is so intimately linked with the historical
perspective in Israelite theology is not unusual. Utopian ideas are to be
found in a variety of religious traditions; the return to paradise is one which is
deeply rooted in the human race.!? What is much more remarkable in Jewish
thought is the consistent streak of self-criticism which is manifest in the
prophetic literature. This has much to do with the covenant. It is recognized
that the criticisms of Israel and the oracles of doom, which we find in the
prophetic literature, have their origin in the knowledge of the covenant
demands.!3 The prophets were able to speak out against the abuses within
Israelite society, because of their knowledge of the covenant demands and
their apprehension of the discrepancy which existed between those demands
and the behaviour of the people. The development of the prophetic vocation
from frantic dervishes via cultic officials to the divine spokesmen against
cultic and social abuses is a fascinating story.!* Underlying it is the
conviction that the fulfilment of the demands of the God of Israel is an
integral part of the maintenance of a well-ordered society. The ability of this
small nation to reflect on its experiences and to relate them to its traditions in
the distinctive way in which we find them in the pages of the Old Testament,
is a remarkable phenomenon. Notwithstanding their subordinate position in
the political history of our period, the Jews continued to maintain that their
religious beliefs alone were authentic and that ultimately they would be
shown to be so, when all the earth acknowledged the supremacy of their
God. The existence of the Jewish nation and its distinctive way of life are as
important as a theological datum as any series of theological propositions. As
a holy nation and God’s special possession, the Jews themselves were a living
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testimony to the character of the God whom they worshipped. Their
concern for holiness (Lev. 19.2) and their criticism of their past failures to
attain to the demands of God reflect the conviction that God and his ways
are to be found in the fabric of everyday existence and not in the solitude of
the inner life. Holiness was something which could be appreciated and
acted out in society, just as God’s hand could be seen at work in the deeds of
men.

Itis often alleged that in the post-Exilic period Jewish theology underwent
a profound development. The emergence of an elaborate cosmology in the
apocalyptic literature, in which heaven was believed to be populated by a
multitude of beings and to consist of a number of different compartments, is
supposed to have contributed to an increased emphasis on God’s transcen-
dence. Instead of being with his people God was enthroned in the highest
heaven, far away from the world and the affairs of men. This transcendent
God separate from the flux of human history and glimpsed only occasionally
by the fortunate visionary (e.g. Rev. 4) embodied that perfection of the divine
will, which was so obviously absent from human affairs. The fact that this
view is often to be found should not be taken to indicate that it tells the whole
story of post-biblical developments in Jewish theology. The emerging
cosmology did not necessarily lead to a belief in the absence of God from
history, though on occasion such beliefs are to be found.!> What we find in
later Jewish literature are varieties of ways of speaking about the presence of
God with his people; for example, concepts like the Shekinah (God’s
presence) (Aboth 3.2),'° the divine Wisdom permeating human affairs
(Wisd. Sol. 7—-9) and Philo’s Logos,!” as well as the Holy Spirit.'8 All these
indicate that far from being totally absent in his heavenly dwelling God was
still thought of as being present with his people.!’

As we have already noted, Jewish writers did not speculate much about the
nature and the attributes of God. Yet there are indications of the beginning
of a speculative theology in Judaism. The belief that no man could see God
and live (Exod. 33.20) itself implies a conviction that God could be seen.
Within the Bible itself mention is made of visions of the all-holy God
enthroned above the cherubim (Isa. 6; Ezek. 1; 10). In the later apocalyptic
literature, with its more elaborate cosmology, God is enthroned in heaven
surrounded by the heavenly host.?? In such passages God’s person and dress
are sometimes described (e.g. Dan. 7.9; 1 Enoch 14.20f.). Such anthropo-
morphism, which has its origin in Ezekiel’s call-vision (1.27f.), became a
feature of much later Jewish mystical tradition. It would be a mistake to
suppose that such speculative extravagance formed part of the piety of a later
age only. There is evidence to suggest that from a very early period there was
a colourful, and sometimes bizarre, theological speculation, which might
have represented currents in popular piety, even if it tended to be frowned on
by official organs of Judaism.?! There was discouragement of speculative
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activity among the rabbis (M. Hagigah 2.1), though even the rabbinic
academies were not totally free from such theological speculation.?? While
the amount of material dealing with such speculative activity forms only a
small part of the rabbinic corpus, we must not minimize the central
position which it had in the lives of some of the leading rabbis at the
beginning of the Christian era. Indeed, the exegetical activity which
occupied the attention of the rabbis inevitably brought them face to face
with those parts of Scripture most open to theological speculation. As we
shall see, passages like the account of Creation in Genesis 1 and the chariot
vision of Ezekiel 1 were both subjects on which there was extensive
reflection and formed the centre of a visionary and mystical tradition in
Judaism.?3

In the last analysis an introduction to Jewish theology cannot possibly end
without stressing the prime conviction that God’s attributes were under-
stood by the people of God in the context of their experience throughout
history. God was like an earthly father who cared for his children but was not
afraid to discipline them also (Deut. 1.31; cf. Prov. 3.11f.). Israel as a nation
had experienced God as one who kept his side of the covenant and who
remained faithful, even when his people forsook him. It was convictions like
these which influenced Jewish theology and lent it the distinctive hue which
it has among the religions of antiquity.

3
The Heaveﬁly Host'

We have already noted that in Jewish theology there was an ancient tradition,
which stressed the importance of God as the Lord of the heavenly host.> By
the beginning of the Christian era, Judaism had an elaborate angelology and
demonology.? In the Torah we find references to the Angel of the Lord, who
acted as the embodiment of God’s presence and purpose (e.g. Gen. 16.7ff.;
22.uff.).* In the later biblical material, particularly the book of Daniel and
the contemporary apocalyptic writings, we find an angelology in which God
is served by exalted angels like Michael (10.13, 21) and Gabriel (Dan. 8.15f;
10.5f.). The former was regarded as the guardian angel of the people of
Israel and their representative in the heavenly court (Dan. 12.1f.; 1QM 17.5;
cf. Rev. 12.7). The archangels acted as emissaries of God, to communicate
his will to those chosen to receive it (e.g., Luke 111, 26). Just as the
development of an elaborate cosmology did not make God more remote
from his people, so also the developing angelology did not lead automatically
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to the separation of God from men by the lower angelic forces and to the
need for angelic mediation. That step was taken by the gnostics, whose
writings come from the second century AD. They effected a sepa-
ration between the transcendent god and a lesser divinity. But such a
separation between the God of the highest heaven, untainted by any form of
ill, and the lower created god, involved with a benighted creation, is contrary
to the outlook of the angelic beliefs of Judaism. Nowhere is it suggested that
the angelic powers have usurped God’s sovereignty.®

The development of angelic powers hostile to God is a feature of the post-
biblical literature. In affirming that the nations of the world had their
representatives in the heavenly court, Jewish writers were admitting that the
reign of God was something not yet evident in the affairs of men. While not
directly opposed to God, since they acted by divine permission, the angelic
powers were thought to be temporarily opposed to God’s purposes and
would ultimately have to face punishment (1 Enoch 89.59). The growth of
angelology to embrace angelic counterparts in heaven to human beings on
earth is a mark of the spirituality of the age (Matt. 18.10; Acts 12.15).

More significant is the growth of a belief in a hostile power opposed to
God, Satan.® In his appearances in the Old Testament, Satan is not an
opponent of God but an accuser in the divine court (Job 1; Zech. 3.1), as well
as an agent of temptation (1 Chron. 21.1). Elements of this idea persisted
into the early Christian period (Rev. 12.9), but dominant was Satan’s
position as the chief celestial opponent of God and his ways (Mark 1.13;
Luke 10.18, cf. 2 Cor. 4.4; Ephes. 2.2). Evil angels came to have a dominant
role in the writings of our period.” It is no accident that the conquest of the
angelic powers is an important feature of the triumph of Christ as it is set out
in the New Testament (1 Cor. 15.25ff.; Col. 2.14f; 1 Pet. 3.22).

Related to the development of a belief in Satan as an evil angel is the way in
which the ‘sons of God’ mentioned in Gen. 6.1 began to assume an
important position in the expianation of the origin of evil.® This myth has
an important position within the early Enochic literature, for example 1
Enoch 6-11. There was obviously a great temptation to place the blame for
evil in the world at the door of supernatural forces opposed to God. The
transference of blame for evil in the world onto the supernatural plane
brought with it a rather fatalistic attitude towards human destiny.? If the
battle between good and evil was being fought on a cosmic plane, then the
puny attempts of mankind to interfere were doomed to disaster, unless an
individual was given the resources to cope with the phenomenon. The
existence of this superhuman struggle was a fact of life of the world of late
antiquity. Its presence within the religious traditions and the resources for
dealing with it are testimony enough to that fact. The growth of magic as a
way of dealing with this supernatural evil is also a feature of our period.°
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Angelic Mediators

Much discussion has taken place over the years about the growth in the
number and character of intermediary figures, not least because of the
importance of such figures for the development of beliefs about Christ.!
There is little doubt that, already in the Old Testament, God’s attributes
were spoken of in a way which might lead one to suppose that they could be
conceived of as separate divine beings participating in the nature of God
himself. Thus God’s Wisdom in both Ecclesiasticus and the Wisdom of
Solomon is spoken of in quasi-angelic terms. She dwells with God (Ecclus.
24.1ff)); sits alongside him (Wisd. 9.4) and comes to the world of men
(Ecclus. 24.3f.;; Wisd. 9.10). Indeed, even in Proverbs 8.22 Wisdom is
spoken of as if she were a divine being. There has been much debate over the
significance of such ideas,? as well as the similar development, which we may
discern in Philo’s use of the term Logos, which speaks of God’s immanent
activity in the world of men. Even if we may be reluctant to suppose that
these writers have taken the step of supposing that Wisdom and Logos are
intermediary figures who were angelic personalities participating in the
divine nature, it is evident that such developments provided at the very least
the raw material of later christological reflection.’

We find in some of the literature of the period evidence of other heavenly
beings, who were regarded as embodiments of the divine presence and will.
Much has been written about the figure, the Son of Man. There is still much
disagreement over the meaning of the phrase in the seventh chapter of
Daniel. There the seer in his vision reports that he sees ‘one like a son of man
coming with the clouds of heaven’ (v. 13). Some scholars prefer to regard
this reference merely as a symbol of the persecuted people of God, the
Saints of the Most High, and therefore not a reference to a divine being.*
There is a considerable body of opinion, however, which argues that we
should regard the figure described in this verse as an angelic being, whose
character resembles other angelic figures mentioned in the book of Daniel
(e.g., 3.25; 8.15; 10.5f.).> Certainly when we come to examine the later
development of the phrase in the Similitudes of Enoch (1 Enoch 37-71),
there can be little doubt that this writer had in mind a heavenly being who
existed with God and even sat on his glorious throne (61.8; 62.2; 69.29).°

One specific development deserves to be mentioned here, namely, an
exalted angel described as having divine attributes.” There is evidence from
the Jewish apocalyptic tradition that there was an aspect of angelology
emerging, which spoke of an angelic being, who embodied the divine
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attributes and appeared as the presence of God himself, similar in many
ways to the function of the mal’ak YHWH in the early chapters of Genesis.
'This is most apparent in the angelophany in Apoc. Abraham 10f., where an
angel called Jaoel appears to the patriarch and announces that he has the
ineffable name of God dwelling in him (cf. Exod. 23.20). Similar ideas may
be found in other works, and evidence of similar ideas is to be found in the
New Testament, in Revelation 1.13ff.3 Angelology of such theological
sophistication was bound to lead to some confusion, and it may be that some
connection exists between it and the earliest forms of gnostic heresy, not to
mention the binitarian elements in the earliest Christian theology.

Much attention has been devoted to mediatorial figures in Judaism,
because of the possible contribution they may have made to nascent
Christology.? What is becoming clear is that we cannot blithely assume that
there was a clear-cut monotheistic theology which was adhered to by all
Jews. The gap between early Christian theology and pre-Christian Jewish
theology is not as wide as is sometimes assumed.!?

Communion between heaven and earth, between man and the angels, was
an important feature of the piety of the Dead Sea Scrolls.!! In discussing the
relationship between angels and men, mention must be made of an aspect of
Jewish angelology which, while it cannot be regarded as a prominent feature
of ideas of our period, is of considerable importance for the evolution of early
Christology.'? -

One of the central features of early Christian preaching is the conviction
that the God of Abraham has vindicated his servant Jesus and exalted him to
his right hand in glory: ‘this Jesus whom you have crucified God has made
lord and Christ’ (Acts 2.36). Certainly for Saul of Tarsus this was a radical
claim, but if his letter to the Galatians is anything to go by, the problem was
the fact that the man so designated had died the ignominious death of
crucifixion (Gal. 3.13; cf. 1 Cor. 1.23) rather than that such claims could be
made for a human being. It seems unlikely that Paul would have found any
problem at all with the exaltation of a man to the presence of God. Already in
the Old Testament we find the account of Elijah’s ascent to heaven on the
chariots of fire (2 Kings 2.11). The conviction grew that Enoch also had been
privileged to ascend to heaven directly without tasting of death. This is based
on an enigmatic verse in Genesis 5.24, which states that ‘Enoch walked with
God and was not, for God took him’. In later Jewish tradition this was
interpreted as a reference to the privilege granted to Enoch to go to the
Garden of Eden (Jub. 4.21), to be the heavenly scribe (1 Enoch 12.4; Test.
Abr. Rec. B 11; Targum Ps. Jon. on Gen. 5.24) and even to be transformed
into the heavenly Son of Man (1 Enoch 71.14) and the archangel Metatron
(3 Enoch).!3

Such beliefs, however, are by no means confined to Enoch. The discovery
of a fragmentary text in Cave 11 at Qumran has given us evidence that well
before the first century AD, similar beliefs were held about Melchizedek.'*
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Although the text is very fragmentary it would appear that the first verse of
Psalm 82 (‘God has taken his seat in the congregation of Gods’) has been
applied to Melchizedek. The priest of Salem, therefore, is regarded as the
heavenly judge in the divine tribunal and is called Elohim (God). In similar
vein the proto-martyr Abel is described as the heavenly arbiter seated on a
throne of glory in the Testament of Abraham. Like Enoch at the end of the
Similitudes of Enoch Abel is seated on God’s throne and is attired with the
raiment of majesty fitting for God himself. He exercises judgement over the
future destiny of men.!?

Links between heavenly beings and righteous men are found in a rather
different form in two works which probably come from Egypt, the Prayer of
Joseph and Joseph and Asenath.'® In the former, which is quoted in
fragmentary form by Origen in his commentary on the Fourth Gospel, we
find that the patriarch Jacob is none other than the incarnation of an exalted
archangel, Israel. In the latter, which has some peculiar elements, a glorious
angel who appears to Asenath, Joseph’s future wife, is said to resemble
Joseph in all things (JA 14). Indeed it seems that the angel is the heavenly
counterpart of the patriarch (cf. Acts 12.15). :

A figure of central importance for Judaism was, of course, Moses.!” Like
Enoch, he was the subject of extensive speculation in various Jewish works,
though his position as the mediator of the divine revelation in the Torah
meant that speculation about him was ef central importance to the very heart
of Judaism. In the book of Jubilees we find that Moses’ ascent of Sinai
becomes the setting for the communication of divine revelations by the angel
of the presence. In this case the content of the revelations is the history as set
down in the books of Genesis and Exodus 1-12. Moses’ ascent of the mount
was regarded in later tradition as an account of an ascent into heaven, though
some of the rabbis became a little sensitive about such claims (b. Sukkah 5a).
In Philo’s eyes Moses became the revealer of supreme importance and able
to pierce into the innermost secrets of divinity. The material available to us
does not allow us to reconstruct with any degree of rertainty the contours of
this speculation about Moses at the beginning of the Christian era. Later
sources, particularly the samaritan material, certainly allow us to glimpse the
way in which the ideas developed. Thus while we may be certain that Moses’
ascent to God (Exod. 19.3) was interpreted as an ascent to heaven (an
understandable conclusion in the light of the developing cosmology), other
aspects of the speculation concerning Moses are for the most part hidden
from us. There is, however, one text which should be mentioned. This
clearly antedates the rise of Christianity. It is quoted by Eusebius in
Praeparatio Fvangelica and goes under the name of Ezekiel the Tragedian.!8
In it we find an account of Moses’ being offered a throne by God. It is an
isolated glimpse of ideas about Moses which must have had considerable
currency at this time.

In the bulk of these works mentioned here we do not appear to have a
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doctrine of the pre-existence of the human being concerned. By and large it
would appear that a righteous man is merely exalted to heaven and then
identified with a heavenly being or given a place of pre-eminence in the
heavenly world. With some the situation is a little more complicated.
Certainly the Prayer of Joseph seems to suggest that an angelic being (Israel)
descended to earth and was incarnate in the person of Jacob. What cannot be
doubted is that we have here a form of speculation on the destiny of the
righteous individual which is of considerable importance for our under-
standing of the way in which the first Christians fashioned their beliefs about
Jesus. It becomes a little more comprehensible why in so short a time a group
of Jews could make such extravagant claims. What seems to be clear from the
evidence available to us is that Jewish religion already furnished the
framework of ideas to make such claims possible. Indeed, one might go
further and say that it would have been surprising if, in the light of the
various ideas which existed in Judaism, a sophisticated Christology had not
developed.!’

So recognition of the existence of traditions of this kind should cause us to
pause before we suppose that the christological developments of early
Christianity necessarily indicate an inventiveness and unique creativity
which cannot be paralleled in early Judaism. Recent study of Jewish texts is
making it abundantly clear that the whole area of theology and anthropology,
particularly in so far as the latter impinges on the former, is an area which has
not received sufficient attention in the past. What has emerged is a complex
pattern of ideas concerning the heavenly position of righteous men and the
equally extensive delegation of divine authority among a multiplicity of
heavenly potentates. While this doubtless never infringed monotheistic
belief (at least explicitly), the daring character of many of the ideas should
make us pause before we confine the boundaries of Jewish beliefs about man
and God too narrowly. For a Jew to have called another being ‘God’ or to
have supposed that divine characteristics may have been shared by an
exalted man of old seems to have been an accepted part of Jewish thought
among some of the groups during this period. While it would be as
dangerous to suppose that such views were accepted by all Jewish groups
though without minimizing their importance, the theological possibilities
which they exhibit demonstrate the panorama of options available to the
early Christian exposition of the doctrine of the person of Christ. Contrary to
what is often asserted, the categories of Judaism offered many opportunities
for a profound expression of the intimacy of the relationship between Jesus
and God and to produce a highly developed Christology, albeit in Jewish
categories. The claim made by Jesus in John 10.30 that ‘I and the Father are
one’ was certainly one that was considered blasphemous by some. What is
not so clear is that such a claim would have been considered completely out
of bounds within first-century Judaism. Indeed, it may be the case, as has
been suggested recently,?? that early Christianity may itself offer testimony
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in its christological reflection more to the theological complexity aiready
inherent within contemporary Jewish religion rather than to the unique
inventiveness of its adherents.

5
The Temple!

The fact that the Mishnah contains a tractate (Middoth) which deals with the
measurements of the Temple,? despite the fact that the building had long
lain in ruins, is testimony enough to the importance of the cult within Jewish
life. The growing dominance ¢f the Torah and its interpretation in the years
after the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70 could not erase from the memory the
tragedy of the T'emple’s destruction nor the hope for its rebuilding. In an old
Jewish prayer dating from the years after the destruction of the Temple (the
Shemoneh Esreh) there is included a prayer for the rebuilding of the Temple.?
In the Bible itself there is interest in the legal sections in cultic matters. The
regulations for the organization of and building of the Tabernacle in Exodus
25ff. and the details for ritual in Leviticus all manifest the intense concern
with the details of cultic activity among collectors of Israel’s traditions.

The place of the worship of the Temple within Israelite life before the
Exile owed a great deal to the mythology which surrounded Zion as the
dwelling place of God and his Messiah, the descendant of David.* Although
much of this mythological picture ceased to have much influence after the
Exile, the preservation of the mythological language in the psalms and the
concern felt to rebuild the Temple (backed up by a prophetic vision in
Ezekiel 40ff.) indicate that there was a considerable amount of residue from
the pre-exilic ideas. In the books of Chronicles, for example, we find a
concern with the establishment of the cult on a sure foundation as one of the
dominant hopes fulfilled in the return from Exile.> The reappearance of
some of the mythology in the prophecy of Haggai concerning the rebuilding
of the Temple indicates that there was still a great aura attached to the
building as the mark of God’s presence with his people. The prophet tells
the people that a close link existed between the glory of Zion and the
emerging prosperity of the nation (1.4), and that neglect of the former had
dire consequences for the latter.

In view of the central place which the Temple played in Israelite life it is
hardly surprising that it should have loomed large in the piety of emerging
Judaism. The centralization of cultic activity, particularly after the Deutero-
nomic law (Deut. 12.13), meant that the influence of the Temple worship
was very much linked with Jerusalem. That is not to say that there were no
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departures from this rule, for we have to remember that Onias built a
Temple in Leontopolis (Bf 7.420ff.; Ant. 13.62ff.) and mention is made of
cultic activity in the Elephantine papyri.® Nevertheless the centralization of
the cult meant that worship for most Jews took place only in Jerusalem and,
without a local shrine, cultic acts were confined to certain occasions, when
journeys were made to Jerusalem. In our period this would have particularly
applied to the three pilgrim festivals (Deut. 16.16): Passover (Pesah), the
Feast of Weeks (Shavuot) and the Feast of Tabernacles (Sukkoth).”

Even if actual participation in the worship carried on in the Temple in
Jerusalem was occasional, the influence of the Temple and its requirements
was felt by all pious Jews and its position as a focus of devotion and affection
was considerable. A tax was levied on all Jews to help with the massive costs
incurred by the demands of the Temple and its worship (Neh. 10.33f.; cf.
Exod. 30.11ff.).% Various decrees were issued outside Palestine to make sure
that the dues paid there would in fact reach the Temple (e.g.; Ant. xvi, 28).
After the destruction of the Temple the emperor decreed that the money
should be paid to the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus in Rome;? this posed a
real problem for Jewish Christians as Matthew 17.24ff. indicates.!® In
addition the Jew was liable to further calls on his resources in connection
with the cult. Already in the time of Nehemiah we find that priestly dues
were being enforced!! (Neh. 10.36ff.; cf. Num. 18.8ff; Lev. 7.30ff.). Many
of the sacrificial offerings or a portior-of them were given to the Levites. The
various sacrifices necessitated by infringements of the Torah and as the
demands laid down in the Torah which involved the payment of certain parts
of one’s estate to the Temple placed a significant demand on all members of
the Jewish nation as well as providing a regular source of income for one
group within Jewish society, the priests. Whether these enormous privileges
were a significant bone of contention within the Second Temple period is
not clear, but it is not too difficult to imagine what a burden it must have put
upon the righteous Jew, whose circumstances made it so difficult for him to
fulfil the laws of tithe or make his contribution towards the elaborate Temple
worship. There was a growing number of Jews whose fulfilment of all but the
basic laws was spasmodic.!?

The variety of public and private sacrifices day by day kept the priests on
duty in Jerusalem busy. The tamid, the daily burnt offering of the people
(Exod. 29.381f.) and the daily grain offering of the High Priest were the
regular features of the sacrificial round. In addition the priests were
expected to attend the altar of incense. The elaborate procedures for the
public sacrificial worship of the Temple were accompanied during the day
by the innumerable private acts of piety, which were carried out by the priests
on behalf of all those who had come to Jerusalem with their own particular
cultic act to make at the place which the Lord had chosen.

There were various demands made upon those responsible for the cult.
There was responsibility for the vast amount of wealth owned by the Temple
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