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Part III: From Exile to Easter: 
Fallen Jerusalems, Fallen Babylons
Chapter Fourteen: The First Fall of Jerusalem: Jeremiah and Ezekiel
Jeremiah
Jeremiah saw it coming: 
Declare in Judah, and proclaim in Jerusalem, and say: Blow the trumpet through the land; shout aloud and say, "Gather together, and let us go into the fortified cities!"  Raise a standard toward Zion, flee for safety, do not delay, for I am bringing evil from the north, and a great destruction. A lion has gone up from its thicket, a destroyer of nations has set out; he has gone out from his place to make your land a waste; your cities will be ruins without inhabitant.  Because of this put on sackcloth, lament and wail: "The fierce anger of YHWH has not turned away from us." On that day, says YHWH, courage shall fail the king and the officials; the priests shall be appalled and the prophets astounded. (Jer 4.5-9)

The storm that was Babylon was brewing in the distance. Jeremiah, a priest from Anathoth—the ancient home of Abiathar, David’s priest who had sided against Solomon (1 Kings 2.26-27)—was one of the elite of Jerusalem in the generation following Josiah. Within the sprawling book that bears his name is a narrative section named by scholars “the Baruch Narrative” (Jer 36-45).
 In style and content, it is in many ways a continuation of the DtH account of the monarchy’s and Jerusalem’s collapse.
 And yet, contained as it is within the larger framework of “Jeremiah,” it also offers a passionate critique of the establishment perspective, a critique which threatens Jeremiah’s life. As Walter Brueggemann puts it, 
Jeremiah's reading is not shaped by power politics but by the categories of Israel's covenantal traditions of faith. 

...the severity of covenant sanctions and the power of God's yearning pathos are set in deep tension. This deep tension forms the central interest, theological significance, and literary power of the book of Jeremiah. This yearning pathos that is presented as God's fundamental inclination toward Judah is a departure from and critique of the primary inclination of Deuteronomic theology.

In other words, Jeremiah, while fully immersed in the politics of Jerusalem’s elite’s struggle to respond to the twin threats of Egypt and Babylon, offers not prudent advice but the Word of YHWH. Not surprisingly, that Word was largely ignored or repressed by those in power. In the end, it was Jeremiah’s diagnosis of Judah’s disease and his prescription for a cure that became the canonical truth that would purport to guide future generations in their relationships with both YHWH and foreign empires. The task before him was to discern how the Josianic compromise—the combination of both exodus/covenant and Zion/royal traditions—played out in the biggest crisis to face the people of YHWH since the Philistines and their iron chariots. 
To gain our bearings amidst the many unfamiliar names and political contexts, we can take a look at Table 12 below. 
Table 12: Major Figures in the Collapse of the Monarchy and Jerusalem
	Character
	Primary relationships
	Key Biblical references, especially within the “Baruch Narrative” (Jer 36-45)

	Baruch son of Neriah
	Jeremiah’s scribe
	Jer 32.12-16; 36.4-32; 43.1-6

	Ebed-melech the Ethiopian
	A servant to the king (which is the meaning of his name), he befriended Jeremiah
	Jer 38.7-12; 39.15-18

	Gedaliah son of Ahikam son of Shaphan
	Shaphan’s grandson, appointed governor of the “people of the land” in Judah by King Nebuchadrezzar of Babylon; Jeremiah is put in his care by the Babylonian military leader. Gedaliah advises the people of the land to stay and serve the Chaldeans (= Babylonians). He was killed in a rebellion by the people of the land
	Jer 39.14; 40-41

	Gemariah son of Shaphan 
	Son of Josiah’s scribe, Shaphan, who “found” the book identified with Deuteronomy (2 Kings 22)
	Jer 36.10-12

	Ishmael son of Nethaniah
	Leader of a rebellion against Gedaliah, whom he assassinated
	Jer 40-41

	Jehoiakim (formerly Eliakim), son of Josiah
	a vassal of Pharaoh Neco, then a servant of Nebuchednezzar for three years, who then rebelled; when given a scroll dictated by Jeremiah and transcribed by Baruch, he burned it in front of his officials
	Jer 1.3; 22.18-19; 36 2 Kg 23:34-24:5

	Jehoiachin, son of Jehoiakim
	Succeded his father as king, then surrendered to Nebuchednezzar and taken to Babylon with family, officials and “the elite of the land”
	2 Kg 24.8-15; Jer 52.31-33 (= 2 Kg 25.27-29); Ezek 1.2

	Johanan son of Kareah
	
	

	Nebuchadrezzar, aka Nebuchadnezzar
	King of Babylon
	Jer 21ff; 2 Kg 24-25

	Pharaoh Neco, king of Egypt
	Defeated Josiah in battle and appointed Jehoiakim, Josiah’s son, in his place
	Jer 46.2; 2 Kg 23.29-23.35

	Zedekiah (formerly Mattaniah) son of Josiah and brother of Jehoiakim
	Made king by Nebuchednezzar in place of Jehoiachin. He rebelled, only to have his sons slaughtered before him and his own eyes blinded before being taken to Babylon. Caught between the Word from Jeremiah calling for submission to Babylon and the people looking to Egypt to support a rebellion, Zedekiah remained ambivalent and compromised. 
	Jer 21; 27, 32; 34; 37-39; 2 Kg 24.17-25.7


The basic outline of events is straightforward. After the death of Josiah, Pharaoh Neco appointed his son, Eliakim as king and renamed him “Jehoiakim.” Jehoiakim served as an Egyptian vassal until Nebuchadnezzar took Jerusalem; he then became a Babylonian vassal for three years. During this time, we are told that Jeremiah received a word from YHWH which was written down by his scribe Baruch and then proclaimed in the “hearing of all the people” in the chamber of Gemariah son of Shaphan the secretary. As Louis Stulman comments, "The reading of the word is a dangerous and compelling act. It subverts, unsettles, and triggers a flurry of activity and culminates in a confrontation with the king.”
 The scene is clearly intended to recall Gemeriah’s father, Shaphan, finding the scroll in the “house of YHWH” which was brought to and proclaimed in the presence of Josiah, who tore his garments and called for public obedience to the Word of YHWH (2 Kings 22.3ff). In sharp contrast to his own father, however, Jehoiakim sliced the scroll into strips and burned them in the fire in the company of his cabinet officials. The Baruch Narrative’s judgment is clear: “Yet neither the king, nor any of his servants who heard all these words, was alarmed, nor did they tear their garments” (Jer 36.24).
 Jehoiakim is not a king who heeds prophets. 
The content of the scroll is simply and clear: “the king of Babylon will certainly come and destroy this land” (Jer 36.29). Politically, though, this outcome was far from obvious. Egypt remained strong and pundits were divided on the question of who would win the struggle between the two superpowers. Throughout the Baruch Narrative and the wider book containing his words, Jeremiah expresses the view of the “pro-Babylonian” party among the Judahite elite. Babylon will win, and resistance is not only futile, but runs counter to the will of YHWH. Jerusalem is being punished for its consistent violation of the covenant. The people must accept the judgment of YHWH if there is to be hope for the future. 
Meanwhile, Jehoiakim died and was replaced by his son, Jehoiachin, who immediately surrendered to Nebuchadnezzar and was taken to Babylon with his family, officials and “the elite of the land” (2 Kg 24.15). Nebuchadnezzar replaced Jehoiachin with another of Josiah’s sons, Jehoiachin’s uncle, Zedekiah. For the people in exile (including Ezekiel; see the following section), Jehoiachin is the “real” king. Gabriele Boccaccini explains the prophet’s task: “While preaching submission to Nebuchadnezzar (Jer 27), Jeremiah had to dismiss and ridicule any hope related to Jehoiachin (22.24-30; 28.5-16).”

Before another deed is narrated, we are given the immediate judgment against him from the Baruch Narrative: “But neither he nor his servants nor the people of the land listened to the words of YHWH that he spoke through the prophet Jeremiah” (Jer 37.2). Zedekiah found himself between a rock and a hard place politically, caught between those seeking a security alliance with Egypt on the one hand, and those like Jeremiah urging surrender to Babylon. Jeremiah is accused of treason and not supporting the troops, which he denies, but is arrested, beaten and imprisoned (Jer 37.13-15; 38.2-4). Zedekiah arranges a secret meeting with him
 in which he hopes for a word from YHWH. The Word again is clear: "You shall be handed over to the king of Babylon." Zedekiah waffles: he reduces the prophet’s punishment to house arrest, where the people continue to hear his proclamation of doom. The officials clamor for Jeremiah to be put to death. Zedekiah acknowledges his powerlessness in the face of the united front and allows for Jeremiah to be thrown into a cistern with no water. Stulman notes: "Zedekiah lacks the moral courage or political prowess to deliver Judah during its darkest hour. The last king of Judah proved to be a tragic figure: cautious, inept, and compromised. His ambivalence is the ultimate complicity.”

Jeremiah is rescued by an unlikely savior, Ebed-melech the Ethiopian, who is brought once again before Zedekiah. The king again confesses his “fear of the Judeans”
 who have gone over to Babylon and makes Jeremiah commit to a false cover story to prevent word getting out of the covert meeting between king and prophet. Eventually, Nebuchadnezzar returns and the city is besieged, with Zedekiah and his soldiers fleeing for their lives, only to be caught and brought before Nebuchadnezzar. The Babylonian monarch punishes Zedekiah by making him watch his sons be slaughtered before his eyes as the last thing he will ever see, after which Zedekiah is blinded, the king’s house and other houses are burned, and the elite were exiled to Babylon (Jer 39.1-9). We hear that only “the poor people who owned nothing” were left to tend vineyards and fields. 
Jeremiah, for his part, is protected by the Babylonian military command, a response that certainly would seem to lend credence to the view of those who saw Jeremiah as a traitor. He is entrusted to Gedaliah, grandson of the scribe Shaphan, who has been appointed by the Babylonians as governor of the people remaining in Judah. Gedaliah gathers the people together and promises them that if they cooperate with the Babylonians, there will be peace. Many accept this offer and life seems to return to normal. However, a rebellion stirs up under the leadership of Ishmael son of Nethaniah, a vehement nationalist who refuses to accept this accommodation to empire. Gedaliah is warned by Johanan son of Kareah, one of his officials, but refuses to believe that Ishmael is a rebel. He should have, though: Ishmael and his supporters assassinate the Babylonian appointee and continue on a rampage. Johanan opposes Ishmael and frees those whom Ishmael had taken captive, but Ishmael escapes. Fearing that they will be accused of being part of Ishmael’s rebellion, Johanan and his supporters try to flee to Egypt. As they go, they seek a word from Jeremiah. The prophet’s message from YHWH is key to the theological understanding of the impending division among the Judeans who were not exiled and worth quoting in full: 
"Thus says YHWH, the God of Israel, to whom you sent me to present your plea before him:  If you will only remain in this land, then I will build you up and not pull you down; I will plant you, and not pluck you up; for I regret [cf. Gen 6.7; 1 Sam 15.11] the disaster that I have brought upon you.  Do not be afraid of the king of Babylon, as you have been; do not be afraid of him, says YHWH, for I am with you, to save you and to rescue you from his hand.  I will grant you mercy, and he will have mercy on you and restore you to your native soil.  But if you continue to say, 'We will not stay in this land,' thus disobeying the voice of YHWH your God  and saying, 'No, we will go to the land of Egypt, where we shall not see war, or hear the sound of the trumpet, or be hungry for bread, and there we will stay,'  then hear the word of YHWH, O remnant of Judah. Thus says YHWH of hosts, the God of Israel: If you are determined to enter Egypt and go to settle there,  then the sword that you fear shall overtake you there, in the land of Egypt; and the famine that you dread shall follow close after you into Egypt; and there you shall die.  All the people who have determined to go to Egypt to settle there shall die by the sword, by famine, and by pestilence; they shall have no remnant or survivor from the disaster that I am bringing upon them.  "For thus says YHWH of hosts, the God of Israel: Just as my anger and my wrath were poured out on the inhabitants of Jerusalem, so my wrath will be poured out on you when you go to Egypt. You shall become an object of execration and horror, of cursing and ridicule. You shall see this place no more.  YHWH has said to you, O remnant of Judah, Do not go to Egypt. Be well aware that I have warned you today  that you have made a fatal mistake. For you yourselves sent me to YHWH your God, saying, 'Pray for us to YHWH our God, and whatever YHWH our God says, tell us and we will do it.'  So I have told you today, but you have not obeyed the voice of YHWH your God in anything that he sent me to tell you.  Be well aware, then, that you shall die by the sword, by famine, and by pestilence in the place where you desire to go and settle." Jer 42:9-22  
Jeremiah’s word claims, with no hesitation or doubt whatsoever, that YHWH’s will is for the people to remain in the land rather than go to Egypt. However, no specific reason is given why, in the choice of empires, Babylon is favored by YHWH and Egypt condemned as the place of shalom for YHWH’s people. The response of the people is equally adamant: 
Azariah son of Hoshaiah and Johanan son of Kareah and all the other insolent men said to Jeremiah, "You are telling a lie. YHWH our God did not send you to say, 'Do not go to Egypt to settle there'; but Baruch son of Neriah is inciting you against us, to hand us over to the Chaldeans, in order that they may kill us or take us into exile in Babylon." (Jer 43.2-3)

At stake in this confrontation is whether Jeremiah’s word is truly YHWH’s Word. For now, we are told that the people continue with their plan to go to Egypt, taking Jeremiah and Baruch with them. In Egypt, Jeremiah prophesies both that Nebuchadnezzar will come and break up Egypt, and that the “Judeans living in the land of Egypt” are bringing disaster on themselves, not simply for the fact of being in Egypt, but for rampant idolatry (Jer 44). In the passage quoted above, though, nothing was said about idolatry. Jeremiah’s word to those heading for Egypt is simply the theological judgment that political and economic security will best be attained by staying and submitting to Babylon rather than going to Egypt. Idolatry does not come into the picture until after the people have settled in Egypt. 
A number of key questions arise from this series of events. First, why would Judeans be more tempted into idolatry in Egypt than in Babylon, where the exiles were to, according to Jeremiah, “seek the shalom of the city” (Jer 29.7)? As we saw in Part I, Babylon had as established a system of religious stories and practices in support of its empire as did Egypt. There appears not to be any particular reason why idolatry as a threat would point the people away from Egypt and toward Babylon. 
Second, the accusation of lying arises three times in the Baruch Narrative, putting in the readers’ minds the question of whose voice to trust and on what basis. In addition to the passage quoted above from Jer 43.2, the others are: 
…a sentinel there named Irijah son of Shelemiah son of Hananiah arrested the prophet Jeremiah saying, "You are deserting to the Chaldeans." And Jeremiah said, "That is a lie; I am not deserting to the Chaldeans." But Irijah would not listen to him, and arrested Jeremiah and brought him to the officials. (Jer 37.13-14)
Gedaliah son of Ahikam said to Johanan son of Kareah, "Do not do such a thing, for you are telling a lie about Ishmael." (40.16)
In the case of Gedaliah’s distrust of Johanan, events proved Johanan to be truthful despite the governor’s doubt, at the cost of Gedaliah’s life. In the case of Jeremiah’s challenge to the charge of deserting to the Chaldeans (Babylonians), the text leaves the question surprisingly open. We hear that after Jeremiah has been rescued from being thrown down the well, the Babylonian military commander appears to offer him a friendly choice of futures: 
The captain of the guard took Jeremiah and said to him, "YHWH your God threatened this place with this disaster; and now YHWH has brought it about, and has done as he said, because all of you sinned against YHWH and did not obey his voice. Therefore this thing has come upon you.  Now look, I have just released you today from the fetters on your hands. If you wish to come with me to Babylon, come, and I will take good care of you; but if you do not wish to come with me to Babylon, you need not come. See, the whole land is before you; go wherever you think it good and right [Heb, lit, “what is right in your eyes”] to go. If you remain, then return to Gedaliah son of Ahikam son of Shaphan, whom the king of Babylon appointed governor of the towns of Judah, and stay with him among the people; or go wherever you think it right to go." So the captain of the guard gave him an allowance of food and a present, and let him go. (Jer 40.2-5)

Does this not indeed sound like Jeremiah has established a relationship with the invaders that would support the accusation that he was a deserter? Another point to note is that a phrase twice-used by the Babylonian commander—“what is right in your eyes”—is a Deuteronomistic term, found 27 times in Deut-2 Kings plus Jeremiah, but only 2 Chronicles elsewhere in the Bible. In other words, this speech has clearly been composed by the author of the Baruch Narrative. Why would a Jeremiah partisan voice want to support the suggestion that Jeremiah was in fact collaborating with the Babylonians? 
Third, recall the false cover story which Zedekiah asked Jeremiah to agree to in order to prevent word of their meeting getting out. We are told that “the officials did come to Jeremiah and questioned him; and he answered them in the very words the king had commanded” (Jer 38.24-27). In other words, Jeremiah deliberately lied to them! Is one who is willing to lie to protect a king from his internal opponents to be absolutely trusted in his claim to offer the Word of YHWH? 
Fourth, although Jeremiah repeatedly claims that those who go to Egypt will be utterly destroyed by YHWH as punishment for refusing to listen, there is little historical evidence to support this outcome. In fact, in subsequent centuries, a thriving Judean community will be established in Egypt, leading to such luminaries as Philo of Alexandria, a Jewish philosopher contemporaneous with the apostle Paul.
 In other words, if the ultimate test of a prophet is whether his words are shown to have been the truth,
 this aspect of Jeremiah’s prophecy is left wanting. 
Finally, after accusing Jeremiah of lying, those bound for Egypt take Jeremiah and Baruch with them, where he prophecies publicly and vehemently against the entire Judean community in Egypt. Why would they want to take the prophet and his scribe with them? Earlier in the book, Jeremiah sent a letter to the exiles in Babylon telling them to build families there and to “seek the shalom of the city,” but the prophet himself did not go to the very place he prophesied that YHWH wanted the people to remain for now. Why would Jeremiah go to Egypt but only write to Babylon?
 
The reason for raising these disturbing questions is that Jeremiah, both in the Baruch Narrative and the wider canonical book, is the first biblical voice to proclaim the will of YHWH to be  subservience to a foreign empire. In other words, which of the “two religions” is Jeremiah a prophet of: the one supporting empire or the one resisting it? Why has the author of the pro-Jeremiah narrative planted these seeds of doubt in the minds of alert readers about Jeremiah’s pro-Babylonian motives and stance? 
Of course, in the overall trajectory of the book, Jeremiah is hardly “pro-Babylonian.” He offers as the Word of YHWH that the people should accept exile or Babylonian colonial rule in Judah for a while. But as the book comes to a close, the prophet proclaims a scathing denunciation of Babylon and announces its impending collapse, in language taken up centuries later by John of Patmos,
 author of the Bible’s final book. He tells “Israel and Judah” to “flee from the midst of Babylon…Do not perish because of her guilt… Come out of her, my people! Save your lives, each of you, from the fierce anger of YHWH!” (Jer 51.6, 45). What YHWH has done to Jerusalem will also befall Babylon: “The land trembles and writhes, for YHWH's purposes against Babylon stand, to make the land of Babylon a desolation, without inhabitant” (Jer 51.29). 
The key may be in the implicit role of the exiles as what the exilic prophet known as Second Isaiah will call a “light to the nations.”
 We have noted that Jeremiah’s letter to the exiles called for them to “seek the shalom of the city where I have sent you into exile, and pray to YHWH on its behalf, for in its shalom you will find your shalom” (Jer 29.7). Given Jeremiah’s eventual condemnation of Babylon for its oppressive, imperial behavior, this cannot mean that the exiles’ shalom is found in conforming to Babylon on Babylon’s own terms. Rather, it suggests that the exiles, living according to the covenant between YHWH and the people that burned so strongly in Jeremiah’s heart,
 might be the source of a healing transformation of the imperial city. From this perspective, we can hear the cry of the exiles proclaimed amidst the oracle of judgment: “We tried to heal Babylon, but she could not be healed. Forsake her, and let each of us go to our own country; for her judgment has reached up to heaven and has been lifted up even to the skies” (Jer 51.9). 
Thus, Jeremiah’s command to accept exile is not a matter of lending divine support to empire, but of transforming the ultimate purpose of the exile from the punishment of YHWH’s people to the hope of the conversion of Babylon. Sadly, the Babylonians prove to be as stiff-necked as the Jerusalemites; their city, too, falls as the consequence of its divine disorientation. 
We can only guess why Jeremiah accompanied the Judeans to Egypt rather than taking up the Babylonian offer to join the exiles. We learn nothing further about his motives or his fate from the biblical text. As for why he so adamantly insisted that Babylon rather than Egypt would be the place of at least temporary shalom, we can also only hazard guesses. Perhaps Egypt had already become a larger-than-life symbol, given the Deuteronomic trajectory: the thought of returning to Egypt for security seemed the utter undoing of YHWH’s bursting of the bonds of slavery that were associated with the place.
 Perhaps, for those who, in a later period, gathered the prophet’s writings into the book bearing his name, only those who yearned to return to the Promised Land could be called the people of YHWH, a theme central to the tradition in Ezra/Nehemiah, as we’ll see shortly. For these later editors and collectors of scripture, only the exiles in Babylon who returned to the land truly “heard the voice of YHWH,” while those who went to Egypt without plans to return had become a different people, unwilling to listen to the Word of YHWH.
 Certainly it is clear that Jeremiah understood the eventual return from Babylon to supersede the original exodus story, as we hear at Jer 16.14-15: 
Therefore, the days are surely coming, says YHWH, when it shall no longer be said, "As YHWH lives who brought the people of Israel up out of the land of Egypt," but "As YHWH lives who brought the people of Israel up out of the land of the north and out of all the lands where he had driven them." For I will bring them back to their own land that I gave to their ancestors.

For in the end, Jeremiah was not pro-Babylonian, but pro-Jerusalem. As a priest/prophet from Anathoth, he represented a long-standing tradition of loyal dissent. Fully urban and urbane, Jeremiah could garner both the attention and the ire of the highest among Jerusalem’s elite, for he was not an outsider at all. His stinging critique of social injustice demanded conformity to the covenant vision contained in the book that had been composed in his youth: Deuteronomy. And with Deuteronomy, Jeremiah insisted on urban centralization as the means for national unity. If Jerusalem was condemned, it was not because it was a city as such, but because it was an unfaithful city. According to this vision, YHWH’s love for the people meant enduring love for Jerusalem. If the city was destroyed because of YHWH’s righteous wrath, it would also eventually be rebuilt because of YHWH’s enduring chesed or “covenant love/loyalty.” 
If he had lived, Josiah would certainly have embraced Jeremiah’s word in a way his successors were unwilling to do. Josiah, like Jeremiah, stood for a Jerusalem-centered, YHWH-focused monarchy that would hold Israel and Judah together under the Deuteronomic covenant. But in the aftermath of the experience of Jerusalem’s destruction and of exile, other voices arose who envisioned a covenant community in which humans did not dominate one another at all, even as benevolent kings. The book of Genesis, as we saw in Part I, expressed the views of one of these voices. Another, with very close ties to Genesis, came from Jeremiah’s younger contemporary priest-prophet, Ezekiel. 
Ezekiel

It is very difficult to enter the book of Ezekiel without experiencing a strong reaction. The prophetic words begins with and is punctuated by what seem to many moderns as psychotic or perhaps drug-induced visions of beasts and spiraling wheels within wheels. His condemnation of Jerusalem as a wife who has become a whore is unsparing and violent, to some misogynistic. His language is at times wild and impolite, at least to our ears. But for all Ezekiel’s undomesticated speech, the vision he presents to the exilic community is radically grounded in the same soil as that of the much calmer narrative of Genesis, as well as the orderly legal provisions of Leviticus. Tables 13 and 14 show some of the many links. 
Table 13: Some Links Between Ezekiel and Genesis

	Image/word in Ezekiel
	Image/word in Genesis
	Comment

	1.4: “seated above the likeness of a throne was something that seemed like (Heb, demut) a human form.” 
	1.26: “"Let us make humankind…in our likeness” (demut)
	Of 25 times in Hebrew Bible, 16x in Ezek; plus Gen 1.26; 5.1, 3

	1:22: “Over the heads of the living creatures there was something like a dome” (Heb, raqqi`a)
	1.6: And God said, "Let there be a dome (Heb, raqqi`a) in the midst of the waters…”
	Of 17x in Hebrew Bible, 13x in Gen 1 and Ezek 1 (also, Ezek 10.1)

	28.13: “You were in Eden, the garden of God” (also, Ezek 31.9-18; 36.35)
	2.8: “God planted a garden in Eden”
	Only Joel 2.3; Isa 51.3 elsewhere; Ezek 28 has numerous echoes/parallels with Gen 2-3

	28.16: “the guardian cherub drove you out from among the stones of fire” 
	3.24: “He drove out the man; and … he placed the cherubim, and a sword flaming and turning to guard the way”
	

	38.22: “…and I will pour down torrential rains and hailstones, fire and sulfur, upon him”
	19.24: “Then YHWH rained on Sodom and Gomorrah sulfur and fire from YHWH out of heaven” 
	Only Psalm 11.6 elsewhere in Hebrew Bible.


Table 14: Some Links Between Ezekiel and Leviticus

	Image/word in Ezekiel
	Image/word in Leviticus
	Comment

	4.16: “I am going to break the staff of bread in Jerusalem” (also, Ezek 5.16; 14.13)
	26.26: “When I break your staff of bread” 
	Not elsewhere in Hebrew Bible

	5.2: “and I will unsheathe the sword after them” (also, Ezek 5.12; 12.14)
	26.33: “and I will unsheathe the sword against you” 
	Not elsewhere in Hebrew Bible

	5.10: “Surely, parents shall eat their children in your midst” 
	26.29: “You shall eat the flesh of your sons, and you shall eat the flesh of your daughters” 
	

	5.17: “I will send famine and wild animals against you, and they will rob you of your children; pestilence and bloodshed shall pass through you; and I will bring the sword upon you. I, YHWH, have spoken” 
	26.22: “I will let loose wild animals against you…I will bring the sword against you…I will send pestilence among you”
	

	6.4: “and I will throw down your slain in front of your idols”
	26.30: “I will heap your carcasses on the carcasses of your idols”
	

	20.5: “I am YHWH your God.”
	11.44: “I am YHWH your God.”
	Of 37x in Hebrew Bible, twice in Ezek and 21x in Lev.

	22.7: “Father and mother are treated with contempt in you”
	19.3: “You shall each revere your mother and father”
	

	22.10: “they uncover their fathers' nakedness (Heb, `erevah)” 
	18.7: “You shall not uncover the nakedness of your father”
	Cf. Gen 9.22-23; `erevah, 54x in Hebrew Bible, 32x in Lev; 6x in Ezek

	34.4: “with force and harshness (Heb, perek) you have ruled (Heb, radah) them.” 
	25.43, 46: “You shall not rule (Heb, radah) over them with harshness (Heb, perek)…no one shall rule over the other with harshness.”
	Not elsewhere in Hebrew Bible

	34.25, 27: “and I will send down the showers in their season…The trees of the field shall yield their fruit, and the earth shall yield its increase.” 
	26.4: “I will give you your rains in their season, and the land shall yield its produce, and the trees of the field shall yield their fruit.”
	Ezek 34.25-31 and 36.8-15 closely parallels Lev 26.3-14


These numerous parallels make clear that the three books share a common vision of creation, the invitation to human existence in God’s presence, and the consequences of humanity choosing to “play God.” For now, we note simply what Ezekiel does and doesn’t share with Jeremiah as a prophet of Jerusalem’s doom, and what that implies for the future of God’s people amidst the empires of the world. In the next chapter, we will see how Ezekiel’s vision of restoration is part of a chorus of biblical voices challenging the embrace of Persian colonial rule over the “New Jerusalem.” 
The mystical vision with which the book begins is not mere fireworks or decoration placed on top of standard prophetic speech. Rather, Ezekiel, living among the exiles, describes his experience to establish the central premise of his book: that YHWH, the God of Israel, is truly the God who created and who rules over all of heaven and earth. In doing so, he takes up what to his audience would have been familiar Assyrian royal propaganda and subverts it. Assyria, of course, was the empire which conquered Israel, the northern kingdom of YHWH’s people in 722 BCE, and threatened Judah for a century until finally falling to Babylon. Many of the former Israelites who had sought refuge in Jerusalem under King Hezekiah knew this imperial propagandistic imagery well. Ezekiel, as a Jerusalem priest taken into exile, would certainly have also been familiar with the Assyrian imagery. 

As Margaret Odell states, 
Ezekiel's use of this propaganda undermines its credibility. Assyrian royal ideology had long been employed to assert the powerlessness of the God of Israel against the awe-inspiring power of the Assyrian king [e.g., Isa 36]. ...

In appropriating this political imagery, Ezekiel asserts that the only effective power in the lives of the people of Israel is Yahweh.

The vision of the voice and throne from above the dome of the sky forcefully claims that the One who speaks and whose presence is perceived in fiery glory is truly king over all peoples. As such, he is creator and judge. Roughly the first half of the book reveals the judgment; the latter part the re-creation of Israel. 
Politically, Ezekiel was in a very different place from Jeremiah. Jeremiah struggled mightily to present the will of YHWH as surrender to Babylon and waiting eventual release. He urged the exiles to “seek the welfare of the city where I have sent you into exile, and pray to YHWH on its behalf, for in its welfare you will find your welfare” (Jer 29.7). Further, he tells them to 

not let the prophets and the diviners who are among you deceive you, and do not listen to the dreams that they dream, for it is a lie that they are prophesying to you in my name; I did not send them, says YHWH.  For thus says YHWH: Only when Babylon's seventy years are completed will I visit you, and I will fulfill to you my promise and bring you back to this place. (Jer 29.8-10)
Ezekiel, on the other hand, will point his vision back to Jerusalem and the reign of YHWH, offering no advise about identifying the exiles’ welfare with that of Babylon. Throughout his writing, he distances himself from Jeremiah and his Deuteronomistic perspective. Whereas Jeremiah first put his hopes, unsuccessfully as it turned out, in the Babylonian puppet-king, Zedekiah, Ezekiel’s initial hope was upon the exiled king, Jehoiachin, as we hear from his dating of his first oracle at Ezek 1.2: “…the fifth year of the exile of King Jehoiachin”. However, just as Zedekiah buckled under pressure, so Jehoiachin accepted Babylonian honor and thus, control. Boccaccini writes, the “exiled priests who are behind the tradition of Ezekiel had many good reasons to be upset at King Jehoiachin. …From their vantage point, the Davidic king, with his prophets and Levitical priests, was a quisling who had deserted them and sided with the enemy.”

Ezekiel’s visions, symbolic actions and oracles grew out of this experience. The result was a program with three goals. First, he sought to separate YHWH’s reign as Creator from the reign of any human king, including any Davidic successor. Second, he hoped to separate monarchy from priesthood, delegitimizing the king’s right to appoint priests. Third, to focus hearers’ hopes on a vision of a restored Jerusalem that would embody YHWH’s glory and abundance. We find Ezekiel not seeking to persuade kings to follow his advice, but rather, listening to and presenting the Word of YHWH from his own, direct experience. 
The Voice of YHWH commands that Ezekiel engage in a series of public acts that symbolize his renunciation of the Jerusalem priesthood and his movement into deeper solidarity with the people.
 The priest must defile himself by cooking food on dung, an expression of desperation during famine (Ezek 4.9-17), then he must shave his head and beard. In doing so, Odell notes that "Ezekiel has now fully relinquished his role as a priest. The act of shaving his head was associated with mourning rites forbidden to priests...and in doing so, subjects himself to the waves of death that will wash over his people."

Among the most difficult of Ezekiel’s judgment oracles is chapter 16, in which Jerusalem is characterized as a young woman abandoned by her parents but adopted by YHWH. The woman is bathed, clothed and adorned by YHWH and becomes famous “among the nations on account of your beauty beauty, for it was perfect because of my splendor that I had bestowed on you” (16.14). However, things immediately turn bad: the young woman Jerusalem “trusted in your beauty and played the whore,” sacrificing her own children and “offering yourself to every passerby” (16.15, 25). 

As we’ll explore below in Chapter _____, the imagery of a city-as-whore is taken up again in the Bible’s final book, Revelation’s portrait of fallen Babylon. Ezekiel’s imagery is not condemning women, nor is it even about women at all. It is the male leadership of Jerusalem which is being portrayed as “whore” for its infidelity to YHWH. Ezekiel’s judgment scene uses sexuality as a metaphor for the practice of both idolatry and economic injustice, which, theologically, are two sides of the same coin. The prophetic condemnation is not about sexual behavior as such, but rather, “intercourse” which is exploitative or self-focused. 
Once we comprehend the biblical use of the sexuality metaphor, many oft-misunderstood passages are clarified, including the sin of Jerusalem’s “sister” city, Sodom. As the prophet proclaims: “This was the guilt of your sister Sodom: she and her daughters had pride, excess of food, and prosperous ease, but did not aid the poor and needy” (Ezek 16.49). The true crime of “sodomy,” as was discussed in detail in Chapter 5, is not “homosexuality” but greed and inhospitality to the stranger. Sodom, like Jerusalem, is condemned for practicing the religion of empire rather than the true religion of YHWH. The city has become “unclean” with idolatry, i.e., the worship of her own power over others. 
A few chapters later, Ezekiel specifies the cause of Jerusalem’s sad slide from beloved wife to wretched whore. It is the priesthood of Jerusalem which was itself unclean, along with the other leadership groups and therefore the people themselves: 
Mortal, say to it: You are a land that is not cleansed, not rained upon in the day of indignation. Its princes within it are like a roaring lion tearing the prey; they have devoured human lives; they have taken treasure and precious things; they have made many widows within it. Its priests have done violence to my teaching and have profaned my holy things; they have made no distinction between the holy and the common, neither have they taught the difference between the unclean and the clean, and they have disregarded my sabbaths, so that I am profaned among them.  Its officials within it are like wolves tearing the prey, shedding blood, destroying lives to get dishonest gain. Its prophets have smeared whitewash on their behalf, seeing false visions and divining lies for them, saying, "Thus says YHWH GOD," when YHWH has not spoken. The people of the land have practiced extortion and committed robbery; they have oppressed the poor and needy, and have extorted from the alien without redress. (Ezek 22.24-29)

It is a portrait of empire embodied in what was to be a holy city
. That Ezekiel sees Jerusalem’s crimes as archetypal of empire can be seen in his oracles against Tyre (Ezek 26-28) and Egypt, which is in turn compared to Assyria (Ezek 29-32, esp. ch. 31). There can be no thought that the actual people of these places were the intended audience of the prophet’s words. Rather, they express the reality that YHWH is the judge of all nations, and the criteria under which YHWH judges are universal. The lament over the seafaring trading city of Tyre in Ezek 27-28 is a prime example of the message that permeates the entire book. In chapter 27, we hear a litany of nations who traded with Tyre, an ancient global economy in goods such as silver, iron, tin and lead; human slaves; war horses; ivory and ebony; purple, linen, coral and rubies; honey, oil and balm; lamb, rams and goats; wine and wool; spices and gold; carpets and embroidered cloth. It is because of being the center of this global trading network that the prince of Tyre can say, "I am a god; I sit in the seat of the gods, in the heart of the seas”; yet YHWH’s response is equally adamant: “you are but a mortal, and no god
, though you compare your mind with the mind of a god” (Ezek 28.2). 

It is Tyre’s “wisdom in trade” which has led the city to “compare your mind with the mind of a god” (28.5-6).
  Further, it is precisely the relationship between international trade and violence/injustice which is labeled “sin” and “profanity” (28.16, 18)
. The portrait presents a direct confrontation between “the two religions” over who is truly divine. In this oracle, the prince of Tyre is portrayed as “the Primal Human,” an originating image of a god/human synthesis common in ancient imperial propaganda.
 As we saw in Part I, the book of Genesis confronts this and similar propaganda as expressed in the Babylonian Enuma Elish. Rather than a single, dominating human embodying the divine, Genesis claims that all humanity, as male and female, are created in the image of God. Both Genesis and Ezekiel challenge the central claim of every manifestation of imperial religion: that a human king is the means through which people experience the divine made flesh. 
Similarly, Ezekiel’s oracle against Egypt in chapter 31, like Genesis 2, counters the ancient imperial iconography of “the cosmic tree.” In condemning the divine pretensions of pharaonic Egypt, Ezekiel again draws on Assyrian imagery which compared its monarchy and power to a tall cedar tree.
 After describing its towering size and sheltering branches and shade, the prophet turns the intent of the image upside down: “I made it beautiful with its mass of branches” (31.9).
 Odell notes “"it is Yahweh, not the Assyrian god, who allows the tree to flourish."
 Yet like the prince of Tyre, the Assyrian cedar’s “heart was proud of its height,” and so YHWH “gave it into the hand of the prince of the nations; he has dealt with it as its wickedness deserves” (31.11). 
Ezekiel, in contrast to Jeremiah, never suggests that the exiles can have a beneficial effect on Babylon. He does not announce Babylon’s fall directly, but the relentless oracles against self-divinizing and whoring city-states leaves no doubt as to Babylon’s eventual fate. For Ezekiel, the pattern is universal and cosmic: YHWH alone is creator and judge; any who would rebel against this reality will inevitably face the harsh and deadly consequences of their actions. Jerusalem is condemned not as an empire itself, but for prostituting itself to the imperial power of others. Until Jerusalem arises from the valley of dry bones, it can be of no value to anyone else. The only hope is YHWH’s sovereign power to bring life out of barrenness and death.
 
Chapter Fifteen: “In the Wilderness, prepare the Way of YHWH”: 
Envisioning a Way Out of Exile
One of the most important reasons for meditating on history theologically is to help discern the direction in which YHWH calls God’s people to go from today forward. Jeremiah’s and Ezekiel’s message about the past was clear: Jerusalem was destroyed and exile happened not because YHWH was weak, but because the people had been unfaithful to the covenant love relationship with their God. Not until this reality was fully accepted could the people be forgiven and the possibility of newness born. Yet if the people truly returned to YHWH, what form would restoration take? 
The Bible contains a range of responses to this question. We have already explored Genesis’ narrative of nonurban, extended family life as an alternative to urban monarchy. For Genesis, it is the city itself, grounded in violence and domination, that is the root and expression of the evil from which the people must turn. But for many—then and now—this prescription was too radical. How could we turn away from “civilization” and all its “benefits”? 
Second Isaiah, Ezekiel, Leviticus, 1-2 Chronicles each offer a perspective on the question of how a new Jerusalem would be organized in obedience to YHWH. The first two of these present their visions from within the experience of exile, anticipating release. The latter texts offer an alternative to what in fact became the basis for the reestablishment of Jerusalem: the accommodation with imperial Persia narrated in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah. At stake was the relationship between the people of Israel, their God, and the peoples and way of life of the “nations.” First Samuel had long ago pronounced the desire to have a king “like the nations” to be a rejection of the sovereignty of YHWH. In the absence of their own king, how should the people of God live amidst the ways of empire that surrounded them? 
“Comfort, O Comfort my people”: Second Isaiah’s promise of release from the prison of exile
Before they can reflect on how to live once they are restored to freedom, though, the exiled people of YHWH must truly believe that their time of punishment has come to an end. An anonymous prophet working in the tradition of Isaiah
 spoke some of the most powerful and influential imagery found in the Hebrew Bible. Like Ezekiel and Genesis, 2nd Isaiah’s YHWH is the Creator of heaven and earth, under whom all the nations must be judged. But judgment is not this prophet’s primary concern. Instead, it is the recognition that the time for judgment and punishment has passed. It is now time for a word of comfort which will encourage people to take the long journey into the unknown, out of Babylon and back to the Promised Land. And so we hear at in the opening verses of the book: 
Comfort, O comfort my people, says your God.  Speak tenderly to Jerusalem, and cry to her that she has served her term, that her penalty is paid, that she has received from YHWH's hand double for all her sins. A voice cries out: "In the wilderness prepare the way of YHWH, make straight in the desert a highway for our God. Every valley shall be lifted up, and every mountain and hill be made low; the uneven ground shall become level, and the rough places a plain. Then the glory of YHWH shall be revealed, and all people shall see it together, for the mouth of YHWH has spoken." (Isa 40.1-5)

For Christians, of course, portions of these familiar words echo from the beginning of the synoptic gospels,
 a theme to which we will return in Chapter ______. For now, let us hear 2nd Isaiah in his own context, announcing the Word of YHWH to a people in exile, calling them home. 
As we saw in Chapter 14, Ezekiel and Genesis shared much imagery and language in common, befitting their shared origination during Exile as well as their overlapping theological viewpoint. Similarly, 2nd Isaiah is in harmony with what became the Bible’s opening book, especially with its opening narrative of God’s creation of heaven and earth. Table 15 shows some of the many connections between Genesis and 2nd Isaiah, especially with the language of Genesis 1. 
Table 15: Some Links Between 2nd Isaiah and Genesis

	Image/word in 2nd Isaiah
	Image/word in Genesis
	Comment

	God as creator/creating (Heb, br’)
	1.1: In the beginning when God created (br’) 
	Of 48x uses of br` in Hebrew Bible, 11x in Gen 1-5; 16x in 2nd Isaiah (and 5x in 3rd Isaiah)

	42.5: God, YHWH, who created the heavens
45.12: I made the earth (also, 42.5; 44.24; 45.18)
	1.1: Created the heavens and the earth
	Created heavens: Isa 45.18; 65.17; not elsewhere in Hebrew Bible

	40.17: Creation contrasted with “nothing” (Heb, tohu)
	1.2:, the earth was a formless void (Heb, tohu vebohu) and darkness covered the face of the deep, while a wind from God swept over the face of the waters.
	Tohu also at Isa 40.23; 41.29; 44.9; 45.18; 49.4

	45.7: “I form light and create darkness” 
	1.3: Then God said, "Let there be light" …God separated the light from the darkness.
	

	41.10: “I am with you” (also, 43.5)
	26.24: “I am with you” (also 28.15)
	19x in Hebrew Bible (5x in Jeremiah)

	48.19: your offspring (Heb, zera`, “seed”) would have been like the sand” (also, 33.12)
	22.17: “I will make your offspring (zera`)  as numerous as the stars of heaven and as the sand that is on the seashore.
	Only Jer 33.22 elsewhere

	51.2: Look to Abraham your father and to Sarah who bore you; for he was but one when I called him, but I blessed him and made him many.
	12.2: I will make of you a great nation, and I will bless you
17.2: and will make you exceedingly numerous." (also, 22.17)
	Only mention of Abraham and Sarah together outside Gen in Hebrew Bible.

	54.9: This is like the days of Noah to me: Just as I swore that the waters of Noah would never again go over the earth, so I have sworn that I will not be angry with you and will not rebuke you.
	9.15: I will remember my covenant that is between me and you and every living creature of all flesh; and the waters shall never again become a flood to destroy all flesh.
	Not elsewhere in Hebrew Bible


Central to the provision of hope for the exiles is instilling trust in the reality that the God of Israel is the Creator of all that is. This may seem obvious to us, having inherited the canonical order of the Bible. However, the widespread belief in YHWH as Creator is primarily an exilic and post-exilic understanding. In the days of monarchy, it was enough for kings to claim YHWH as God of Israel, just as all nations claimed their chief god as their own national deity who reigned over the nation via the king. For those who generated the Exodus traditions leading people away from Jerusalem and its kings, the central experience of YHWH was as liberator. But with the experience of exile, Judeans in Babylon needed to know whether their God was truly more powerful than Marduk and his cohort.
 As Leo Perdue notes,
[Second Isaiah’s] attack on cult images points to his concerted efforts to subvert the authenticity of Babylonian cosmology and imperial greatness that, among other things, pointed to Babylon as the center of the cosmos. By contrast, Second Isaiah argues against the animation and knowledge of crafted idols and asserts that Yahweh alone is creator, director of history, and determiner of human destinies.

Many would argue that both true monotheism and the claim that YHWH was Creator crystallized in this exilic period for the first time.
 Certainly we see both claims presented strongly in 2nd Isaiah. For this author, the other “gods” are mere wood and stone. A classic image is found in Isa 44. A few excerpts convey the theme:
Do not fear, or be afraid; have I not told you from of old and declared it? You are my witnesses! Is there any god besides me? There is no other rock; I know not one.

The carpenter stretches a line, marks it out with a stylus, fashions it with planes, and marks it with a compass; he makes it in human form, with human beauty, to be set up in a shrine.  He cuts down cedars or chooses a holm tree or an oak and lets it grow strong among the trees of the forest. He plants a cedar and the rain nourishes it.  Then it can be used as fuel. Part of it he takes and warms himself; he kindles a fire and bakes bread. Then he makes a god and worships it, makes it a carved image and bows down before it.  Half of it he burns in the fire; over this half he roasts meat, eats it and is satisfied. He also warms himself and says, "Ah, I am warm, I can feel the fire!"  The rest of it he makes into a god, his idol, bows down to it and worships it; he prays to it and says, "Save me, for you are my god!"  They do not know, nor do they comprehend; for their eyes are shut, so that they cannot see, and their minds as well, so that they cannot understand.  No one considers, nor is there knowledge or discernment to say, "Half of it I burned in the fire; I also baked bread on its coals, I roasted meat and have eaten. Now shall I make the rest of it an abomination? Shall I fall down before a block of wood?"  He feeds on ashes; a deluded mind has led him astray, and he cannot save himself or say, "Is not this thing in my right hand a fraud?"  Remember these things, O Jacob, and Israel, for you are my servant; I formed you, you are my servant; O Israel, you will not be forgotten by me. (41.8-9; 13-21)

The image of using the same wood that roasts meat as an object of worship is a powerful theopolitical cartoon. Anyone who would do that must truly be deluded! Thus, YHWH’s people have both nothing to gain from practicing idolatry and nothing to fear from those who do. The evidence of the reality of the Creator’s power, in sharp contrast, is all around them: in the stars and rain of the sky (41.26; 55.10); the sea and mountains (40.12); and the breath of life within each human being (42.5). It is this very God who loves them and will lead them out of exile and back to their homeland. Joining with Jeremiah 51, 2nd Isaiah calls the people to “come out” of Babylon and walk the new path through the wilderness that YHWH is forging (49.9; 52.11). The one who announces that “your God reigns” brings “good news”
 to those who sit in the darkness of exile.
How is this to happen? Unlike the captivity in Egypt, the people of YHWH will not be released by the direct power of the hand of YHWH. Rather, Israel’s God will use a startling instrument to accomplish the task: 

Thus says YHWH, your Redeemer, who formed you in the womb: I am YHWH, who made all things, who alone stretched out the heavens, who by myself spread out the earth…who says of Cyrus, "He is my shepherd, and he shall carry out all my purpose"; and who says of Jerusalem, "It shall be rebuilt," and of the temple, "Your foundation shall be laid." Thus says YHWH to his anointed [Heb, mashiyach; LXX, christos), to Cyrus, whose right hand I have grasped to subdue nations before him and strip kings of their robes, to open doors before him-- and the gates shall not be closed… (Isa 44.24, 44.28-45.1)

This “shepherd” and “anointed” one is none other than the king of Persia! This unlikely “messiah” and “Christ,” however, is merely an instrument: “I arm you, though you do not know me” (45.5). Second Isaiah is not blessing the Persian king nor the Persian nation. Cyrus is simply a means to and end, a tool to break down the bars of Babylon and allow the prisoners to go free. For YHWH, all kings and human powers “are like a drop from a bucket, and are accounted as dust on the scales…All the nations are as nothing before him; they are accounted by him as less than nothing and emptiness.” (40.15, 17). Cyrus’s use by YHWH is not an occasion for Cyrus’ own exaltation, nor the people’s subservience to Persia. Once the people are out of their prison and on the way home, their allegiance is to YHWH alone, their Creator and their “husband” (54.5).
 Persia, just another drop in the bucket among the nations, can quickly be forgotten in the joy of coming home. 
However, 2nd Isaiah contains within it a set of poems which, taken both as a unit among themselves and as integrated into the wider narrative of Isa 40-55, convey the great challenge of getting the people in Exile to accept this call to “come out.” There is an enormous scholarly literature on these four, so-called “Servant Songs” (Isa 42.1-4; 49.1-6; 50.4-9; 52.13-53.12).
 The poems were so central to the gospel writers’ portrayal of Jesus’ suffering and death that it is almost impossible for Christian readers to hear them in their original context and not as “about” Jesus. For instance, consider this familiar passage (Isa 53.3-5):
He was despised and rejected by others; a man of suffering and acquainted with infirmity; and as one from whom others hide their faces he was despised, and we held him of no account. 

Surely he has borne our infirmities and carried our diseases; yet we accounted him stricken, struck down by God, and afflicted. 

But he was wounded for our transgressions, crushed for our iniquities; upon him was the punishment that made us whole, and by his bruises we are healed.

What is, according to the New Testament, fulfilled in Jesus, was already an important reality during Exile. Just as we saw earlier how the Isaian prophecy of a “son” to be born who would be called “Prince of Peace” referred in the first instance to King Hezekiah, so here, 2nd Isaiah’s “Servant” was not simply an anticipation of a centuries-later individual. In fact, it is only by hearing these passages in their original context of YHWH’s struggle to get Israel to hear and obey the call out of Exile can we truly understand Jesus’ own mission and why the evangelists rely so heavily on these powerful images to present the manner and meaning of Jesus’ own death and resurrection. 
One of the key questions which scholars have grappled with—with no clear “answer”—is the identity of the “servant of YHWH.” The wider narrative of 2nd Isaiah clearly identifies Israel as YHWH’s servant, as we hear near the very beginning: “But you, Israel, my servant, Jacob, whom I have chosen, the offspring of Abraham, my beloved” (41.8). The Hebrew ‘eved is used forty times in the entire book of Isaiah, 22 of those in these sixteen chapters (and only six times in the Servant Songs). The initial message to Servant Israel is clear: "You are my servant, I have chosen you and not cast you off";  do not fear, for I am with you, do not be afraid, for I am your God; I will strengthen you, I will help you” (41.9b-10). The refrain “do not be afraid” resounds repeatedly in 2nd Isaiah,
 underscoring what it is that prevents the people from responding with joy to the Word to “come out.”
Somewhere along the way, though, it seems that the Servant has been transformed from Israel to a specific individual. Is it the voice of the prophet himself? Another anonymous figure? A symbolic person? We cannot and do not need to answer this question. What is important for our purposes is how it is that the Servant is eventually successful in getting the people to respond to the call out of Exile. 
We hear in the first Servant Song that the means of bringing “justice to the nations” and establishing “justice in the earth” is through gentle, persistent obedience to the Word of YHWH, not the violence of empire (see also 53.9). The question of the “nations” and of “the earth” rather than simply justice for Israel flow out of 2nd Isaiah’s understanding both of who YHWH is and what Israel’s vocation as YHWH’s Servant has always been. The invocation of “Abraham, my beloved” underscores the connection between Genesis and 2nd Isaiah. Just as the call of Abram out of Babylon was meant to be a blessing for “all the families of the earth,” so now Israel is to embody that promise.
 
Israel is “blind” to the way out, but YHWH promises to “open the eyes that are blind, to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon, from the prison those who sit in darkness” (42.7). Throughout the chapters which follow, YHWH pleads with Israel to see and to hear, to respond with joy, not to be afraid, to leave the prison of Exile behind. But the people refuse to listen to the Voice of their Creator. So the we no longer hear YHWH pleading directly with Servant Israel. Christopher Seitz shows how 48.16 is the turning point in 2nd Isaiah: “And now YHWH GOD has sent me…”  He writes, “at the juncture wherefinal tribute is paid to Cyrus, a first-person voice appears… [which] will dominate the following presentation.”
 Now this individual will embody Israel’s vocation, to inspire people to follow. But this call is not just for Israel, but for all of YHWH’s people, as we hear in the second Servant Song (Isa 49.6): "It is too light a thing that you should be my servant to raise up the tribes of Jacob and to restore the survivors of Israel; I will give you as a light to the nations, that my salvation may reach to the end of the earth."
But the response of the people will not be joyous imitation of the Servant, but derision. The third Servant Song expresses the Servant’s determination to carry out his mission despite the people’s response (50.6-8): 

I gave my back to those who struck me, and my cheeks to those who pulled out the beard; I did not hide my face from insult and spitting. YHWH YHWH helps me; therefore I have not been disgraced; therefore I have set my face like flint, and I know that I shall not be put to shame; he who vindicates me is near. Who will contend with me? Let us stand up together. Who are my adversaries? Let them confront me.

In the final Servant Song (52.13-53.12) we hear of the Servant’s success. The people come to a startling recognition as they gaze on the Servant’s suffering. They had assumed that his suffering was a result of his own sins, a punishment from God: “we accounted him stricken, struck down by God” (53.4b).
 But now their long-blinded eyes are suddenly opened: “Surely he has borne our infirmities and carried our diseases…he was wounded for our transgressions, crushed for our iniquities!” (53.4a, 5) The people then confess that they are “like sheep who have gone astray, we have all turned to our own way and YHWH has laid on him the iniquity of us all” (53.6). 
Whether the Servant’s fate was actually to die or simply to be relegated to a place among the wicked,
 it is clear that the people’s eventual recognition of the truth is a result of seeing their own sins embodied in the Servant. In other words, in seeing the Servant, they see and know the consequences of their own refusal to trust in YHWH and come out of Exile. As a result, the Servant is “exalted and lifted up, and shall be very high” (52.13). As Martin Hengel notes, this echoes ironically First Isaiah’s oracle about the fall from on high of Babylon at Isa 14.19.
 As Babylon is brought down, YHWH’s Servant is lifted up high. With this exaltation, the people have finally overcome their blindness and fear and are ready to “come out” into the place of restoration and comfort with which 2nd Isaiah began.
Ezekiel, part two: New Jerusalem

After chapter upon chapter of scathing denunciation of Jerusalem and the surrounding imperial nations, Ezekiel’s prophetic heart, like that of 2nd Isaiah, begins to soften and express YHWH’s turning back toward YHWH’s own people. The transition takes place in chapter 34. Ezekiel begins by condemning the “shepherds of Israel:” “you have not strengthened the weak, you have not healed the sick, you have not bound up the injured, you have not brought back the strayed, you have not sought the lost, but with force and harshness you have ruled
 them” (34.4). Margaret Odell suggests that contrary to the common interpretation of the “shepherds” as the former Jerusalem nobility, the international context “suggest[s] that the chapter is more specifically concerned with the political domination of Israel by foreign overlords and its plundering by neighboring nations, which are depicted in the oracle as fat sheep, rams, and goats" (34:17-22).
 
In place of these exploitative shepherds, YHWH proclaims, 
 I myself will search for my sheep, and will seek them out…will rescue them from all the places to which they have been scattered on a day of clouds and thick darkness. I will bring them out from the peoples and gather them from the countries, and will bring them into their own land; and I will feed them on the mountains of Israel, by the watercourses, and in all the inhabited parts of the land…I will seek the lost, and I will bring back the strayed, and I will bind up the injured, and I will strengthen the weak, but the fat and the strong I will destroy. I will feed them with justice. (34.11-16)

YHWH thus promises to replace the imperial domination over YHWH’s people with direct, divine rule in the Promised Land. A few chapters later, Ezekiel’s vision takes him to a valley filled with dry bones (Ezek 37). In one of the most memorable passages in the Bible, YHWH tells the prophet to “prophesy to these bones” and say to them: “I will cause breath/spirit [Heb, ruach]  to enter you, and you shall live!” (37.5) The bones are “the whole house of Israel,” who have given up hope. But YHWH assures them that God’s power can bring life out of death, even the death of exile. 
And you shall know that I am YHWH, when I open your graves, and bring you up from your graves, O my people. I will put my spirit within you, and you shall live, and I will place you on your own soil; then you shall know that I, YHWH, have spoken and will act," says YHWH. (37.13-14)

Like 2nd Isaiah, Ezekiel’s first restorative task is to replant the Spirit of YHWH within the very bodies of the people. Thus strengthened and revived, they can begin to imagine a new life in the Land. 
Ezekiel’s book closes with a lengthy vision of a restored temple in Jerusalem, which he sees from “a very high mountain” (40.2). While some scholars question whether Ezekiel 40-48 is from the same person as the earlier part of the book,
 the vision is a fitting conclusion to the exilic prophecy of judgment and restoration. Much of the vision is taken up with what to modern ears is a boringly detailed description of the physical structure of the temple Ezekiel sees. For our purposes, three themes are important to note. First, the envisioned temple, unlike its Solomonic predecessor, is not the legitimizing structure of a human monarchy, but is the center of a restored community in which YHWH alone is sovereign (43.1-8). Second, the temple is to be the basis for renewed purity of the people as a whole. This purity is not to be simply a matter of rituals and sacrifice, but of communal social justice. For example, we hear in the midst of what might be characterized as “priestly” requirements, this Word from YHWH: 
Enough, O princes of Israel! Put away violence and oppression, and do what is just and right. Cease your evictions of my people, says YHWH GOD. You shall have honest balances, an honest ephah, and an honest bath [i.e., measures of grain]. (45.9-10)
As we’ll explore more below, the covenant code to which Ezekiel refers is not the Deuteronomy so central to Jeremiah, but a new “holiness code” to be found in the book of Leviticus. 
Finally, the temple vision anticipates a specific priesthood serving as leaders: the Zadokites.
 The specification of this group as the authorized ministers of the new temple is one of the main elements that leads some scholars to question the authorship of Ezekiel 40-48.
 Nowhere else does Ezekiel express concern over priestly authority. In fact, priests are not mentioned at all in chapters 1-39, except to identify Ezekiel himself (which he then ritually disclaims) and to denounce the priestly leadership of Jerusalem (7.26; 22.26). In contrast, priests are mentioned 22 times in the closing vision. We may recall from chapter 10 the discussion of the Zadokites in relation to the struggle between Solomon’s successors in Jerusalem and those gathered around Jeroboam and his successors in the northern kingdom of Israel. Zadok himself, according to the Deuteronomistic History, sided with Solomon over Adonijah at the succession after David’s death. The politics of priesthood were deeply intertwined with those of the monarchy. However, Ezekiel’s insistence on Zadokite priestly priority is the first mention of the group since the succession itself. As we’ll soon see, though, the label “Zadokite” was to carry a tremendous theological and political weight over the coming centuries. At stake is nothing less than the relationship between priesthood and empire.
The Zadokites are distinguished from the “Levites” who “went astray” with the people (48.11; cf. 44.10-14). Stephen Cook shows the intricate connection between Ezek 44 and the narrative of “Korah’s rebellion” at Numbers 16-18.
 He argues, following Michael Fishbane,
 that Ezek 44 is seeking to undermine the “P” text in Numbers which was itself part of the process of “invented tradition” underlying the association of the postexilic Jerusalem priesthood with the line of Moses’ brother, Aaron. This battle was one in a long line of priestly fights over legitimacy, extending over many centuries to come. For our current purposes, what is important is not so much the Aaronide/Zadokite battle, but the question of exclusion of foreigners form the temple as the reason for Ezek 44’s exclusion and punishment of the Levites, as we hear at 44.6-10:

Say to the rebellious house, to the house of Israel, Thus says YHWH YHWH: O house of Israel, let there be an end to all your abominations in admitting foreigners, uncircumcised in heart and flesh, to be in my sanctuary, profaning my temple when you offer to me my food, the fat and the blood. … Thus says YHWH YHWH: No foreigner, uncircumcised in heart and flesh, of all the foreigners who are among the people of Israel, shall enter my sanctuary. But the Levites who went far from me, going astray from me after their idols when Israel went astray, shall bear their punishment.

As we’ll see in Chapter 16, the exclusion of “foreigners” was a key question that divided biblical authors in the Second Temple period. Cook sees this passage as “countering” the positive view of foreigners found in Isaiah 56-66. The specification of those at issue as “uncircumcised in heart and flesh” certainly indicates that they are not simply “Israelites” who, through intermarriage, are considered “foreigners” by the Ezra-Nehemiah group. But given the book of Ezekiel’s consistent condemnation of empire and its arrogation of priestly authority, might there be another way to read this exclusionary passage? Rather than suddenly changing course and betraying the earlier vision of YHWH as Creator of all, might Ezek 44 and the temple vision be condemning not ordinary foreigners coming to YHWH to worship,
 but foreigners as priests and participants in the leadership of the restored temple? In other words, might Ezekiel’s vision here not be one which offers a narrow sense of who is an “Israelite,” but the exclusion of foreign empire from a renewed cult in Jerusalem? As we’ll see in Chapter 17, later visionaries within the Enoch tradition were to condemn the Second Temple as “impure” because of its priestly intercourse with empire. Perhaps Ezekiel is a direct ancestor of this emerging tradition.

Ezekiel’s vision ends without resolution. As far as we know, he died in exile in Babylon, with the vision but a future hope. But the time celebrated by Jeremiah, Ezekiel and 2nd Isaiah was soon approaching. Babylon would fall to the Persians, and the elite exiles sent back to their ancestral land. How were they to begin the process of rebuilding? And not unimportantly, who would pay for it and why? Finally, what of the “people of the land” who had remained during the exile: what part will they play in the new community of YHWH’s people? These were the questions fought over among those who found themselves in the land after the fall of Babylon.
Chapter Sixteen: The Struggle Over Jerusalem’s Restoration

Introduction

The Persian king Cyrus’ defeat of the Babylonian king Nabonidus in 539 did not draw nearly as sharp a line between the periods of “exile” and “restoration” as some historical schemas might indicate. Rather, it began a complex shift in political power dynamics that had a long, slow, influence on those people who already lived in or who moved to the former environs of Jerusalem. A wide range of perspectives developed over the decades and centuries to follow as to what YHWH’s will was in relationship to Jerusalem, the Temple and to the Persians. Some of the biblical texts (Haggai, Zechariah, Ezra/Nehemiah, Esther) explicitly address themselves to the Persian situation. Others (1-2 Chronicles, Leviticus, Third Isaiah, Ruth) instead offer an implicit viewpoint. 
One thing making the effort to understand the events of the 6th-4th centuries and the theological perspectives on these events more challenging is the sometimes confusing, and sometimes even deceiving, relationship between the timeline of the biblical texts and external evidence from archaeology and Persian inscriptions and other documents. However, the effort is essential if we are to understand the shift from monarchy to the Second Temple period, in which YHWH’s people no longer governed themselves but were subject to the power of foreign empires. It is during this key period that the division of “the two religions” into the forms familiar from the time of Jesus begin to crystallize into two very different understandings of the Way of YHWH. 
Table 16 shows the basic viewpoint of each text on the central questions that were before them after the Persian defeat of Babylon. 

Table 16: Biblical Perspectives on the Persian Era Restoration of Jerusalem

	Text (and approximate time)
	rebuilding the Temple
	the Persians
	the “people of the land” and question of intermarriage

	Haggai (520)
	Redemption depends on rebuilding the Temple. It is to be the work of all the people contributing materials and labor
	Not mentioned except for dating the oracle by regnal year. 
	Included within YHWH’s people

	First Zechariah (Zech 1-8) 
(520-518)
	YHWH will “comfort Zion and again choose Jerusalem” (1.19); rebuilding is YHWH’s will
	Not required
	Included within YHWH’s people

	Ezra/Nehemiah (mid-fifth to early-fourth centuries)
	YHWH has led the former exiles to begin the rebuilding
	Persian sponsorship/patronage of Temple and economic reconstruction, as well as legal framework of daily life 
	Excluded from people of YHWH; intermarriage absolutely prohibited

	Third Isaiah (Isa 56-66) (mid-fifth century)
	Rebuilding itself isn’t as important as practicing inclusive justice and relying on YHWH alone; creation is YHWH’s “throne” and “footstool”
	Not mentioned, but implicitly irrelevant to YHWH’s plan
	Included within YHWH’s people

	Leviticus

(from exile?)
	 
	Not mentioned
	Included; intermarriage not prohibited

	1-2 Chronicles

(fourth century?)
	Temple is central to restoration
	Not mentioned
	“Israel” includes everyone in the Land.

	Ruth
	
	
	

	Esther
	
	
	


What were the general circumstances of the former Judah under Persian colonial rule into which these biblical voices spoke? As noted in Chapter 14, Jeremiah witnesses to the ongoing presence of people in Judah during the exile. After Jerusalem’s destruction, the elite were removed, but the ordinary peasant farming families continued. Although there is no direct evidence, it is reasonable to infer that the destruction of the Temple and its debt records resulted in a kind of “jubilee” for those remaining. With those whom Isaiah castigated as “you who join house to house, who add field to field, until there is room for no one but you” (Isa 5.8) gone, the people could return to their ancestral land and live in peace. 
Small village farming was (and remains) a family affair. Women and children were fully occupied in the basic economic tasks of daily life. This will be important to keep in mind when we consider Ezra-Nehemiah’s ban on “foreign” wives. Daily life in Judah would thus have reverted to a more simplified rhythm, more akin to the true way of YHWH than was manifest in the hierarchical and stratified urban-controlled life under monarchy. 
The immediate effects of Persian rule, beginning in the 530s, would have included levying of taxes. Imperial territory—including the “Province Beyond the River” in which Judah was located—was largely seen as an opportunity for gathering wealth.
 This required developing local leadership that could work with the empire to assure a steady flow of revenue. As we’ll see momentarily, this would often involve an imperially-appointed governor along with a priestly figure to provide “divine authority” to the arrangement. 
Persia introduced a money economy into what had been a more traditional barter-exchange society.
 We hear this echoed in Nehemiah 5 in the outcry of the working people about borrowing money to pay the king’s tax. The money economy generated a scramble for advancement. The Persian system of “royal grants” of property to favored individuals created a highly stratified society. This in turn led to enormous anxiety and competition among people seeking access to privilege and favor of those “above,” a pattern which we will see again under the Roman Empire.

To the north, the former region of Israel, especially around the city of Samaria would have prospered better than the southern region, now labeled “Yehud” by the Persians. Both better farmland and proximity with the wealthy island cities of Sidon and Tyre (recall Ezekiel’s oracles against them) would have benefitted the region. This would have made the coastal region a more desirable resettlement locale than the more arid and mountainous region around Jerusalem.

Contrary to the idealized (and propagandistic) view presented in Ezra of a mass migration of exiles from Babylon back to the Promised Land, the actual resettlement would likely have been more of a sporadic trickle over decades if not longer. Grabbe comments,
On the contrary, the end of the sixth and beginning of the fifth century saw significant reduction in population, especially in the Benjamin area. The returnees are likely to have been a few thousand at most, probably over a period of time. Jerusalem may have been resettled after perhaps a long gap no inhabitants, but it was only a small settlement early in the Persian period.

Haggai-Zechariah

Haggai and Zechariah begin to proclaim their prophecies in 520 under the reign of King Darius, successor to the “messiah” Cyrus. The mission of both prophets is to inspire the people of Judah into rebuilding the “house of YHWH.” Their task, however, is much like being the spokesperson for a church capital campaign in the midst of a depression. The people are convinced that “It is not the time to come,” i.e., that the economic circumstances make a massive rebuilding project imprudent.
 Haggai attempts to rouse the people by likening their situation to that of David, living in “paneled houses” while the temple lies in ruins (Hag 1.4; cf. 2 Sam 7.2-7). His theological interpretation of the situation the people face reverses the usual assumption: it is the failure to build YHWH’s house that is the cause of the economic hard times (1.9-11). 
Haggai’s plea draws a response: 

Then Zerubbabel son of Shealtiel, and Joshua son of Jehozadak, the high priest, with all the remnant of the people, obeyed the voice of YHWH their God, and the words of the prophet Haggai, as YHWH their God had sent him; and the people feared YHWH. Then Haggai, the messenger of YHWH, spoke to the people with YHWH's message, saying, I am with you, says YHWH. And YHWH stirred up the spirit of Zerubbabel son of Shealtiel, governor of Judah, and the spirit of Joshua son of Jehozadak, the high priest, and the spirit of all the remnant of the people; and they came and worked on the house of YHWH of hosts, their God…(Hag 1.12-14)
The two named persons express the carrying over across the exile of continuity with the old monarchy. The Persian-appointed governor, Zerubbabel, is of the Davidic lineage, great-grandson of King Josiah, according to 1 Chr 3.17. Although Haggai doesn’t name this connection himself, he implies it at 2.20-23 with a combination of terms reminiscent of the Davidic reign.
 His companion, the high priest Joshua,
is in the Zadokite lineage, according to 1 Chr 6.14-15. Together, they embody a typical Persian colonial arrangement.
 Haggai portrays them as inspired leaders who in turn inspire the people to overcome their reticence and initiate the building process. 
Zechariah 1-8 offers a more complex picture through a series of visionary experiences of YHWH Sabaoth, or “Lord of Hosts.”
 Mark Boda unravels the mystery of why the setting of the book is, like Haggai, in the second year of the reign of the Persian king Darius, while in Zech 1-6, the enemy is constantly portrayed as Babylon. He notes that, contrary to biblical prophetic hopes, the reign of Cyrus lead to Babylon’s defeat, but not its destruction. In 522-521, there were two Babylonian uprisings against Persian rule preceding Darius’ gain of full control. This led to Darius’ administrative-financial reforms, creating a stable administration with firm control over its occupied territories. Boda states, 

Zechariah 1:7-6:15 finds in the recent upheaval of the Persian empire significant progress toward the Persian fulfillment of prophetic expectations…. Although Cyrus had begun the process in 539 B.C., in the Zecharian tradition it was Darius who displayed greater progress in the fulfillment of the prophetic hope.

Thus, we find in the prophet’s visions the ongoing hope for a full destruction of Babylon that will cause a stream of refugees to return to the Promised Land. This future event will allow various groups to converge in joining the remnant in the rebuilding of Jerusalem and the temple. John Kessler shows that Zechariah’s vision is one generated by the remnant community yearning to be rejoined by their families. He notes that “…from the Zecharian perspective, the return of the Diaspora members is in some sense contingent upon the faithfulness of the remnant community already in Yehud.... the return of the exiles and the resumption of normal existence in the land, a situation for which the tiny community long, are thereby made conditional upon their own fidelity.”
 
Most important for our current purposes is to see that Zechariah’s vision is of a wide diversity of YHWH’s people joining in this joyful project of reestablishing a place of worship and communal life under YHWH’s reign. It is open to those Egyptian emigrants from Judah whom Jeremiah condemned; to those from the wider geography of the former Israel, and even to Gentiles (e.g., Zech 2.15; 7.7; 8.7).
 Throughout Zechariah’s visions, Kessler concludes, “There is no evidence of priestly disputes or competition, no conflict between political and religious authorities, and no heterodox and ethically suspect worshipers of Yahweh from whom to keep separate...  Rather, the twin criteria of the correct worship of Yahweh and commensurate ethical behavior form the defining features of the community."
 In other words, Zechariah hopes for a restoration of the true religion of YHWH, somehow possible despite Persian hegemony. 
Of course, this is not what happened. Instead, a combination of priestly, scribal and royal elite worked out a deal with Persia and claimed that it was the will of YHWH. That not all agreed with this elite theological evaluation will be seen in the strong dissent and hope for a true, future restoration found in Zech 9-14, known as Second Zechariah, as well as from the anonymous prophet known as Third Isaiah. To understand their dissent, we must take a close look at the perspective of the historical winners.
The Law of Your God and the Law of the King: the imperially-sponsored restoration project of Ezra-Nehemiah

The books of Ezra-Nehemiah,
 on first reading, appear to continue the story at the end of the Baruch Narrative. Indeed, the first verse of the Ezra draws attention to some kind of continuity: “In the first year of King Cyrus of Persia, in order that the word of YHWH by the mouth of Jeremiah might be accomplished, YHWH stirred up the spirit of King Cyrus of Persia…” Sara Japhet writes, 

The starting point refers back, with no intermittence, to the destruction of the Temple,... Although the author is certainly aware of the time gap … —the gap of 70 years being the essence of Jeremiah's prophecy—there is no consequence in his account of this gap, either historical or theological. Historical time moves from destruction to restoration, from prophecy to fulfillment….The history of Judah is seen from the perspective of those who left it and are now to return.

It is not at all clear which “word of YHWH” from Jeremiah is being referenced here. Jeremiah, unlike Second Isaiah, never refers to Cyrus or Persia at all. If nothing else, the scriptural note both links with the authority (and theology?) of Jeremiah and claims to announce the fulfillment of “the word of YHWH.” These are powerful claims of legitimacy with which to begin a book! 
We must note, though, that YHWH never once speaks directly in the entire narrative. Similarly, there is no “glory of YHWH” as in Ezekiel or visionary account as in Zechariah. Rather, the focal point of the Ezra-Nehemiah story is the authority of written texts which claim divine authority. This is established from the immediately following verses, which report the words of a “written edict”
 in which Cyrus announces authority from “YHWH, the God of heaven.” From the start, we have a king proclaiming divine legitimation for his commandments, as is the way of empire generally. But this is something new: a foreign, imperial king claiming the explicit authority of the God of Israel (cf. 1.3)! 
As a canonical text in both the Hebrew and Christian bibles, Ezra-Nehemiah carries the presumption of being what it purports to be, i.e., an authentic, inspired Word. However, given the paradigm we have been exploring throughout this book, it will be patently obvious that Ezra-Nehemiah fits perfectly the “religion of empire” which has been opposed by prophets and other dissenters for centuries. And, as we’ll see, it is opposed by other canonical voices on just these grounds.
 
Sara Japhet explains how the overall structure of the book parallels a previous biblical pattern: 
The picture of the Restoration as a time span of two consecutive generations, with a political system characterized by the leadership of two leaders, a laymen [sic] and a priest, follows a venerable historical and literary model: the Exodus from Egypt, followed by conquest and settlement in the land of Israel.... The first generation of the Restoration is conceived as parallel to the departure from Egypt. The people of Israel left the Babylonian Exile to go back to Jerusalem, with the pronounced purpose of building the Temple, similar to the Exodus from Egypt to worship the Lord (Exod 5:1-3) and build the tabernacle. The second generation is parallel to that of settlement, when Israel consolidated its hold on the land, withstood the temptations represented by the local population, and strove to create a pure and holy community.

This is a powerful ideology claim on the part of the writers of Ezra-Nehemiah. It builds on the Josianic compromise which linked Israel’s Moses with Jerusalem’s Joshua (Josiah) to produce the first Temple state. The echo seeks now to legitimate the building of a new Temple state. In this model, the Persian Cyrus is the antithesis of the Egyptian Pharaoh: whereas the latter’s “heart was hardened,” the former’s “spirit is roused” by YHWH.
 Further, as shown below, the “people of the land” in both cases are shunned as “foreigners.” We can now hear Jeremiah’s word as the “inspiration” for this analogy: 
Therefore, the days are surely coming, says YHWH, when it shall no longer be said, "As YHWH lives who brought the people of Israel up out of the land of Egypt," but "As YHWH lives who brought the people of Israel up out of the land of the north and out of all the lands where he had driven them." For I will bring them back to their own land that I gave to their ancestors. (Jer 16.14-15; again, 23.7-8)
Ezra-Nehemiah is thus the story of a new Exodus and settlement which “replaces” the first one. 
Tamara Cohn Eskenazi has marked a path (Table 17) through the interwoven written documents and  first and third person narratives that comprise the essential “plot.” YHWH has, through the combined agencies of Persian kings and the former exiles, reestablished “the house of YHWH.” 
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It is a steady progression (although opponents must be overcome) from royal decree to altar, temple, community and, finally, the establishment of Jerusalem as “house of YHWH,”
  “holy city” (Neh 11.1). And just as steadily, the action is advanced by the combined authority of YHWH and Persian king. In fact, the combination might well bring to mind another, earlier combination: that of YHWH and Judah’s king, Josiah. What we’ll find after some closer examination is that Ezra-Nehemiah is designed to be a successor document to Deuteronomy, serving a closely parallel function: the “purification” of Jerusalem and the people via obedience to a written text which presents a compromise between YHWH and empire as divinely-given Word. 
As we saw in Chapter 12, Josiah’s “reform” was grounded in the “finding” of a “book” which established a compromise between the “two religions” of monarchy and anti-monarchy, i.e., a form of Deuteronomy. Moses was the servant of the YHWH who was experienced “outside” Jerusalem (representative of the former northern people of Israel) who was brought into alignment with Jerusalem-centered unity of worship and social practice under the YHWH-inspired reign of Josiah (representative of the southern people of Judah). In a similar way, the priest-scribe Ezra comes from the exilic community in Babylon to join with the royal governor Nehemiah who comes from the Persian capital, Susa, to combine forces in a way that brings together as one people the exiles and the remnant of Judah. 
The “successful” outcome of Ezra-Nehemiah is a “holy city” in which all “inside” is sacred/pure and all outside is profane/impure. Thus, the ironic result of this narrative journey is a Jerusalem whose relationship with the surrounding region is precisely the same as that of Babylon. The routes to the outcome are, of course, very different. Ezra-Nehemiah is no Enuma Elish. Yet there are sufficient similarities for scholar Mark Brett to suggest that the final form of Genesis, edited and read during this post-exilic period, expresses a counter-story not only to Enuma Elish, but also to Ezra-Nehemiah.

For our purposes, we can only show a few of the ways in which Ezra-Nehemiah can be seen as an imperially-supported compromise document. Readers unfamiliar with the text are encouraged to read the entire narrative with sufficient care to be able to discern how these highlights are reinforced in many of the smaller details. 
Ethnic exclusion

Eskenazi astutely notes that the primary character in the book is the people of God themselves. Ezra and Nehemiah are not ends in themselves. They are merely instruments for accomplishing what the text presents as YHWH’s purpose: the reunification of the holy people in the house of YHWH. The key passage is Ezra 9-10. The altar and temple building have been built; it is now time to build the community itself. Ezra himself enters the story in chapter 7, a place to which we will return. Ezra arrives with a royal letter of recommendation and high authority from the Persian king, Artaxerxes. The text provides a detailed list of those exiles who accompanied him from Babylon. Immediately thereafter, Ezra is approached by the officials, who inform him: 
The people of Israel, the priests, and the Levites have not separated themselves from the peoples of the lands with their abominations, from the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Jebusites, the Ammonites, the Moabites, the Egyptians, and the Amorites. For they have taken some of their daughters as wives for themselves and for their sons. Thus the holy seed has mixed itself with the peoples of the lands, and in this faithlessness the officials and leaders have led the way. (Ezra 9.1-2)
Eskenazi-Judd elsewhere note
 that the Hebrew is more ambiguous at a key point than the NRSV quoted, presenting a simile rather than identification: “the peoples of the land whose abhorrent practices are like those of the Canaanites…” This renders much more ambiguous the “ethnicity” of those excluded.
 As we explored in Chapter 13, “ethnicity” is a concept with very soft edges; “Israelite” identity in particular can be defined from many different perspectives. Whoever these people are, Ezra is called upon to respond to their “otherness,” characterized here as “abhorrent practices” without further specification. 
Cultural anthropologist Mary Douglass offers a clear rationale for the existence of these mixed marriages between the former exiles and the locals: 

The returnees from Babylon…would have needed to establish kinship links in order to make a claim on their ancestral lands…Without well-established rights to land they would soon run out of funds and perhaps even be reduced to working as labourers. …Marriage is the obvious way for the new arrivals to insert themselves into the farming economy. ….

On the side of the local inhabitants…it would have been a great inducement to a poverty-stricken family to marry one of their daughters to a returned exile claiming to be a cousin, rich, and offering to take care of the family’s debts. In those dangerous times he could also provide them with a useful link with the Persian authorities.
 
Ezra’s response to this “news” is to tear his garments, declare a fast, and utter a prayer to YHWH. His words echo throughout with Deuteronomistic phrases and theology.
 For example, in 9.11, Ezra quotes a commandment from “your servants the prophets: “'The land that you are entering to possess (Heb, bo`yrsh) is a land unclean with the pollutions of the peoples of the lands, with their abominations. They have filled it from end to end with their uncleanness.” The phrase “entering to possess” is found 24 times in the Hebrew Bible, 17 in Deuteronomy and all but three others in the Deuteronomistic History or here and Neh 9.15, 23. Ezra’s next sentence appears to be a continuation of v. 11: “Therefore do not give your daughters to their sons, neither take their daughters for your sons, and never seek their peace or prosperity, so that you may be strong and eat the good of the land and leave it for an inheritance to your children forever.” However, it is almost directly from Deuteronomy 7.3: “Do not intermarry with them, giving your daughters to their sons or taking their daughters for your sons…” Two verses later in Deuteronomy, we hear how Israel is told to deal with these peoples of the land: “…break down their altars, smash their pillars, hew down their sacred poles, and burn their idols with fire.” This, of course, was precisely what we heard Josiah did: “He broke the pillars in pieces, cut down the sacred poles, and covered the sites with human bones” (2 Kings 23.14). 
Ezra’s “solution” is much less harsh than that of Deuteronomy or Josiah. Having completed his prayer, he is approached by Shecaniah,
 who suggests that the people “So now let us make a covenant with our God to send away all these wives and their children, according to the counsel of my lord and of those who tremble at the commandment of our God; and let it be done according to the law. Take action, for it is your duty, and we are with you; be strong, and do it.” However, even Deuteronomy does not support this extreme measure. For example, we hear at Deut 23.7-8: “You shall not abhor any of the Egyptians, because you were an alien residing in their land. The children of the third generation that are born to them may be admitted to the assembly of YHWH.” Yet Ezra’s condemnation of “foreign” marriages includes Judean/Egyptian families, against Deuteronomy. But Ezra goes nonetheless to the returned exiles with the proposal and it is accepted.
 The blaming of the problem on the foreign wives recalls the Deuteronomistic History’s judgment on Solomon at 1 Kings 11. It was not for being a self-aggrandizing empire builder, but for allowing his foreign wives to “turn away his heart” that the narrator claims the kingdom will be torn away from his descendants. 
We might pause where the text does not to imagine the depth and breadth of human suffering occasioned by this action. Whole families were broken up, leaving defenseless women (and children?) bereft and abandoned. An apparently integrated, multicultural social fabric torn in shreds; and for what? Was this truly the will of YHWH? As Douglass notes, many of the priests “would be on the side of assimilation and toleration of foreigners. Though it was all in ruins, their tradition taught them how much the prosperity of Judah and the wealth of the temple had depended on Jerusalem’s cosmopolitan status.”
 Furthermore, the patriarch Joseph had an Egyptian wife, with not a hint of a problem. In fact, Joseph’s sons become the tribal ancestors, Manasseh and Ephraim (Gen 41.50-52), of the territory known in Ezra-Nehemiah’s time as “Samaria.” As always, however, the religion of empire reaches “peace” and “unity” at the expense of excluding and demeaning others. The voices of protest abound, directly from within the Bible, as we’ll see. 
Others excluded by the Ezra-Nehemiah perspective were the people who had occupied the former northern kingdom of Assyria and become integrated with the people brought in by the Assyrians to dilute ethnic and national identity (2 Kings 17.24-41), . Given the Deuteronomic perspective just illustrated, we should be expected to recall the editorial comment on these people provided in Second Kings 2 17.41: “these nations worshiped YHWH, but also served their carved images; to this day their children and their children's children continue to do as their ancestors did.” 

Not surprisingly given this background, the narrator introduces them at Ezra 4.1 as “the adversaries of Judah and Benjamin.”
 Yet they come not as troublemakers, but desiring to participate in the project: “they approached Zerubbabel and the heads of families and said to them, ‘Let us build with you, for we worship your God as you do, and we have been sacrificing to him ever since the days of King Esar-haddon of Assyria who brought us here.’" The visit generates the only direct speech from Zerubbabel in the Bible: “"You shall have no part with us in building a house to our God; but we alone will build to YHWH, the God of Israel, as King Cyrus of Persia has commanded us." Note that Zerubbabel’s claim of exclusion is based not on torah or a new Word from YHWH or even a charge of idolatry, but on the command of the Persian king. 
The short-term result is that what could have been a shared and joyous building project becomes an occasion for building hostility and creating enemies. The petitioners engage in a campaign to oppose the building of the temple which includes bribery of local officials and a written letter to King Artaxerxes
 which warns the Persians that the temple, if rebuilt, will become again a site of nationalistic rebellion against the Persians (Ezra 4.4-16). The campaign successfully convinces the king to put a stop to the project, which, of course, turned the short-term hostility into a long-term ethnic hatred. 
According to Ezra-Nehemiah, it was at this point that Haggai and Zechariah began to preach to inspire the people into rebuilding. How different is this putative context from what we hear in the canonical books of the prophets themselves! Instead of a question simply of prudent timing based on financial considerations, Ezra-Nehemiah presents an ethnic battle, interpreted politically by the Persian king, as the reason for the delay in construction. 
In Nehemiah 2, we find a parallel incident, structurally matching this one in Ezra 4.
 The newly arrived Nehemiah, supposedly coming to his former homeland as an act of piety to help construct the city walls, is mocked and ridiculed by a coalition of Sanballat the Horonite, Tobiah the Ammonite and Geshem the Arab. They come to Nehemiah and ask him a question that takes up the theme from Ezra 4: “Are you rebelling against the king?" Nehemiah’s response echoes Ezra’s: "The God of heaven is the one who will give us success, and we his servants are going to start building; but you have no share or claim or historic right in Jerusalem." (Neh 2.19-20) This coalition does not seek to participate in the building project, but seeks to stop it to prevent Jerusalem from becoming a local power with Persian imperial support. They continue to threaten the construction workers by enlisting the support of the Samaritan army. This leads Nehemiah to post military guards and prepare the people for the possibility of war (4.16-23). Thus, the claim of divine (royal) authority to exclude has generated both ethnic tensions and international saber-rattling. 
Military security, economic exploitation and oppressive violence against the poor

Amidst this tense situation, Nehemiah becomes aware of an “outcry [Heb, tsa`aqat] of the people” expressing a litany of complaints about rampant social injustice, including the need to borrow money at interest to pay the king’s tax (5.4), from which the temple elite have been expressly exempted by imperial edict (Ezra 7.24). Children are being enslaved and raped and property mortgaged and then foreclosed on to pay debt to the elite. The Hebrew word for “outcry” expresses biblically a call to YHWH for help against social injustice.
 However, it is not YHWH who responds but Nehemiah. He does not pray for guidance, but, “thinking it over,” calls together the “nobles and officials” and upbraids them for “taking interest from your own people.” As Kenneth Hoglund notes, "Nehemiah's response was not to exempt the population from the burden of these imperial obligations in consideration of the circumstances but to alleviate the short-term impact of this economic crisis by forcing lenders, including himself (5:10), to forgo the demand of interest payments and pledges."
 Furthermore, Nehemiah does and says nothing about the sexual violence against and enslavement of Judean children. Those things apparently simply come with the imperial territory, and are of little moral concern to Nehemiah and those he represents. 
The sequence of the text allows us to infer that there is a direct relationship between this newly revealed systemic injustice and the threat of war resulting from the exclusion of neighboring peoples. Yet we are certainly expected to read Nehemiah’s actions positively. It is only by recognizing that his behavior embodies the religion of empire rather than the true religion of YHWH that are eyes are opened to the social and economic havoc that Nehemiah’s project entails. 
In the passages we have looked at, it appears that the characters are acting on their own to exclude and to exploit others. Zerubbabel, Ezra and Nehemiah each seem only to consult other locals in reaching their decisions. If we take a step back, however, to look at the big picture, we can see that the entire Ezra-Nehemiah project is a Persian-sponsored and supported action. A few examples will illustrate how systemic Persian involvement is the project from beginning to end, not out of Persian benevolence, but rather, out of imperial self-interest. 
Persia’s motivation for rebuilding Jerusalem

We have already seen that the book of Ezra opens with an announcement of King Cyrus’ edict allowing the project to begin. Zerubbabel serves as the Persian governor, even if some hope that his Davidic roots will lead to independence from Persia sooner or later. The narrator summarizes the successful completion of the first movement of the project by stating: “So the elders of the Judeans built and prospered, through the prophesying of the prophet Haggai and Zechariah son of Iddo. They finished their building by command of the God of Israel and by decree of Cyrus, Darius, and King Artaxerxes of Persia” (6.14) The “decree” is singular although the kings are plural, because we are to see the sequence of monarchs as embodying a single movement of Persian support.

Ezra comes on the scene in chapter 7 with a long pedigree
 of fourteen generations.
 However, as Askenazi observes, naming “Ezra first in conjunction with the king of Persia (Ezra 7.1) and then in conjunction with Aaron the first priest (Ezra 7.5b-6a), the book literally flanks Ezra and his mission by the Persian king and the first priest."
 Ezra is named as “scribe skilled in the law of Moses that YHWH the God of Israel had given. Thus, he is both priest and scribe. 
This description echoes a previous Deuteronomic juxtaposition of priest and scribe in relation to a book of the law found in “the house of YHWH”: Shaphan the scribe and Hilkiah the priest at the time of Josiah the king (2 Kings 22.8-13). The occasion for this finding is the transfer of funds to enable the repair of “the house of YHWH” (22.5-7). The money was given to the general contractors and to specific workers, including carpenters and masons. Earlier in the book of Ezra, we are told that the foundation for the new “house of YHWH” was built by money provided by King Cyrus of Persia and given to masons and carpenters (Ezra 3.7) The only other mention of masons and carpenters in the Bible is at 2 Samuel 5.11: “King Hiram of Tyre sent messengers to David, along with cedar trees, and carpenters and masons who built David a house.” Later, this same Hiram, supports Solomon’s temple building project, promising “I will fulfill all your needs in the matter of cedar… There was peace between Hiram and Solomon; and the two of them cut a covenant.” (1 Kings 5.8, 12). And sure enough, Ezra 3.7 also states that money was given to “the Tyrians to bring cedar trees…” Thus, all four “house building” projects are connected, not only to each other, but to royal sponsorship. All but Josiah’s are connected to foreign sponsorship. Ezra, as combined priest/scribe, is rightly situated to cut an implied covenant with King Artaxerxes to continue the Persian imperial support begun earlier. 
Indeed, Ezra arrives in Yehud with a glowing letter of introduction from Artaxerxes, granting him “all the silver and gold that you shall find in the whole province of Babylonia” for sacrifices at the temple and “whatever else is required for the house of your God” (7.16, 20). The king gives Ezra and his colleagues carte blanche to spend this imperial grant in “whatever way seems good to you” (7.18). Ezra is authorized to appoint magistrates and judges to assure that all the people “obey the law [Heb, dat] of your God and the law [dat] of the king,” under penalty of imprisonment, banishment, confiscation of goods or even death (7.26). 
In other words, Artaxerxes sets up the priest/scribe Ezra as the king’s own man in the Province. And all the people have to do is “obey the law of the king” along with the law of God. It is not torah which Artaxerxes enjoins as binding under penalty of death, but the king’s dat, a term also referring to Persian law at Esther 3.8. As Eskenazi states, "Ezra-Nehemiah envisions no tension between the two....Heavenly ruler and earthly ruler collaborate for the sake of the house of God."
 But is there really no conflict between YHWH’s law and that of an imperial monarch? The religion of empire, as we’ve seen, is always grounded in precisely this principle: that royal law is divine law. 
Our final illustration of the collaboration between Persia and the Judeans in the building project is the scene conveying the impetus for Nehemiah’s arrival in the province. We have observed Nehemiah exercising authority over the nobles and other Jerusalem elite, in organizing the wall building project, establishing military security, and demanding some relief from oppressive economic practices. Who is this Nehemiah? What is the basis of his authority? How, within the wider narrative of Ezra-Nehemiah, is he related to the priest-scribe Ezra? 
The book of Nehemiah opens in the first person, with Nehemiah speaking from his home in the Persian capital of Susa.
 He is the cupbearer to the Persian king, i.e., a member of the royal cabinet.
 A Judean delegation has arrived for unstated reasons, and Nehemiah asks his “brothers” about Jerusalem. They report “"The survivors there in the province who escaped captivity are in great trouble and shame; the wall of Jerusalem is broken down, and its gates have been destroyed by fire." This comes as surprising bad news to Nehemiah, who apparently was unaware of conditions in his ancestral homeland. After praying aloud,
 he approaches the king with a bold proposal: that he be allowed leave to go to Judah to “rebuild it” (Neh 2.5). The king grants his request and, as with Ezra, provides a letter to accompany him and to authorize resources for the building project. Nehemiah’s travels are accompanied by a imperial military escort. When this stranger arrives in Jerusalem, he takes a night inspection of the city, then gathers together the elite to urge upon them a commitment to the building project. They immediately agree (2.13-18). 
Why would a Persian king sponsor this building project and send a trusted member of his cabinet to oversee it? The answer, despite the superficial ruse of Nehemiah’s pious petition, should be clear from all we’ve seen: the reconstruction of Jerusalem was a Persian-sponsored project all along. Kenneth Hoglund provides powerful historical and archaeological evidence showing what Persia’s interest was in initiating and supporting this project through to the end, despite the opposition of local peoples. As we have seen, in the time of Haggai and Zechariah under the reign of the Persian king Darius, the empire had just begun to stabilize its control over its distant territories. However, such imperial control rarely remains stable for long, as people yearning for freedom and self-rule seek ways, covert
 or overt, to loosen the imperial hold. By the mid-fifth century, the status quo had been badly shaken. Eric Meyers summarizes the situation:

As Darius set his political ambitions more and more to the north…the Greek cities of Ionia and Cyprus declared their intention to block him. Athens soon joined…In 490 Darius was defeated at the battle of Marathon, and in 480 his son Xerxes I and the Persians were defeated at the battle of Salamis in Cyprus. In 478 the Delian League was established to liberate many Greek cities from Persian control. Against this backdrop, therefore, it is not surprising that Babylonia and Egypt sought to regain their independence…It is thus not surprising that all of this had repercussions in Palestine.

Hoglund shows in great detail the evidence for how the Egyptian Revolt led to the Persian decision to establish a strong military base in Jerusalem.
 He states: 
Nehemiah's request relates to the use of timber supplies for the construction of a fortress or citadel to be located adjacent to the Temple to the north of the most concentrated portion of the city. Presumably manned by imperial troops, the citadel not only would serve to protect a vulnerable portion of the city, but also would place a concentration of imperial force just outside the city where it would be noticed by the inhabitants of Jerusalem….The rarity of such urban fortification systems in the mid-fifth century should serve to highlight the unusual nature of Nehemiah's request and the imperial court’s willingness to permit the refortification of Jerusalem.

In other words, it was Persia’s own strategic military needs that led the empire to finance, oversee and carry out the rebuilding of Jerusalem. Much like the United States establishing a naval base at Pearl Harbor in the occupied territory of Hawaii against the potential threat of Japan,
 the Persians had plenty of their own incentive to support the reestablishment of both the city and the authority of the temple elite. Hoglund observes, 
One of the hallmarks of the Achaemenid imperial administration was its flexibility in the face of established local customs. Rather than superimposing a rigid set of imperial laws over a subject territory, the imperial system sought to work within the legal structures already in place. This process required a class of imperial functionaries possessing legal expertise, a group that appears in various documents as the 'royal judges ' who are charged with the application of the imperial law within more localized settings.
 

It is within this context that the episodes explored above fit into place. Nehemiah’s show of ancestral  piety masks his commission by Persia to oversee the completion of the fortification of Jerusalem for imperial military purposes. The text, having initially suggested Nehemiah’s religious purpose, acknowledges that, sometime along the way, he became the Persian-appointed governor of the province (Neh 5.14). Eskenazi notes, "One senses a sleight of hand not unlike that in the Bathsheba-Nathan scene in 1 Kings 1."
 Nehemiah claims this authority precisely at the moment when the wall-building threatens to come to a halt by a rebellion of the oppressed construction workers. As discussed above, Nehemiah’s response is not to establish torah justice, but rather, to assure that the imperial project will continue to completion. The elite general contractors understand the dynamics well, and immediately agree to Nehemiah’s demand to stop taking interest from the workers. 
Ezra, for his part, is also deeply implicated as a collaborator in the imperial project. His appointment of judges and magistrates serves the Persian interest in building up a local, trusted elite to maintain order so that taxes can be collected.
 Joachim Shaper states, 
The Jerusalem temple administration acted as the interface between the tax-paying population of Judah and the Persian government….The collaboration between the central authorities and the temple hierarchy seems to have been smooth and efficient; the needs of both partners were duly catered for.

Ezra’s commission included establishing obedience to the Persian law. Behind his façade of collaborative leadership, Ezra oversaw an imperial policy of exclusion of ethnic outsiders and privileged, tax-exempt status for the temple elite, all backed up by the threat of extreme punishment, including death, to lawbreakers and resisters. 
One of Ezra’s most dramatic and oppressive actions was to demand the break-up of ethnically mixed marriages among the returned exiles.
 We also see within Ezra-Nehemiah detailed lists of the acceptable returnee families (Ezra 7 and Neh 2), which serve as citizenship documentation for the members of the new community. What would Persia’s interest be in establishing ethnic purity within Jerusalem? Again, Hoglund provides the answer: 
Among the administrative requirements of an imperial system is the need to integrate various groups within a subject territory into the imperial structure. This could be done by utilizing pre-existent group denominators such as kinship, cult or trade, or it could be accomplished by groups that transcended existing denominators. Often such groups possessed an economic role within the imperial system, ensuring the group perception that their self-interest was bound up in the well-being of the empire. … This requirement for group identity was more pressing when an imperial system was engaged in the use of deportation and resettlement as a means of political control over a subject region…. banishment from the group as a penalty would deny the possibility of regaining access to the rights and privileges enjoyed by the group as a unit….There is clear evidence from Mesopotamia that the Achaemenid court practiced a form of imperial domain, treating land gained by conquest as imperial territory and disposing of it to courtiers and various officials. …Thus any group of returning exiles... were not reclaiming a right to land tenure based on past land allotment systems but were being allowed to reside in a homeland by the graciousness of the empire.
Such systems of allocating territories to dependent populations will work as long as the imperial system is capable of maintaining some clarity as to who is allowed access to a particular region and who is not. Intermarriage among various groups would tend to smudge the demarcation between the groups.
In this light, the concerns expressed by Ezra and Nehemiah over the practice of intermarriage within the community would be in keeping with the effort of the imperial court to enhance a degree of control over the Levantine region. Ezra’s legal reforms and Nehemiah's anger over the continuing presence of intermarriage would represent a perception of the danger such activity presented to the continuation of the qahal in Yehud.

Ezra-Nehemiah does not deny imperial involvement in the building of “the house of YHWH.” Rather, it not only acknowledges it from the beginning, but claims that Persian authority is an expression of the will of YHWH. Note Hoglund’s characterization of the Persian understanding of the relationship between the people of Yehud and the land: it is not theirs because of a claim to right but because of “the graciousness of the empire.” How far this is from the understanding of Genesis, where the land is gift from YHWH via the covenant with Abraham! But within the “religion of empire,” the Ezra-Nehemiah perspective makes perfect sense. It is, as we’ve seen, shown to be in deep continuity with the indigenous imperial projects of David, Solomon and Josiah. Its “holy city” has no local king and little interest in the Davidic covenant because the Persian monarch serves as a divinely-authorized substitute. Its seemingly inclusive and even “democratic”
 society is such only within the systemic exclusion of whole populations and the legally privileged status of some groups over others even within the society, much like the American Founders declared “all men created equal” while excluding most of the population from political participation. 
The characters of Ezra and Nehemiah themselves can now be seen as representatives of the two groups collaborating to make the compromise with empire a reality. Ezra, priest and scribe, member of the exiles in Babylon, embodies the temple elite. Their roots, as we’ve seen, are in the First Temple contexts of Solomon and Josiah. Their role is to establish YHWH’s approval for the compromise. Nehemiah, royal cupbearer and attendant to the Persian king in Susa, embodies the Persian half of the arrangement. He carries the imperial fist hidden within Ezra’s velvet glove. His immediate root is in the tradition of previous imperially-appointed governors such as the Babylonian, Gedaliah. His role is to establish Persia’s support for the compromise. The book of Revelation will extrapolate these representative roles into the seductive “whore” and the violent “beast” that together embody empire. 
Ezra-Nehemiah expresses the official view of the new Jerusalem elite at the time of the restoration. However, it is never referred to again within the Hebrew Scriptures nor at all in the New Testament. The final editors of the biblical collection and the writers of the New Testament made sure that readers would be able to hear Ezra-Nehemiah’s claims within the perspective of widespread, canonical resistance. 
“Do not let the foreigner joined to YHWH say, ‘YHWH will surely separate me from his people’": The dissenting voice of Third Isaiah

After what might seem to many a rather depressing attempt to claim YHWH’s authority for a system grounded in violence, exploitation and ethnic exclusion, the voice of the anonymous prophet known as Third Isaiah comes as a breath of fresh air. On point by point of the Ezra-Nehemiah program, Isaiah 56-66 takes the opposite perspective. What we find in these chapters is truly an utterly different way of being bound as a people than we have just explored. It is a different religion in the name of YHWH, with roots deep in the exodus covenant and branches extending to the Gospels of the New Testament
. 
Norman Gottwald shows how the entire unit is formed chiastically: 
A: 56:1-8: salvation to foreigners

B: 56:9-57:13: indictment of wicked leaders

C: 57:14-21: salvation for the people

D: 58:1-14: indictment of corrupt worship

E: 59:1-5a: lament/confession over sins of the people

F: 59:15b-20: theophany of judgment/redemption

G: 60-62: proclamation of redemption

F1: 63:1-6:  theophany of judgment/redemption

E1: 63:7-64:12:  lament/confession over sins of the people

D1: 65:1-16: indictment of corrupt worship

C1: 65:17-25: salvation for the people (+new heavens/earth)

B1: 66:1-6: indictment of wicked leaders + exclusion of faithful from cult

A1: 66:7-24: salvation to foreigners + mission of foreigners to foreigners

It is a tightly structured, systemic critique of the Ezra-Nehemiah accommodation to empire.
 Examination of a few passages will illustrate how Third Isaiah claims the direct authority of YHWH for its support of a social order nearly the opposite of that of Ezra-Nehemiah. 
Ethnic inclusion

As Ezra-Nehemiah sought to legitimize the systemic exclusion of anyone who could not formally prove their heritage as members of the exiled community, Third Isaiah begins by proclaiming broad inclusion of any who seek to “join themselves to YHWH.” Specifically, we hear in the opening verses, 

Do not let the foreigner joined to YHWH say, "YHWH will surely separate me from his people’….for thus says YHWH….the foreigners who join themselves to YHWH, to minister to him, to love the name of YHWH, and to be his servants, all who keep the sabbath, and do not profane it, and hold fast my covenant-- these I will bring to my holy mountain, and make them joyful in my house of prayer; their burnt offerings and their sacrifices will be accepted on my altar; for my house shall be called a house of prayer for all peoples. (Isa 56.3-6)
The inclusion of “foreigners” is a refrain throughout Third Isaiah. For example, 60.10: “Foreigners shall build up your walls, and their kings shall minister to you” and 61.5: “Strangers shall stand and feed your flocks, foreigners shall till your land and dress your vines.” The particular Hebrew term, ben-nakhar, literally, “sons of foreignness,” is found only nineteen times in the Hebrew Bible, five in Third Isaiah, but also at Neh 9.2: “Then those of Israelite descent separated themselves from all foreigners…”
Third Isaiah anticipates a time when the house of YHWH will be a “house of prayer for all peoples,” a text “fulfilled” explicitly at Mark 11.17 and implicitly throughout the multicultural vision of the book of Revelation.
 The criteria for inclusion will not be ethnic, but covenantal. Unlike the wrenching sadness of family break-up mandated in Ezra-Nehemiah, Third Isaiah’s vision leads to joy for all. 
True worship: the end of social injustice
Ezra-Nehemiah includes many narratives of individual and communal prayer and worship. What stands out, however, is that it is all one way. YHWH never is heard responding to these entreaties and celebrations. As we’ll see, Ezra-Nehemiah was the cutting edge of a movement away from direct experience of YHWH’s Voice and toward seeking YHWH only through study of written texts. Third Isaiah, however, not only claims to be the direct expression of YHWH’s Voice, but articulates a dialogue between YHWH and worshipers who are not hearing YHWH’s response to their prayers and fasting (Isa 58). 
The juxtaposition is immediate and sharp: 
"Why do we fast, but you do not see? Why humble ourselves, but you do not notice?" Look, you serve your own interest on your fast day, and oppress all your workers. Look, you fast only to quarrel and to fight and to strike with a wicked fist. Such fasting as you do today will not make your voice heard on high…. Is not this the fast that I choose: to loose the bonds of injustice, to undo the thongs of the yoke, to let the oppressed go free, and to break every yoke? Is it not to share your bread with the hungry, and bring the homeless poor into your house; when you see the naked, to cover them, and not to hide yourself from your own kin? Then your light shall break forth like the dawn, and your healing shall spring up quickly; your vindicator shall go before you, the glory of YHWH shall be your rear guard. Then you shall call, and YHWH will answer; you shall cry for help, and he will say, Here I am. (Isa 58.3-9)

It does not take much imagination to match the situation here with that in Neh 5: workers systematically oppressed by those who would claim for themselves to be “pure” and “holy.” The passage goes on to link the social shift to the practice of justice with the successful rebuilding of the temple: 
Your ancient ruins shall be rebuilt; you shall raise up the foundations of many generations; you shall be called the repairer of the breach, the restorer of streets to live in. If you refrain from trampling the sabbath, from pursuing your own interests on my holy day; if you call the sabbath a delight and the holy day of YHWH honorable; if you honor it, not going your own ways, serving your own interests, or pursuing your own affairs… (Isa 58.12-13)

The rebuilding is explicitly conditioned on the practice of true holiness. In place of Ezra, Nehemiah and the other imperially appointed officials in charge of the Yehud, Third Isaiah says in YHWH’s Voice: “I will appoint Peace as your overseer and Righteousness as your taskmaster” (60.17). Instead of the outcry of oppressed workers and their families, “Violence shall no more be heard in your land, devastation or destruction within your borders; you shall call your walls Salvation, and your gates Praise” (60.18). 
At the chiastic center of Third Isaiah’s proclamation, the narrative shifts from the Voice of YHWH to the voice of an unnamed person upon whom the spirit of YHWH YHWH has come. We hear: 

YHWH has anointed me; he has sent me to bring good news to the oppressed, to bind up the brokenhearted, to proclaim liberty to the captives, and release to the prisoners; to proclaim the year of YHWH's favor, and the day of vengeance of our God; to comfort all who mourn; to provide for those who mourn in Zion-- to give them a garland instead of ashes, the oil of gladness instead of mourning, the mantle of praise instead of a faint spirit. They will be called oaks of righteousness, the planting of YHWH, to display his glory. They shall build up the ancient ruins, they shall raise up the former devastations; they shall repair the ruined cities, the devastations of many generations. (Isa 61.1-4)

It is to this very text that Jesus, according to Luke, turns to proclaim his “mission statement” (Luke 4.16-21). Luke omits the prophetic announcement of the building up of ancient ruins, however, because for Luke, as for the other evangelists, Jerusalem’s and the temple’s time have past. Jesus himself will embody the “house of YHWH.” 
Third Isaiah’s voice, of course, did not prevail amidst the power of empire. The Ezra-Nehemiah coalition successfully managed the imperial project and established themselves as the new temple elite. Third Isaiah’s lack of immediate success, though, did not break his spirit or his trust in YHWH. Instead, he envisioned a time in which YHWH’s will would truly be done. Taking up the cosmic imagery of his predecessor, he proclaims a God whose reign is much larger than that of mere earthly Jerusalem: “Heaven is my throne and the earth is my footstool; what is the house that you would build for me?” (66.1) This Creator God and King will himself generate a much greater building project:
For I am about to create new heavens and a new earth; the former things shall not be remembered or come to mind. But be glad and rejoice forever in what I am creating; for I am about to create Jerusalem as a joy, and its people as a delight. I will rejoice in Jerusalem, and delight in my people; no more shall the sound of weeping be heard in it, or the cry of distress. (65.17-19)

Third Isaiah’s vision of a divinely built New Jerusalem is one of many in which seers, in deep, intimate relationship with YHWH and solidarity with YHWH’s suffering people, express trust that a time will indeed come when YHWH’s will will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. 
Genesis for a new generation

Texts are largely written for their immediate audiences. Over time, as situations change, most texts are rendered obsolete, valuable only as historical artifacts of an increasingly distant past. However, some texts continue to speak across the generations, either because their themes transcend their immediate circumstances of origin or because new situations can be seen as similar in some way to the original context. Theologian David Tracy describes the qualities of “classic” texts which continue to resonate across time and cultural distance.
 Biblical texts such as Genesis certainly fit within this category. 
We saw in Part I how Genesis narrated a “counter-story” to its original audience in Babylonian Exile. We cannot know when Genesis as we have it now reached its final form. It is certainly likely, though, that it continued to be a living text well into the Persian period, if not beyond. Whether freshly edited for the new situation or simply resonating in new ways for a new generation, many of Genesis’ texts would express a strong counter-story to that of Ezra-Nehemiah as well as to Babylon’s Enuma Elish. 
Key to this function would be Genesis’ consistent message of YHWH’s relationship of blessing with foreigners. We cannot trace this theme throughout Genesis, but perhaps a few examples will illustrate how Genesis might be heard within Persian Yehud. 
At the conclusion of the Garden of Eden story, the narrator explains the social consequence of humanity as male and female: “Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and clings to his wife, and they become one flesh” (Gen 2.24). As Mark Brett comments: 

In a context where men were being urged to leave their foreign wives, however, the peculiar strength of this language may well be explained by reading the verse as suggesting a priority of commitments: the kinship bond with the wife stands above that of the parents, and in this sense, marriage comes before bloodlines. The notion of the 'holy seed' [in Ezra 9.2] suggests the reverse --- that marriage has to conform to the bloodlines.

Repeatedly, Genesis expresses the dominant ideology that blood (“holy seed”) trumps marriage only to undermine it. One rather shocking example is the relationship among Sarah, Abraham, Hagar and Ishmael (explored briefly in Chapter 6). Hagar is an Egyptian, yet is found living with the first of Israel’s matriarch’s and patriarch’s. In Genesis 16, Sarai seeks to use her “slave girl” to be “built up” through her.
 Neither Sarai nor Abraham ever give her a name, speaking of her only in terms of role. The narrator and YHWH’s messenger, however, consistently do speak her name. She is not simply a foreigner slaving for “us,” but is, from YHWH’s own perspective, a human being in need of divine protection. 
That the narrative follows Hagar in her escape from Sarai is itself a strong statement. Whereas the “people of the land” in Ezra-Nehemiah are generally only spoken about by others, Genesis leads readers to follow Hagar and to empathize with her plight. Further, we find that Hagar has her own, direct relationship with YHWH “in the wilderness” (16.7). The encounter leads to a promise to her that is directly parallel to the one given to Abra(ha)m: "I will so greatly multiply your offspring that they cannot be counted for multitude” (cf. 17.2; 22.17). Next, YHWH’s messenger speaks a naming-oracle directly parallel to the one spoken about Sarai: "Now you have conceived and shall bear a son; you shall call him Ishmael” (cf. 17.19; see also Judg 13.3-7; Isa 7.14-17; Lk 1.28-32). Finally, Hagar in turn names YHWH as “El-roi,” i.e., “the God who sees me.”
 Each element of this encounter renders Hagar and Ishmael as fully within YHWH’s blessing, if not part of the specific lineage that will be “Israel.” 
But the narrative is not done with Hagar and Ishmael yet. In Genesis 21, Isaac is born, and Sarah sees Ishmael “yitschaking” with her child.
 Sarah demands that Abraham “cast out” both of them, and Abraham dutifully obeys the command to expel the foreign “wife.”
 Yet again, the story and YHWH’s angel follow Hagar into the wilderness. With great irony, Genesis speaks of an Egyptian and her son who find themselves in the wilderness as a result of oppression at the hands of Israel’s matriarch, only to be rescued by God!
 Not only does the story play on Israel’s central liberation story, it also undermines Ezra-Nehemiah’s condemnation of “foreign wives” and their offspring. Away from the eyes of the dominant people (here, Abraham and Sarah)—but not the eyes of readers—God is with those who would be expelled for their foreignness, blessing them and their children. 
Genesis continues to challenge Ezra-Nehemiah’s ideology in the stories of obtaining wives for Isaac and Jacob (Gen 24 and 29). In its original context, Laban and his family represent the “old country,” i.e., Babylon from which Abram was first called. But within the Persian context, we can hear these stories as putting into question the wisdom of creating marriages only from one’s “own” people. For example, in neither Genesis 24 or 29 do we hear YHWH bless the finding of a wife for Isaac or Jacob. Further, Isaac’s warning to Jacob to “not marry one of the Canaanite women” as Esau has done is undermined by Esau gaining bountiful blessing just as Ishmael did, from whom Esau gets an additional wife (Gen 28.9; 36.1ff). Jacob’s attempt to distance himself from Esau is countered by his brother’s running to him to embrace and hiss him (33.4). Throughout these passages, Genesis tells stories that subvert a too-easy equation between marriages among “us” and marriages with “them.” 
Another central component of Genesis’ perspective that would take on the Ezra-Nehemiah ideology is its consistent anti-urban theology. As we saw in Part I, Genesis associates cities with murder and oppression. The outcome of the Sodomites’ rejection of foreigners would certainly put in question the Jerusalem elite’s similar behavior. Pharaoh’s refusal to eat with the foreign Joseph, but his willingness to use him to serve his own, imperial goals, would also tear at the “sacred canopy
” Ezra-Nehemiah sought to put over their restoration strategy. 
Throughout the Second Temple period and beyond, Genesis’ powerful stories will continue to challenge proponents of the religion of empire. Jesus, in Matthew’s gospel, speaks of palingenesis— “genesis again
”—in connection with his vision of the Kingdom of God (Mt 19.28). It should come as no surprise that the Bible’s first book will be a foundation stone for the Good News of Jesus.
Second Zechariah and the beginning of eschatological hope
The materials found in Zechariah 9-14 likely represent a range of perspectives from voices outside the Ezra-Nehemiah establishment sometime within the fifth century. Unfortunately, it has been very difficult for scholars to agree on much about these passages because of the diversity of viewpoints expressed.
 One thing is clear, though: whoever put the pieces together was deeply dissatisfied with the Jerusalem status quo. Eric Meyers states, “The disappointment of not participating in the new prosperity of the Persian Era and the disappointment of having only limited autonomy, coupled with an anxiety over the limited growth of the population of Yehud, created considerable anxiety in the minds of the later prophets, especially Second Zechariah (chaps. 9-14)….”
 Like Third Isaiah, these passages project their hopes for a future time in which YHWH will act to make things right. 
We find in this kind of prophecy the beginning of a movement toward eschatology, the consideration of the “times of the end.” Third Isaiah’s vision of New Jerusalem is certainly within this genre, as is the passage Isaiah 24-27. In a context when the religion of empire held a tight control over the official institutions of Jerusalem, those holding to the true YHWH religion faced the basic choice between giving up, joining those in power, or holding on to hope that someday, YHWH would make things right. Second Zechariah ends with this kind of prophecy in chapter 14:

See, a day is coming for YHWH… YHWH will go forth and fight against those nations as when he fights on a day of battle. On that day his feet shall stand on the Mount of Olives… On that day there shall not be either cold or frost…. that day living waters shall flow out from Jerusalem… And YHWH will become king over all the earth; on that day YHWH will be one and his name one. (Zech 14.1, 4, 6, 8-9)

For Ezra-Nehemiah, that “day” had already come, as we hear in the threefold repetition of “on that day” in Neh 12.43, 44 and 13.1 amidst the celebration of the completion of “the house of YHWH.” For Second Zechariah, as for Third Isaiah and the later prophet Joel,
 “that day” would not happen as a result of collaboration with empire, but by YHWH’s direct reign becoming manifest for all to see and to know. As we hear Joel’s powerful words: 
YHWH roars from Zion, and utters his voice from Jerusalem, and the heavens and the earth shake. But YHWH is a refuge for his people, a stronghold for the people of Israel. So you shall know that I, YHWH your God, dwell in Zion, my holy mountain. …In that day the mountains shall drip sweet wine, the hills shall flow with milk, and all the stream beds of Judah shall flow with water; a fountain shall come forth from the house of YHWH and water the Wadi Shittim. (Joel 3.16-18)

Meanwhile, there was another way to express dissent from the establishment. The book of Leviticus expresses a different version of torah from the Deuteronomy-based view supported by Ezra-Nehemiah. The books of Chronicles retell the history of monarchy with a very different emphasis and hence, different outcome, from that told in the Deuteronomistic History. Through these alternative texts, the communities behind them sought to inspire commitment to a way of YHWH much different from that upheld by Ezra-Nehemiah. 
Leviticus: cosmos, temple and text in microcosm
Leviticus is one of the most challenging books for modern readers to engage. Its litanies of now obsolete rules and lack of narrative action make it seem boring and irrelevant. But when understood within its own historical moment as a counter-story to that of Ezra-Nehemiah, we can better appreciate its message. 

We noted in Chapter 14 the parallels between Leviticus and Ezekiel (Table 14). It should not be surprising, then, to place the composition of Leviticus in the exile, along with Genesis (also with parallels in Ezekiel, Table 13) and Ezekiel. Its perspective is certainly “priestly,” but not at all in the way of the priest-scribe Ezra. If Ezra-Nehemiah follows the line from Deuteronomy through the Deuteronomistic History and Jeremiah, Leviticus fits the line from Exodus through Ezekiel. 
Mary Douglas has brilliantly penetrated the veil that separates modern readers from the logic of Leviticus by revealing how its structure is a multi-leveled “microcosm” modeled on the tabernacle (mishkan) described in Exodus 25-27.
 She notes 

It was no accident that Solomon's magnificent temple was not copied. The model for the book was the little portable tabernacle described in the book of Exodus. Solomon's temple would suggest gross pretension of power and authority…The desert tabernacle ws the obvious choice for a new religion, which rejects pomp and outward show. But the people who returned from exile with Ezra were not touched by those considerations.

The proportions of the mishkan
 correspond to the chapters and sections of the book of Leviticus, as shown in Diagram 1. Furthermore, they also correspond in general relationship with the three sections of Mt. Sinai and with the three sections of a sacrificial animal (See Table 18). 


[image: image1]
The book, like Mt. Sinai, an animal and the mishkan, has a pair of “screens” which separate out the three parts. This divides the book into three sections, each of which has, according to Douglas, a “solemn triad,” the center of which is the focal point of the section. The topics of each section correspond to what was to take place in the corresponding section of the mishkan. 

Table 18: the “Microcosm” of Book of Leviticus (following Mary Douglas)

	Component
	Leviticus
	Mt Sinai
	Sacrificial animal
	Mishkan

	Large section at starting point
	Chapters 1-16
Solemn triad: chapters 8-10, chapter 9 focus: Aaron’s offerings lead to the people experiencing the glory of YHWH.


	Lower slopes: open to all
	Head/meat
	Court of Sacrifice: open to all

	First “screen”
	10.10-23: violent death of Aaron’s sons
	Dense cloud
	Fat covering kidneys
	first curtain

	Middle section
	Chapters 17-24 
Solemn triad: chapters 18-20, chapter 19 focus: “love your neighbor as yourself”


	Edge of cloud: open to Aaron, sons and 70 elders
	Midriff area
	Holy Place: priests only allowed; furnished with table and lampstand

	Second “screen”
	Lev 24.10-23: violent death of a blasphemer
	Cloud like smoke
	Hard suet
	Second curtain

	Inner section
	Chapters 25-27
Solemn triad: chapters 25-27, chapter 26 focus: blessings/curses for following jubilee or not

	Summit: Moses and YHWH only
	Entrails, genitals
	Holy of Holies: priest and YHWH only; furnished with cherubim, ark and tablets of Covenant


These correspondences allow us to see more clearly both the literary focal points of the book as well as the larger theological perspective of the Leviticus editors. The starting point is Exodus. Everything in Leviticus corresponds to the wilderness experience of YHWH by the people, transferred to an urban context. Those in exile “would be able to hold the book in their hands, and, reading it, they could perform a virtual walk round a virtual tabernacle."

Second, the center passages of each section combine to express a vision of an integration of worship and the practice of social justice that includes not only all the people but also the land itself. A brief look at each focal passage will illustrate this principle. 
Leviticus 9 comes after the opening eight chapters describing YHWH’s will for offering various sacrifices. The “solemn triad” begins with Moses’ anointing of Aaron and his sons as priests. The center chapter narrates Aaron and his sons offering the sacrifices named in the previous chapters. The ritual embodies an equal role for the priests’ and the people’s sacrifices. When the offerings are completed, Moses and Aaron bless the people, “and the glory of YHWH appeared to all the people” (Lev 9.23). We see in this chapter a priesthood deeply involved with serving both YHWH and the people. There is blessing and the experience of divine glory for everyone together. 
We move from the “outer court” to the Holy Place. The framing chapters of the solemn triad are concerned with illicit sexual union, especially incest. Chapters 18 and 20 contain many parallels,
 putting the focus on chapter 19, a litany of social justice provisions. The focus is on the wealthy providing for the needs of the poor by allowing for gleaning of harvests, fair relationships with laborers, and honest business dealings. For our purposes, it is worth focusing on one passage in particular: 
When an alien resides with you in your land, you shall not oppress the alien. The alien who resides with you shall be to you as the citizen among you; you shall love the alien as yourself, for you were aliens in the land of Egypt: I am YHWH your God. (Lev 19.33-34)

This passage is verbally parallel with one earlier in the chapter which is more familiar to most readers: 

You shall not hate in your heart anyone of your kin; you shall reprove your neighbor, or you will incur guilt yourself. You shall not take vengeance or bear a grudge against any of your people, but you shall love your neighbor as yourself: I am YHWH. (Lev 19.17-18)
Taken together, we hear the equivalence made between “alien” and “neighbor.” A more clear contrast with the view of Ezra-Nehemiah could hardly be made. It is to this latter verse, along with the Shema in Deuteronomy 6, that Jesus went when asked by a scribe what was the greatest commandment (Mark 12.28-31).
 In Luke’s gospel, however, the question is turned around, as Jesus asks a lawyer who wonders about the requirements for inheriting eternal life what the lawyer “reads” in the law (Lk 10.25-28). The lawyer gives the “right answer,” but then, “seeking to justify himself,” asks, “and who is my neighbor?” Jesus responds with one of his most famous stories, in which the embodiment of neighborliness is none other than a Samaritan, precisely one of those excluded by the Ezra-Nehemiah scribal-priestly-royal coalition! Clearly, Jesus’ choice of this verse in Matthew and Mark and his story in Luke underscore the centrality of Leviticus’ vision of inclusive, justice-practicing community gathered around worship of YHWH. 
Our journey through Leviticus ends with the Holy of Holies, chapters 25-27. We find here the provisions for sabbatical and jubilee years, themes that become prominent in the New Testament, as we’ll see in Chapter ___. A tremendous outpouring of literature in recent years has explored the biblical understanding of jubilee, as presented in Leviticus.
 Central for our current consideration, though, is simply how these chapters serve as the sacred climax to the book of Leviticus. 
The basic purpose of the sabbatical and jubilee are to assure that no long-term, structural injustices become entrenched within the community of YHWH’s people. Every seven years, debts are to be released and fields and animals allowed a year of rest. Then, every fifty years (a sabbatical of sabbaticals), there is to be a great “homebringing,” the literal meaning of the Hebrew, yovel. Everyone is to return to their ancestral, YHWH-given land. All debts are forgiven and liberty to all is to be declared. It is a great “starting over” that levels the social and economic playing field for each family and for the earth itself. Leviticus’s economic vision is thus deeply egalitarian and communitarian, a far cry from the exploitative, imperial economy supported by Ezra-Nehemiah. It is also the antidote to the imperial social and economic structure we saw condemned so strongly by Ezekiel. 
As with the previous section, chapters 25 and 27 form the frame for chapter 26.
 The central chapter describes blessings for living in accordance with the statutes and commandments of the entire book, and curses for failure to do so. It is not that Leviticus portrays YHWH offering arbitrary rewards and punishments for following a set of random rules. Rather, YHWH sets out the natural consequences of living in obedience or disobedience to the ways of the Creator. The outcome of honoring YHWH’s ways include “peace in the land,” the absence of fear, and plenty of food. Ongoing failure leads to an increasingly oppressive set of circumstances, culminating in exile (26.33). In other words, the chapter looks both backward and forward. The failure to obey YHWH was both the cause of exile and a warning for future generations. The closing verses of the chapter offer this strand of hope, held out to Leviticus’ exilic and postexilic audience: 
Yet for all that, when they are in the land of their enemies, I will not spurn them, or abhor them so as to destroy them utterly and break my covenant with them; for I am YHWH their God; but I will remember in their favor the covenant with their ancestors whom I brought out of the land of Egypt in the sight of the nations, to be their God: I am YHWH. (Lev 26.44-45)

Under the regime of Ezra-Nehemiah and their Persian overlords, Leviticus became a shadow of its former self. Douglas concludes: “For the politicians [the evils of intermarriage] was a much more immediate and powerful concern than the representation of the whole Covenant and of the Law in the dimensions of the tabernacle.”
 The powerful microcosmic structure of Leviticus was forgotten amidst the practice of the religion of empire. However, the inclusive, peaceful and just vision remained a part of the sacred scriptures, awaiting another moment to be proclaimed as the Word of YHWH to be made flesh in the people. 
Chronicles: David as patron of the priesthood and temple
The books of Chronicles offer a revisionist version of Israel’s history, from creation to exile and beyond. Traditionally understood by scholars as part either of the sweeping “Priestly” writing or more narrowly as part of Ezra-Nehemiah, Sara Japhet has shown how it expresses its own, unique perspective on who Israel and YHWH are and are to be.
 It draws upon previous texts while generating its own ideology. It goes farther than any other biblical text to establish the notion of “sacred kingship,” established exclusively in Jerusalem. Yet it suggests a more inclusive sense of “Israel” that seems to challenge the radically exclusivist view of Ezra-Nehemiah. Its David and Solomon are immaculately clean versions of the characters we saw in the Deuteronomistic History. Gone are idolatry, adultery and murder. In their places are kings who embody YHWH’s will for Israel faithfully and completely. Chronicles thus moves even further away from history to present a schematized model of YHWH’s eternal and everlasting relationship with Israel in Jerusalem. 
A quick overview of the first verses of 1 Chronicles’ opening chapters conveys how the work is structured: 

1.1: “Adam, Seth, Enosh…”

2.1: “These are the sons of Israel:…” (continuing through David, 2.15, and beyond)
3.1: “These are the sons of David who were born to him in Hebron:…”
4.1: “The sons of Judah:…” (continuing to the time of King Hezekiah)
5.1: “The sons of Reuben the firstborn of Israel…” (continuing until the Assyrian conquest)
6.1: “The sons of Levi:….” (continuing to the priestly service of Aaron and his sons, 6.49)
7.1: “The sons of Issachar:…” (continuing through Joshua, as tenth generation son of Ephraim, 7.27)
8.1: “Benjamin became the father of Bela his firstborn…”
9.1: “So all Israel was enrolled by genealogies; and these are written in the Book of the Kings of Israel. And Judah was taken into exile in Babylon because of their unfaithfulness.”

Chronicles thus moves from Adam to Exile in eight chapters of genealogies. After this, it circles back to narrate Saul’s death, and hence, the inevitability of union under the reign of David. 1 Chr 11.1-3 echoes nearly verbatim 2 Sam 5.1-3.
 Gone are the stories of conquest and settlement (Joshua-Judges) as well as the long struggle between Saul and David.
 Gone also are the troubles within David’s family and the battle for succession. Instead, there is a smooth and steady movement—reflecting YHWH’s will—leading from creation to the establishment of monarchy and temple. 
Gone also are the stories of matriarchs and patriarchs which situate the origin of “Israel” within a very human struggle to find God’s will in a landscape littered with urban empires. Gone, too, is the entire Exodus tradition, with its years of wilderness wanderings expressing the people’s ambivalence to the invitation to take up YHWH’s call to be covenant partners. Japhet writes: The bond between the people and the land, like the bond between the people and its god, is described as something continuous and abiding. This bond cannot be associated with a particular moment in history, for it has existed since the beginning of time."

And so it is with the Jerusalem institutions. All has been established with the act of creation itself. Japhet continues:

Time does not produce change, nor does the future hold any surprises for [humanity]. Time merely provides illustrations of unchanging principles. By the same token, the possibility of change or innovation is almost nonexistent, for everything in the world comes from God, who is eternal and, by definition, unchanging.

All that can happen is people acting according to or against this unchanging, eternal will. From this perspective, the very existence of a northern kingdom of Israel is a grotesque aberration. Chronicles takes no time telling the story of Jeroboam and his successors, because nothing good or even worth knowing can come from cutting oneself off from Jerusalem.
 
All that matters is the movement toward Jerusalem and the monarchy and temple. And here is where we find the most explicit connection with long-standing, imperial notions of divine kingship. The Deuteronomistic History in its final form reflects deep ambivalence about monarchy. Its hero is Josiah, but Josiah’s “found” text presents a “torah of the kingship” (Deut 17.14-20) that few kings could fulfill, and that kept YHWH is true king, apart from YHWH’s human anointed one. David and Solomon are founders, yet are deeply flawed. The very conception of human kingship was presented as an abandonment of YHWH’s direct rule (1 Sam 8). 
But Chronicles reflects none of this ambivalence. As Japhet expresses it succinctly, 
“The throne of YHWH” constitutes an abstract expression referring to Yahweh's dominion over Israel, which is put into concrete political practice by means of David and Solomon. In a metaphorical, and clearly non-mythological sense, it may be said that Solomon ascends the throne of YHWH; his very kingship over Israel is equivalent to sitting on YHWH’s throne “as king for YHWH.” In these verses [1 Chr 29.23-25], we find the clearest biblical expression of the idea that Israel's monarchy --- the actual political institution --- is none other than divine kingship; the king is God's representative and the executor of the functions of kingship.

Three times, we hear YHWH proclaim that he will be a “father” to his “son,” Solomon (1 Chr 17.13; 22.10; 28.6). This portrayal of Solomon as “son of God” resonates through the ages, from Babylon to Rome, with the deification of imperial kings. However, there are two major difference between Chronicles’ theology of divine kingship and that of other empires. First, Solomon—and his successors—are bound by the same torah as the rest of Israel. 
Second, Chronicles is not ultimately interested in the monarchy at all, given its composition under Persian rule. Rather, the purpose of “good kings” like David and Solomon is to build a temple and establish the priesthood. We see this connection in the juxtaposition of the “father/son” proclamation noted above (1 Chr 28) and what follows a few verses later: 
Take heed now, for YHWH has chosen you to build a house as the sanctuary; be strong, and act."
Then David gave his son Solomon the plan of the vestibule of the temple, and of its houses, its treasuries, its upper rooms, and its inner chambers, and of the room for the mercy seat; and the plan of all that he had in mind: for the courts of the house of YHWH, all the surrounding chambers, the treasuries of the house of God, and the treasuries for dedicated gifts;  for the divisions of the priests and of the Levites…(28.10-13a)
David then makes a blessing-speech before the people, after which the narrator concludes: “and they ate and drank before YHWH on that day with great joy. They made David's son Solomon king a second time; they anointed him as YHWH's prince, and Zadok as priest.” (1 Chr 29.22). It is the very Zadok who “becomes” the ancestor firsts for the Ezekiel group during Exile, and then for their successors under Persian rule. 
This royal temple priesthood and its supporters are to become, for Chronicles, the leaders of the 2nd Temple.  In Chronicles, “commanders” (Heb, sarey) of the people are partners with Solomon in building the temple (e.g., 1 Chr 22.17; 29.1-5). The term for “commanders” expresses a hierarchical role, in contrast to the “elders” who mediate between king and people in other traditions. Note that the sar (leader) is mentioned 98 in 1-2 Chronicles of 421 times in the Hebrew Bible, with many of these other uses referring to imperial representatives (e.g., pharaoh’s men, Gen 40.2ff; Ex 1.11; 2.14). In contrast, zaqen (“elder,” literally, “gray [beard]”) reflects decentralized, kinship-based authority. In Exodus, the “elders of Israel” (3.16) are direct counterparts of the “taskmasters” of Egypt. “Elders” are mentioned 180 times in the Hebrew Bible: 78 times in the Deuteronomistic History,
 but only ten times in Chronicles. It is a long way down from the throne to the people in this vision of YHWH’s reign.
Whereas the Deuteronomistic History ends with King Jehoiachin exiled in Babylon, dining at the king’s table, in stark contrast, 2 Chronicles ends with fulfillment of prophecy and a royal invitation: 

In the first year of King Cyrus of Persia, in fulfillment of the word of YHWH spoken by Jeremiah, YHWH stirred up the spirit of King Cyrus of Persia so that he sent a herald throughout all his kingdom and also declared in a written edict:  "Thus says King Cyrus of Persia: YHWH, the God of heaven, has given me all the kingdoms of the earth, and he has charged me to build him a house at Jerusalem, which is in Judah. Whoever is among you of all his people, may YHWH his God be with him! Let him go up." (2 Chr 36.22-23)
The quote is virtually identical to the starting verses of Ezra 1. What distinguishes Chronicles from Ezra-Nehemiah is not its sense that the Persian sponsorship of the restoration is YHWH’s doing, but the scope of who is to be invited to participate in the new Jerusalem. It is not that Chronicles is, like 3rd Isaiah, opening the gates of Jerusalem to foreigners. Rather, it is suggesting that there have never been foreigners in Israel at all! Japhet says that Chronicles portrays 

…the entire historical narrative, from beginning to end, makes no mention of the presence of foreign peoples in the land of Israel.... Hezekiah sends messengers throughout the land of Israel, calling for the Israelites to celebrate Passover in Jerusalem (1 Chr 30:1, 5, 6, etc.).... According to the Chronistic outlook, the population’s composition remained completely unchanged following the downfall of the northern kingdom and the exile
 
The corollary of this fiction is that “everyone who lives in the land of Israel, whatever his status, belongs to the people of Israel.” Japhet concludes, 
this portrayal betrays the writer’s view of his own period and expresses his attitude towards the Samaritan problem in his time.... the Chronicler did not consider the Samaritans a separate community. The inhabitants of Samaria were, along with the “resident aliens,” descendents of Israelite tribes, the Judean’s brothers and an organic part of the people of Israel. We may say that the Chronicler calls for an end to tension and hatred between segments of the people and summons all Israel to unite in worshiping up YHWH in Jerusalem.

Another implication of this perspective is a reversal of Ezra-Nehemiah’s view on intermarriage. Rather than the “foreign” wife (and children) being seen as polluting threats to Israel’s purity, Chronicles sees that marriage to an Israelite transforms the foreigner into one of “us.” It is this same perspective that will animate the apostle Paul’s advice about “mixed marriages” within the church at Corinth: “For the unbelieving husband is made holy through his wife, and the unbelieving wife is made holy through her husband” (1 Cor 7.14).

This more inclusive sense of who constitutes “Israel” clearly distinguishes Chronicles from Ezra-Nehemiah, but it barely moves it off the far end of the spectrum of “the two religions.” It should not surprise us that this perspective is never heard from in the New Testament as part of the “Good News” of Jesus. 
“The Books of Moses” as Persian-supported “law” for Yehud

We have so far examined some of the individual books that eventually became part of what we know now as the “Old Testament” or “Hebrew Scriptures.” While the final process of canonization remained in the distant future, the Persian period likely established one set of these writings as a formal unit, known as the torah or “Book of Moses.” We find the first reference at Nehemiah 8.1: “all the people gathered together into the square before the Water Gate. They told the scribe Ezra to bring the book of the law of Moses, which YHWH had given to Israel.” The actual text almost certainly continued to be edited for several centuries. But we find here the first suggestion that separate texts, written from diverse theological perspectives, were being combined under Persian authority and Ezra’s priestly leadership and presented as collectively derived from “Moses.”
 As we will see in the next chapters, this establishment of the “law of Moses” as, in essence, the constitution of the Second Temple, was extremely controversial. We have seen how narratives like Genesis and the core of Exodus are radically subversive of the religion of empire. Once these texts became incorporated into a longer narrative of Genesis-Deuteronomy, though, their radicality became subverted to the voice within Deuteronomy as the closing book of the collection. In other words, the anti-urban and anti-monarchy perspective was transformed into something like a “primitive” tradition that led (inevitably, with divine approval) to the establishment of Jerusalem and the Temple as the center of YHWH religion. Just as most readers today take the “movement” from nomadic family, through wilderness wanderings, to settlement in the Land as a “natural” progression, so the establishment of the sequence of books as a narrative unit did in its original context of Persian “restoration.” 
We will see in Part IV that the establishment under Emperor Constantine of an official, canonical collection we call the “New Testament” functioned similarly to that of the Persian-era gathering of the “book of Moses” into a single unit: to generate an “official” religious perspective from which all variations were deemed “heresy” or at least what we might call “dissent.” For the first time, YHWH’s people were presented with a written tradition that was deemed to be “the law of God,” available to the people “with interpretation” from elite scribes (Neh 8.8). The official view was that the era of prophecy was now over. YHWH would no longer speak directly to the people, but rather, through the “magisterium” of the Temple. Leo Perdue summarizes the situation:
The significant differences of religious understanding found …in the Second Temple period …proved to be an obstacles to religious conformity. This concern for homogeneity emerged not only internally from the Jewish religious authorities in Jerusalem, in particular the Zadokite priestly hierarchy, but also externally as part of the Persian political policy for ruling the vast empire they conquered. The codification of socioreligious law among the vassal nations and colonies was one means for achieving stability among the multiple ethnicities and cultures of the Empire. Thus the efforts of Ezra …point to the desire of the Persian rulers and the Jewish authorities in Jerusalem who were loyal to the Achaemenid court to create a common expression of Judaism and brand as illegitimate other forms.... Monotheism, the temple in Jerusalem, the Torah, and the authority of the Zadokite priesthood became a unified articulation of state and provincial legitimated Judaism. Competing shrines, religious understandings of deity, and law codes …were deemed illicit.

Ezra-Nehemiah records the people responding to this action with obedient “amens,” worship, and rejoicing (Neh 8.6, 12) The text clearly implies that this torah is not ancient, but is in fact, a new creation. We hear that the people find written in the torah the command to live in sukkot, i.e., “booths,” in the seventh month. After the people respond obediently by constructing booths throughout the region, we are told that “from the days of Jeshua [i.e., Joshua] son of Nun to that day the people of Israel had not done so” (Neh 8.14-17). The text offers no explanation for this failure. Unlike the story of the uncelebrated passover restored under Josiah by the book “found” in the house of YHWH (2 Kings 22), Ezra-Nehemiah simply presents the command to celebrate the festival of Booths as one heard and performed for the first time. As the Second Temple period continued, the “book of Moses” was gradually transformed from a law established under foreign, imperial authority to an ancestral law grounded in ancient authority. 
Not all will accept this story, however. With “Moses” now claimed by the upholders of the religion of empire, those committed to the direct rule of the Creator, YHWH, will developed their own sacred texts in direct confrontation with those of the Temple elite. A “counter-torah” of five “books” will be presented under the even more ancient authority of Enoch, seventh generation descendant from Adam. We will explore this crucial, yet little known, collection in the next chapter. 
Assessing the range of visions for the restored people of God

For people used to thinking of the Bible as providing a linear, consistent message about God and God’s people, this survey of Restoration visions can be bewildering and confusing. But a glance at the range of “theologies” offered in the name of Jesus today reveals an even more complex mix of perspectives than we’ve seen in this chapter. What is the “Christian” stance today on “God and empire”? Now as then, it depends on who one asks. 
This need not lead us to reduce the question to a matter of “opinion,” as is so common in a postmodern world where “truth” seems simply a matter of perspective. We will see that Jesus and the New Testament writers cut sharply through the range of positions and stand together with those Restoration-era writers who experience and described YHWH as standing apart from and against human-made systems of oppression and exclusion. 
What did this all mean for the people of Yehud and the wider region during the period of Persian rule? First, we must acknowledge that we have no idea what “ordinary people” believed or practiced in expression of their religious perspective. In our highly literate, online world, we have access to a multitude of documents from official church institutions and office holders, academics, activists and just plain folks with a webpage. What would reading a range of those texts tell us about what “ordinary people” believe or practice today? Imagining the daily faith lives of people from the ancient past is virtually impossible. 
Our biblical texts narrate the hopes, dreams, and perhaps actions of the elite. We cannot “hear” the voices of those “below.”
 Ziony Zevit sorts through the confusion often found in the writing of scholars who purport to separate “popular” from “elite” religion in the ancient world. He concludes: 
There was no state or elite or official or popular religion in ancient Israel. There was a political body that we may label “state”; there were social and economic elites; there were sacerdotal and royal officials; there was a populace; and there was the so-called “man in the street.” But data do not support the proposition that a particular type of pattern of credo or praxis may be associated with them.

What we have is not a portrayal of what “people believed” in the early 2nd Temple period, but what various elites sought to persuade or coerce people into accepting as YHWH’s truth. The voices are of priests and scribes, the categories of people with not only the ability to write and the leisure time to do it, but also access to the structures of ideological preservation which led their writings to be retained over the long haul. We are sealed off from the historical debates or conversations that must have taken place among the promoters of the various visions we have explored. We have no equivalent of ancient TV talk shows or political blogs to reveal how the Ezra-Nehemiah group responded to the Third Isaiah group, or how Chronicles was retained as a “counter story” to the Deuteronomistic History. In contrast to the Hellenistic period which followed Persian control of Palestine (discussed in the next chapter), we have no extra-biblical sources expressing a range of viewpoints wider than those that made the canonical “cut” (a decision not finally made for centuries to come). All we know is that the biblical narratives contain the range of perspectives later deemed to be close enough to one another, despite their differences, to be collected into a single set of sacred texts. 
Given this range, we find a uniform acceptance of both Jerusalem and the Temple as essential elements of the Restoration. The argument took place within these parameters. The central themes of debate were the degree of inclusivity allowed among “the people of YHWH” and the relationship between YHWH’s rule and the rule of Persia. As we’ve seen, Ezra-Nehemiah expressed one extreme: a very narrow definition of “us” and explicit union between the “law of YHWH” and the “law of the king.” Third Isaiah and Genesis were at the other end of the spectrum, explicitly including “foreigners” and hoping for “new heavens and a new earth” in which YHWH’s reign would be completely independent from the reign of human kings and human oppression. In between were texts like Leviticus and Chronicles, calling people to live justly within a Jerusalem that remained subject to external, imperial authority, Leviticus with its emphasis on the practices of love of neighbor and jubilee, and Chronicles focusing on a priestly monarchy. 
Persia controlled Palestine for some two hundreds years. Its own religion, Zoroastrianism, seeped into Yehud and contributed to new expressions of the increasingly ancient religions centered on YHWH, as we’ll see in the next chapter. But with the sweep of a brash young military leader across the Mediterranean in the 4th century, all was changed. The cultural milieu known as “Hellenism” followed Alexander the Great’s military triumph and became the “way things are” for centuries to come. 
Chapter Seventeen: Seeking “Wisdom” under Greek, Ptolemaic Imperial Rule
From Persia to Greece
The Persian Empire ruled over Israel for two hundred years. Given our sweep across more than three millennia, this might seem like a mere blip in the continuum of biblical and Christian history. But when we consider that the United States is only a little more than two hundred years old, we might pause to consider how much can happen over such a span. 

Persia did not impose its culture or religious tradition of Zoroastrianism on its conquered peoples. Yet it would be foolish to imagine that there was no lasting influence of Persian ideas and practices on the people of Yehud. Scholars continue to debate the scope and degree of that influence,
 but virtually all accept that certain features of the Persian worldview came to be part of later Israelite/Jewish writings. For example, the perception that history unfolds in relatively fixed, sequential blocks was a basic element of Zoroastrianism, and is also found in numerous apocalyptic texts. Zoroastrianism’s idea of a heavenly competition for the hearts and minds of people between a good (Ahura Mazda) and an evil (Angra Mainyu) being is also echoed in apocalyptic texts. Finally, a movement of history toward a definitive conclusion where evil is finally eradicated has its roots in Persian thought. 
This does not mean, however, that the writers who took up these Persian ideas were supportive of either Persian empire specifically or of empire in general. To the contrary, Persian influence was a major component in what developed into one of the most powerful and long-lasting written forms of resistance to empire in the Name of YHWH, that of apocalyptic literature, both Jewish and Christian. For the next four hundred years, apocalyptic became the vessel for protest against accommodation to empire and for the proclamation of YHWH’s alternative vision of harmonious life on earth among people and between people and creation.
The event that led to this development was the astonishingly rapid conquest of the eastern Mediterranean by the Macedonian warrior known as Alexander the Great. His virtually unchallenged march swept through Palestine in 332, putting an abrupt end to Persian authority, and ushering in nearly three hundred years of Greek rule. His conquest continued on into Egypt, where he immediately ordered the founding of the city in his name which would become central later both to Romans and Christians.

From the start of his reign, Alexander sought to establish his divine credentials. In Egypt, this meant harmonizing his claim to be descended from Zeus himself with a claim to be a pharaoh as “son of Re,” the sun god. This action “gave legitimacy to the idea that the king was divine and a representative of the gods on earth.”
 
Upon Alexander’s death in 323, the kingdom was divided into four parts among his successors, known as the diadochoi (see map). Egypt was the prize, given to one of the conqueror’s best and most loyal friends, Ptolemy. Thus began the Ptolemaic Dynasty, which included the province of Coele Syria in which lay Jerusalem. Within a few years, another portion of Alexander’s empire was under the control of his friend, Seleucus, the founder of the Seleucid Dynasty. Seleucus built his capital city of Antioch on the model of Alexandria. For nearly two hundred years, the two dynasties battled each other, with control of Jerusalem first in the hands of the Ptolemies and later the Seleucids, before the indigenous Hasmonean Dynasty took control until itself being defeated by Rome in 63 BCE. It has been estimated that between Alexander’s conquest and the Roman takeover, “some 200 military campaigns were fought in or around Palestine.”
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Amidst seemingly endless wars and intrigues, the people of Jerusalem and the surrounding region struggled to discern where to place their loyalty. Where were prophets like Jeremiah, Ezekiel or Second Isaiah to offer a Word from YHWH? What was YHWH’s will in this tumultuous time? 
While the era of prophets was at least officially over, we do have numerous Jewish texts written during this period. They convey a wide range of approaches to the reality of Greek rule and the sweep of Hellenistic culture across the Mediterranean. There is a risk of over-simplification if we attempt to categorize them as either pro- or anti-empire.
 Instead, I suggest considering the variety of views from within three, broad categories of “wisdom.” 
1. royal, establishment wisdom: in support of Temple, Mosaic torah, and imperial control of Jerusalem as YHWH’s order or, in Diaspora, in support of Hellenistic monarchy and Greek philosophy alongside torah, grounded in reasoned study of torah and creation; texts include Proverbs and later, Sirach, Letter of Aristeas. 
2. subversive wisdom: in opposition to some or all of the above, and in support of YHWH’s direct rule which will take place in the future, grounded in direct revelation; texts include the material gathered in 1 Enoch, Jubilees, Daniel.
3. skeptical/ironic wisdom: in opposition both to royal wisdom’s claim to be embodied in the Temple establishment and to subversive wisdom’s claim to direct revelation, yet not directly confrontational with the status quo, grounded in (often philosophical) reason and reflection on human nature; texts include Job, Qoheleth (Ecclesiastes) and Diaspora literature such as 3 Maccabees, Greek additions to Esther, retellings of Exodus and other biblical texts by Hellenistic Jewish writers. 
The eventual, canonical Hebrew Scriptures placed its own books into three categories: torah, prophets, and “writings,” the latter sometimes also known as “wisdom literature.” The books that were finally included express only some of the perspectives known from this period. Those excluded—especially 1 Enoch—were deemed too radical to make the canonical cut. But as we’ll see, it was more often the texts unpalatable to the Temple elite and their later successors which lie at the roots of the Gospel of Jesus than those deemed acceptable in their support for empire. 
One point of clarification may be necessary before considering specific texts. In earlier scholarship, an opposition was sometimes presented between “Judaism” and “Hellenism.” This perspective has been thoroughly discredited in a number of ways, several of which are important here. First, the label “Judaism” is both anachronistic and over-schematized. As Shaye Cohen has shown convincingly, the term “Jew” and category “Judaism” come from a much later period and carried a wide range of meanings, much as they continue to today.
 Does “Jew” refer to a member of an “ethnic” group, a holder of a certain worldview, a resident of a particular place? Is “Judaism” what royal scribes say, what later rabbis say, or whatever one claims it to be? The attempt by writers like EP Sanders
 to extract a core Judaism (what he called “covenantal nomism”) has been strenuously refuted in the face of strong evidence of irreconcilable differences among various expressions of what might be considered “Judaisms.”
 In other words, what we’ve seen at the root of Israelite religion remained true throughout history. There have always been multiple and opposing expressions of religion in the Name of YHWH. 
Second, the supposed conflict between the religion of “Jews” and the ways of life labeled “Hellenism” have been shown to be both overstated and misleading. For instance, Erich S. Gruen has shown in great detail how the supposed anti-Hellenistic campaign of the Maccabees was in fact opposed not to “Hellenism” (Greek language, personal names, and symbols are accepted) but to “consorting with the enemy,” i.e., the Seleucid king. Older scholarship assumed that Palestinian Yahwism was somehow less “tainted” by Hellenism that forms embodied in the midst of the Diaspora, but this, too, has been shown not to be the case. Just as American Christians take completely for granted the cultural milieu of the  English language, democracy and individual rights, while continuing to argue about specific elements of that culture (e.g., consumerism, the “American dream”), so “Jews” throughout the Mediterranean accepted the general environment of Greek culture, reserving argument for specific components.

Thus, to understand the vehemence with which our texts express their perspectives, we must be clear on what the issues weren’t before we can see what they were. They are not positing a pure and sacred “Judaism” against an impure and profane “Hellenism.”
 Similarly, they are not promoting the Jerusalem-centered community over against the communities scattered throughout the Mediterranean under Greek rule. What they are doing is promoting or resisting, to varying degrees, collaboration with the Greek empire as a means for faithful obedience to YHWH. 
Wisdom from above: a brief overview of “royal wisdom”

We saw in Part II that Solomon’s “dream” for the gift of God’s wisdom was more likely to be a form of royal propaganda than authentic divine revelation. Its first literary refutation was expressed in Genesis’ Garden of Eden story, in which the “knowledge of good and evil”—precisely the content of Solomon’s desire
—is forbidden to humans, and possession of which leads to expulsion from YHWH’s original “place” for humanity, within the Garden of creation. 
Such “wisdom” was a standard expression throughout the ancient Near East for what made a king worthy to hold his office. As we also saw, the authors of the Deuteronomistic History reveal Solomon’s establishment of monarchy in Jerusalem on terms already familiar from Egyptian and other ancient monarchies. The biblical counter-story to the wider portrayal of Solomon’s reign is found in the core of the Exodus narrative, with its portrayal of a paranoid, oppressive pharaoh who is anything but “wise” in his treatment of the Israelites or his own people. 
Yet in the Hellenistic era—and perhaps already within the Babylonian and Persian eras which preceded
—Israelite writers took up the cause of royal wisdom again. Everything about this resurgence expressed an elite perspective that legitimized the royal status quo. As Leo Perdue states, 
Wisdom was a product of the empires, which required savants to write court annals, teachings of moral virtues to the elite and professionals who held important posts,... and a crafted ideology that provided the legitimation of reigning kings and dynasties…. Indeed, the important components of sapiential doctrines of justifying kings and their rule included what one finds in later Western European political systems: the rule by divine right in which rulers and dynasties were chosen by the nation’s supreme deity, the political order that was based on sacred and revealed law, the extraordinary virtues possessed by the king (justice, beneficence, strength, glory, charity, wisdom, and mercy), and the incomparable intelligence of chosen kings… 

James Crenshaw explains how “foreign” this perspective is to the key components of the emerging biblical narrative: 
Within Proverbs, Job and Ecclesiastes one looks in vain for the dominant themes of Yahwistic thought: the exodus from Egypt, election of Israel, the Davidic covenant, the Mosaic legislation, the patriarchal narratives, the divine control of history and movement toward a glorious moment when right will triumph…. When concern for justice surfaces in their teachings, it either registers a protest to God or merely observes the harsh facts of life. The slightest hint of prophetic outcry is wholly lacking in proverbs and maxims.

As these authors show, royal wisdom was all about supporting and preserving “the way things are.” Monarchy and the wider socioeconomic hierarchies are simply “givens.” A faithful life does not engage at all questions of social justice. Instead, it concerns itself with achieving “the good life” for oneself and one’s family. Crenshaw notes some of the virtues enshrined in the book of Proverbs
· Obedience to parents
· Self-control, especially of one’s words in front of one’s social superiors

· Subordination of the passions
· Prudent, calculated actions
· Generosity with one’s personal (God-given) wealth

If such a list sounds familiar today, one might compare some of the chapter titles of the 1997 bestseller by former Reagan Secretary of Education, William Bennett,
 The Book of Virtues: 
· Self-discipline

· Compassion

· Responsibility

· Work

· Perseverance

· Honesty

· Loyalty

Elite wisdom has not changed over the centuries. The problem, of course, is not in these virtues in and of themselves, but rather, in what they omit. Gone is any sense of YHWH’s call to protest injustice or to care for widows, orphans and other persons on the margins. Perdue writes, “The sages of Proverbs had little place for radicals who demanded a more just society…”
 One can develop one’s “moral character” while one’s food and clothing are produced by slaves or children in sweatshops without raising an eyebrow. 
Such wisdom purports to be ahistorical, culled from “universal” principles independent of the specific situation “on the ground.”
 Not surprisingly, wisdom from the Hellenistic era presents a YHWH who also is distant from the struggles of history, existing beyond the constrictions of time and space. Perdue notes that this YHWH "is neither the eschatological God who draws history to its culmination nor YHWH of Israel’s salvation history.”
 No wonder that the great, historical themes of biblical narrative are virtually never mentioned in royal wisdom. They are not relevant to the expression of “transcendent” truths in an unchanging and unchangeable world. 
Royal wisdom claimed to be deducible from human observations of nature and the social world, without any kind of active, personal relationship with YHWH. Indeed, it was openly suspicious of such claims, as elite wisdom continues to be today. A solely transcendent God does not communicate directly with people, but can only be known indirectly. Wisdom is built up over the generations, not revealed in a flash of divine inspiration. 
It is the province of people with elite credentials, not ordinary, faith-filled people. Its audience is similarly not everyday folk, but the children of the privileged elite. Perdue notes the place of the purveyors of royal wisdom “…as scribes and sages in these [royal] administrations, as advisors to rulers, and as teachers in wisdom schools that primarily prepared young men for scribal and official positions in the government (royal or colonial) and temple.”

Finally, royal wisdom was openly international in scope, borrowing freely from various national traditions. For example, much of the book of Proverbs echoes with ancient Egyptian traditions, as well as with the newer traditions developed under Alexander the Great and his successors.
 

Hellenistic royal ideology in Ptolemaic Egypt

This hospitable intermingling enabled Alexander and the Ptolemaic Dynasty to interweave Greek and Egyptian traditions in establishing the Hellenistic monarchy as the divine order. Although the royal wisdom outlined above purported to be universal and ahistorical, priests and politicians knew better: each local people had their own ancient traditions that bound them together and had to be considered for the Hellenistic reign to “stick.” As we will see again with the portrayal of the Roman empire in the Revelation of John of Patmos, it is generally more effective—and much cheaper—to seduce people into accepting control by a foreign empire than to bully them into submission. To understand the subversive symbolism of the dissenting view found in 1 Enoch, we must look briefly at how the Ptolemies did it.
Alexander and his successors faced two major ideological challenges. First, as Gunther Hölbl writes, he “had to distance himself from his Persian predecessors so as to appear as a liberator of the land and not yet another conqueror.” 
 Persian rule had been greatly detested by the Egyptians. Alexander presented himself as anti-Persian by, among other acts, offering sacrifice to the fertility god Apis. This stance enabled the Ptolemies to gain the support of the priesthoods for the stringent economic policy necessary to carry out the seemingly endless wars with the rival Seleucids over the next hundred years.

Second, he had to gain the support and loyalty of the Egyptian priesthoods for his assumption of the dual roles of Greek king and Egyptian pharaoh. From the Greek perspective, the royal cult had developed as people’s belief in the traditional gods of Olympus waned. The key element was “a charismatic invincibility which was upheld by the gods and which had to be proven if recognition by the kingdom subjects was to be secured.” The kingship “transformed him into a saviour, liberator (especially of Greek cities), protector and begetter and guarantor of fertility and affluence.” 
 In contrast, the invincibility of the pharaoh was “affirmed in his role as the victorious [god] Horus… It was of little consequence whether he fulfilled the obligations of this role on campaign outside Egypt or in a temple ritual with a priest acting as his representative."

The Ptolemies carefully crafted a strategy to accomplish this goal. Beginning with Ptolemy I, the dynasty itself was deified as a matter of state policy. The dead Alexander was elevated to the level of a state god and his eponymous priest (i.e., the priest of the cult named for him) became the highest state priest in the land.
 This set not just individual kings but the entire Ptolemaic dynasty among the gods. 
Next, they sought to establish worship of divinities which would unite not only Greeks and Egyptians, but all the peoples under their power. One of these was Zeus-Ammon, who was of Egyptian origin and had sites dedicated to him in Greece and Macedonia. Another was the emerging god, Serapis, connected with both Isis (mother of Horus) and Osiris (god of the dead, but also known as Horus’ father). A temple to Serapis, the Serapeum, was built in Alexandria in the mid-third century, which remained until destroyed by a Christian mob in 391 CE (see p. ___). As Hölbl writes, 
On the one hand, Isis and Serapis were seen as Hellenistic gods integrated into the Greek world but, on the other, they were also viewed as ancient Egyptian divinities. Their dual nature thus corresponded nicely to the twofold aspect of the Ptolemaic king. … the religion of Isis and Serapis spread quickly throughout the eastern Mediterranean from the end of the fourth century onward.

Finally, the Ptolemies developed an annual synod of Egyptian priests, meeting at the king’s court to discuss cultic and economic matters. “The Ptolemies  "encouraged the clergy to express its loyalty openly as a means to gain support for their regime and to counteract the resentment of the native population toward a foreign dynasty.... The priests, for their part, increasingly came to expect concessions from the king during this period."

However, beneath the surface of this public synthesis of Hellenistic and Egyptian religions, turmoil was brewing. A series of Egyptian texts express outrage at and condemnation of Greek rule. Consider two brief examples. The “Demotic Chronicle” was likely produced in the first half of the Ptolemaic dynasty, no later than the reign of 246-21.
 Its “fundamental theme…is that only those kings will endure who live in accordance with the will of the gods,” known as ma’at in Egyptian.
 It reflects a theology not unlike that of the Deuteronomistic History: harmony with divine will can be seen in worldly success of all kinds. It attributes the failures of the preceding three centuries—including Persian and Greek invasions—as proof that the rulers were not in such harmony. It envisions the expulsion of foreigners and the resuscitation of an Egyptian national state.

Another text with even more explicit criticism is the “Potter’s Oracle,” perhaps from the late second century BCE.
 It prophesies a series of troubles destined to befall Egypt, including a bad king who founds a new city and introduces a new god: Alexander and Serapis are clearly in mind. This will generate not blessing but misfortune on a grand scale, including “famine, murder, the collapse of the moral order, and oppression” leading to civil war among the Greeks.
 The disaster would end with the coming of a new king, with the assistance of Isis, who would inaugurate a golden age of justice and harmony.

These documents were accompanied by increasingly widespread revolt among the lower classes which lasted until the coming of Rome, including strikes and mass flights into the desert.
 The priesthoods were divided, some collaborating with the Ptolemies to their own enrichment, and others seeking to inspire the natives to resistance and maintenance of their ancestral religious traditions. 
Jerusalem and its surrounding area were subject to these same Ptolemies. As we’ve seen, “royal wisdom” texts supported the status quo, reducing faithfulness to YHWH to a matter of personal virtue. But as in Egypt, not all of Israel’s priests and scribes were collaborators with empire. A powerful tradition began in this time if not earlier which was largely suppressed by the elite. If not for the Dead Sea Scrolls, we might still not know about the resistance tradition that became the foundation for the biblical book of Daniel and, in many ways, for the Gospel of Jesus Christ. That tradition is gathered in the book known today as “1 Enoch.” Its claim to authority from a source earlier than Moses enabled it to fight for a hearing at a time when the Jerusalem scribes had determined, at least implicitly, that the “era of prophecy” had ended.
“I will send you the prophet Elijah”: Malachi and the closure of the era of prophecy
People identifying themselves as, in one way or another, part of the family of Abraham who worshipped the god, YHWH, were scattered all around the Mediterranean. Erich Gruen has shown how numerous texts representing the elite of these people made enormous efforts to roots their beliefs and practices in ancient revelation and experience.
 Extremely creative stories were told to show, for example, that the Greeks were dependent on Moses for their wisdom. Part of the impetus for these ingenious narratives was the desire to root personal identity in an ancient, collective narrative. 
For the elites of Jerusalem, this desire led to the shaping of the collection of disparate pieces of Scripture into what purported—for the first time—to be a continuous, divinely inspired narrative: the torah and the prophets.
This was not yet a “canon” in the sense of a closed set of “books” that one might call a “Bible.” We’ll see in Chapter 19 that it was most likely under Hasmonean rule that something like this was promulgated as an “official” collection.
 During the period of Ptolemaic rule, though, one major step in this direction was taken: the claim that the “era of prophecy” had ended under the Persian authority of Ezra. This had huge implications for the texts yet to be written, especially those, such as 1 Enoch and Daniel, which offered such different perspectives on what God was doing amidst the reign of Hellenistic kings. 
One key text is the conclusion of what is now the book of Malachi:
Remember the teaching of my servant Moses, the statutes and ordinances that I commanded him at Horeb for all Israel. Lo, I will send you the prophet Elijah before the great and terrible day of YHWH comes. (Eng, 4.3-4; Heb, 3.22-24)

The word “Malachi” comes from the Hebrew simply meaning “messenger.” There was not a person called “Malachi” whose words are in this book; rather, the book is a composition of three separate pronouncements plus this editorial conclusion.
 Its function is to create a twelfth unit in the scroll of what we call the “minor prophets,” beginning with Hosea. This “completes” the scroll, the Prophets and the wider collection of “prophetic” (= inspired) texts. Karel Van Der Toorn explains the purpose of the editorial closing verses:
The double edge of the epilogue reflects the two major concerns of the editors. The Torah of Moses is the ultimate source of authority they acknowledge; attributed to Moses in his capacity as ‘servant’ of YHWH, it contains the ‘decrees and verdicts’... for every Israelite. But the tenor and the phraseology are strongly reminiscent of the Book of Deuteronomy. The scribal editors imply that the publication of the Prophets is not meant to take the place of the Torah but to serve as a reminder of its importance.

The second part of the epilogue has a Deuteronomic flavor as well. Since the era of the prophets has come to a close, the editors do not predict the coming of a new prophet but the return of a famous prophet of old. Their source of inspiration is Deut 18:15-18, where God announces the He will raise up a prophet like Moses…. The Jerusalem editors of the Minor Prophets identify this Restorer with Elijah; he would restore... the heart of the fathers to the sons and vice versa....
 

We’ll see that this closure of Malachi was re-opened later with ripped-apart heavens at the beginning of Mark’s gospel. But for the Hellenistic, Jerusalem scribes, the closure of the “prophetic era” meant that from their time forward, no new “word of YHWH” would be proclaimed, although it was still possible to “discover” previous such words that had somehow been “lost.” This era was clearly defined: “Moses stands at its beginning and Ezra at its end. Everything written that is holy and inspired can have come only from their time.”
 This helps to explain what we find in all the texts which follow up until the New Testament: the “author” must be someone from within this time frame. 
The other important outcome of this “closure” is the rejection of any new revelation claimed to flow from a living relationship with YHWH. One can only “know” YHWH now, according to this scribal ideology, from study of past revelations. It is not until the bold breakthrough of Jesus of Nazareth that this ideology is confronted head on. For now, those who took issue had to present their “wisdom” through the mouths of prophets of old, such as the primordial patriarch, Enoch, seventh generation son of Adam.
“All the earth was filled with the godlessness and violence that had befallen it”: 
1 Enoch’s “Book of the Watchers”
The biblical texts we have considered so far come in forms relatively “user friendly” to today’s readers. We have heard historical narratives and prophetic speeches speak in a kind of dialogue about events that may be unfamiliar to us, but about which we can relatively easily come to an understanding with a bit of filling in of background about names, dates, and sociopolitical circumstances. 
But when we turn to 1 Enoch, we are entering a new realm. George Nickelsburg, one of the foremost students of this literature, puts it this way: 

In a 'postmodern' 21st century, the Enochic world seems strange, fantastic, and even weird: fallen angels mating with mortal women, the ghosts of dead giants roaming the earth, flights to heaven, and bizarre visions about sheep and wild beasts. One should not be deceived, however. When read with care and empathy, the unfamiliar imagery comes alive to reveal a humanity much like our own. They struggle with violence, lies, disappointment, and lack of meaning, and they are pulled in opposite directions by hope and despair and the competing forces of high religious symbols and explosive human emotions.

For many if not most Christians today, 1 Enoch is not only strange in its language and imagery; it is totally unknown. I am hoping that readers will be willing to become familiar with this collection to hear both how radically it opposes in the name of YHWH the royal wisdom we have just explored, but also how it continued the tradition of anti-imperial resistance that bridges the time between the prophets and the New Testament. To engage 1 Enoch, we must first briefly understand what it is and where it came from. 
Wisdom from on high: an overview of 1 Enoch

For centuries, the only manuscripts of 1 Enoch available were those contained within the Ethiopic Bible, copies of which are extant from the 15th-19th centuries, and fragments in Greek from the 4th-6th centuries. With the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, however, a treasury of portions of 1 Enoch in Aramaic were added to the Ethiopic manuscripts. The Aramaic manuscripts not only widened the scope of available texts, they allowed scholars to situate more specifically the origins and development of what is now a 108 chapter collection.
 

Most scholars understand the collection to consist of five “books” written over at least 250 and perhaps as many as 500 years. Table 19 offers a basic overview of these five books. 

Table 19: The Books of 1 Enoch

	Title
	Chapters
	Date of composition
	Historical context

	Astronomical Book
	72-82
	?
	Persian era?

	Book of the Watchers
	1-36
	3rd century BCE
	Advent of Ptolemaic rule

	Dream Visions, including the Apocalypse of Weeks
	83-90
	160s BCE
	Antiochus IV Epiphanes and Maccabean revolt

	Epistle of Enoch, including the Animal Apocalypse

	91-107
	Mid-late 2nd century BCE
	Hasmonean dynasty

	Parables of Enoch
	37-71
	Mid-1st century CE
	Roman era


1 Enoch is thus a composite tradition much like the canonical book of Isaiah, itself written over the course of some 300 years. But unlike Isaiah, its voice is of an ancient figure with little connection to actual history, Enoch, seventh generation son of Adam (Gen 5.18-24). What are we to make of the purported authorship of these writings by such a person of the primordial past?
We are clearly dealing here with a phenomenon scholars refer to as pseudipigrapha: the false attribute of authorship, especially to persons from the distant past or who may not have been historical persons at all. John J. Collins notes that the phenomenon was widespread in the Hellenistic age, found in Babylonian, Persian and Egyptian prophecy, along with the Jewish texts we’ll be considering such as 1 Enoch.
 Of course, texts from the Hellenistic era are no more pseudipigraphal than earlier texts such as Deuteronomy and the other “books of Moses.” Is authorship of any of the books in the biblical canon attributed to the “real” writer(s)? 

Collins continues by claiming that “the effectiveness of the device presupposes the credulity of the masses” who would be taken in by what the actual authors know is a “false” claim to authorship.
 This perspective has been challenged by Mark Adam Elliott, who writes:
…not enough attention has been given to how improbable this is, inasmuch as a discovery or even suspicion of falsification would automatically override any authority the message may have wished to project, just the opposite of what was intended…Far more likely is that works presented under the names of ancient worthies either contained traditional material whose origins were lost to antiquity or, alternatively, that the material was believed to have been transmitted in more mystical ways.

Collins assumes that the authors are basically being deceptive, claiming false authority to enhance their credibility. Elliott, on the other hand, assumes that these texts are from sincere people who are engaged in an authentic search for God’s will in their time. Although we cannot “know” the intentions of ancient authors, especially those hidden behind pseudipigraphic texts, the following discussion sides with Elliott on this question. 1 Enoch was most likely written by people seeking to wake up their audiences to reject royal wisdom and to see past the propaganda of empire to the reality of God’s reign over all that is. 
The quote from Nickelsburg at the start of this section prepares readers to encounter within 1 Enoch imagery far different from that experienced in normal, daily life, then or now. That imagery, contained within purported dreams and tours of heaven under angelic guidance, has been traditionally labeled as “apocalyptic.” There are at least two major challenges to readers today in applying this label. First, the term is used in popular culture, both religious and secular, to refer to “end of the world” violence and destruction.
 In fact, the word comes from the Greek apokaluptō, meaning “to lift the veil,” i.e., to reveal something otherwise hidden from human view. It is essential that readers put aside pop culture presuppositions in order to hear what our ancient authors were trying to convey in “apocalyptic” texts.
Second, scholars have argued seemingly endlessly about definitions of the terms “apocalypse” (a kind/genre of text), “apocalyptic” (a worldview expressed in writing) and “apocalypticism” (a historical movement).
 The purpose of the search for a precise definition of genre, apocalypse, was to distinguish it from other genres, such as “wisdom.” This entire project was itself a function of an older way of conceiving of biblical texts known as “form criticism,” in which determining the “form” (genre) of a text was the first step in understanding its historical context and hence, its meaning. 
However, more recent understandings of texts in general and of the ancient world in particular has challenged many of the presuppositions underlying this project. Scholars are increasingly coming to recognize that categories such as “apocalypse” and “wisdom” as labels for texts are functions of the modern scholarly mind, not of the ancient authors or of their worlds.
 No definition completely separates one of these supposed genres from the other, nor are the worldviews of “wisdom” and “apocalyptic” sealed off from each other. 
1 Enoch, no less than texts traditionally understood as “wisdom literature” such as Proverbs or Qoheleth, is a search for “wisdom” written by members of the scribal elite. The section we are about to engage, the Book of the Watchers (BW), claims to be the voice of Enoch, “righteous scribe” (1 En 12.4). It is not the goal that is different between the royal wisdom texts and 1 Enoch, it is, among other things, the sources of “wisdom” which each text claims are the means to know the will of YHWH. As we’ve seen, to obtain royal wisdom, one must use one’s rational mind, oriented around the “fear of YHWH,” to examine torah texts and creation itself. For 1 Enoch, on the other hand, the primary source is a direct, revelatory experience of “heaven,” i.e., the “other side of the veil” separating ordinary creation from the wider realm of YHWH’s power and authority. 
This basic distinction will continue to be asserted, in both directions, for hundreds of years, from the beginning of the Ptolemaic empire in the third century BCE through the Roman empire at least through the 1st century CE. That is, upholders of royal wisdom—such as the Sadducees—will reject claims to revelatory insight (e.g., Mark 12.18; Acts 23.8), while Jesus, Paul and others gifted with apocalyptic visions will in turn castigate those who deny the power of YHWH to reveal truth directly to people (e.g., Mark 12.24; 1 Cor 1-2). 1 Enoch is thus the beginning of over four hundred years of confrontation between what we’ve been calling “the two religions” in a new arena, i.e., the search for wisdom. 
The anti-imperial thrust of the entire corpus of 1 Enoch
Scholars have long recognized that 1 Enoch is a form of “dissent literature,” taking vehement issue with the status quo of Hellenistic Judea. It has been more challenging, though, to specify what exactly the argument is about. Some have suggested that it was primarily a matter of priestly prerogatives: the establishment “Zadokites” excluding those who became identified as “Enochians,” who responded by seeing the world not as orderly but as “chaotic.”
 But as we’ll see, throughout the collection, the criticism is not so much of priests themselves (although 1 Enoch is certainly critical of the Jerusalem Temple and its priestly supporters), as of those named as “giants” (in BW) and “the kings, the mighty and exalted who possess the earth” (in Parables). Key to what follows is the understanding that 1 Enoch expresses a sustained protest, in the Name of YHWH, against Judea’s priestly, royal and scribal elites for their collaboration with the Hellenistic empires. Its purpose and message are thus parallel to the Egyptian protest literature we briefly examined in the preceding section. 
This purpose should not be too surprising, given how much 1 Enoch is grounded in the Primeval History in Genesis 1-11. We saw in Part I how those opening chapters of the Hebrew Scriptures express a parody of the Babylonian Enuma Elish and the counternarrative of YHWH as peaceful and benevolent Creator of all that is, including the earth, its animals and all its peoples. 1 Enoch offers what one might call a “midrash” or commentary on Genesis 1-11, from the perspective of Israelites living under first Ptolemaic and then Seleucid rule. Its critique is as radical as was that of Exodus against the imperial story of David and Solomon, and of the prophets against the later kings and wealthy elite of both Israel and Judah. 
Why was 1 Enoch not included within the biblical canon? It was certainly understood as an inspired book at the time of Jesus, as we see by its quotation in the New Testament book of Jude 14-15: 

It was also about these [evildoers] that Enoch, in the seventh generation from Adam, prophesied, saying, "See, YHWH is coming with ten thousands of his holy ones, to execute judgment on all, and to convict everyone of all the deeds of ungodliness that they have committed in such an ungodly way, and of all the harsh things that ungodly sinners have spoken against him.
References to 1 Enoch abound in early Christian writers such as Origen.
 We’ll examine in Part IV how, under Emperor Constantine, the decision was made about what would go into what we know as the New Testament. In the next chapter, we’ll look at how the apocalyptic book of Daniel differed from 1 Enoch and why it, but not 1 Enoch, made the “cut” of the Hebrew Scriptures. But it should not be too surprising that a text which characterizes the entire Second Temple as “impure,” rejects (at least initially) the torah of Moses as authoritative, and castigates relentlessly the elite collaborators with empire, would not be enshrined as “inspired” by that very elite! Much as the writings of some liberation theologians have been condemned by church officials for their alleged association with “Marxism” and other “sins,” so 1 Enoch was rejected by writers such as Sirach, Qoheleth, and other purveyors of elite wisdom. But for many, 1 Enoch, more than those other texts, conveyed an inspired Word of YHWH to carry them through difficult times. 
Book of the Watchers as anti-imperial counter-wisdom

The Book of the Watchers (BW) begins with an introduction (ch. 1-5) which many believe was added later to the narrative in chapters 11-36. The opening chapters consist of three parts: the introduction of Enoch (1.1-3); a theophany of God’s coming in judgment (1.4-9) and an indictment and judgment against the wicked and for the “chosen” (2.1-5.9). 
Enoch presents himself as  “a righteous man whose eyes were opened by God” (1.2). Biblically, Enoch is named as one who “walked with God, then he was no more, because God took him” (Gen 5.24). This enigmatic passage is the basis for claiming Enoch as the source of ancient revelation. His description here as “a righteous man” matches that of his grandson, Noah (Gen 6.9; 7.1). Noah is the only person in Genesis said to be “righteous,” just as Enoch is the only named individual with that attribution in 1 Enoch. The term “righteous,” though, is used throughout all of the sections of 1 Enoch, with reference to God, to God’s chosen people, and to the coming Righteous One. It carries legal connotations, befitting the context of judgment with which the book opens and which is suffused throughout.

Richard Horsley sees these opening verses resembling the oracles of Balaam in Numbers 22-24. He comments, “This clearly suggests a political role of Enoch scribes: they saw themselves as the heirs of diviner-prophets such as Balaam, and as constrained by God to prophesy against their aristocratic patrons, the heads of the Judean Temple-state.”

The theophany which follows finds a close parallel in Psalm 97, a celebration of the kingship of YHWH, as shown in Table 20. 
Table 20: Parallel Imagery in Psalm 97 and 1 Enoch 1.4-8

	Excerpts from Psalm 97

	Excerpts from 1 Enoch 1.4-8

	YHWH is king! 
Righteousness and justice are the foundation of his throne.
Fire goes before him, and consumes his adversaries on every side.

His lightnings light up the world; the earth sees and trembles.

The mountains melt like wax before YHWH, 

The heavens proclaim his righteousness; and all the peoples behold his glory.

All worshipers of images are put to shame, those who make their boast in worthless idols; all gods bow down before him.

YHWH loves those who hate evil; he guards the lives of his faithful; he rescues them from the hand of the wicked.
Light dawns for the righteous, and joy for the upright in heart.

	The Great Holy One will come forth from his dwelling,
and the eternal God will tread from thence upon Mount Sinai.

All the ends of the earth will be shaken,
and trembling and great fear will seize them until the ends of the earth.

The high mountains will be shaken and fall and break apart,
and the high hills will be made low and melt like wax before the fire. 

The earth will be wholly rent asunder,
and everything on the earth will perish,
and there will be judgment on all.

With the righteous he will make peace,
and over the chosen there will be protection,
and upon them will be mercy.

Light will shine upon them,
and he will make peace with them.


The biblical tradition represented in this psalm of the powerful revelation of YHWH-the-Creator’s rule (e.g., Micah 1.2-7; Jer 25.30-38) “was sharply political, pronouncing condemnation of oppressive domestic or foreign rulers and their defeat by God acting as divine Warrior with heavenly armies".

1 Enoch regularly refers to Hebrew Scripture, but a thorough examination reveals that it is highly selective. One can hear in 1 Enoch echoes of Genesis, Psalms, and prophets like Isaiah and Ezekiel, but other parts are conspicuously absent, especially the name of Moses and the books of “his” torah. For author of BW, the torah has become corrupted as the vehicle of the Temple elite. Before Moses, YHWH’s wisdom was revealed to Enoch. Although Genesis became part of the Second Temple’s torah, its narrative precedes Moses and the giving of “the law,” a point which will be taken up hundreds of years later by the apostle Paul. 1 Enoch is thus thoroughly grounded in the Word of YHWH, but stands, as have its dissenting predecessors, over against the texts claimed by the supporters of human empire. 
The final part of the introductory chapters begins with a call to contemplate God’s works in nature, a theme fully at home in the royal wisdom tradition. The point is to observe the constancy of earth, seasons, and trees, who “carry out and do not alter their works from his words” (4.3). In contrast are “you” who have “not stood firm…but you have turned aside” (4.4). These will be cursed, while the “chosen” will rejoice, receiving “forgiveness of sins and all mercy and peace and clemency” (4.6). After the judgment on sinners, “wisdom will be given to all the chosen and they will all live” (4.8). The benediction on the chosen echoes Isaiah 65, where rejoicing and fullness of days accompany “my chosen” (Isa 65.13-25), with one enormous difference. The biblical prophet foresees a renewed Jerusalem in which YHWH dwells, although without a human-made “house” (66.1). The author of BW, though, does not locate where the chosen will find their joy and peace. Jerusalem is never mentioned in the entire book of 1 Enoch. As in his foundational text of Genesis 1-11, our author has nothing good to say about human cities. 
The narrative which follows in 1 Enoch 6-16 combines two stories of the fallen “Watchers,” one in which the evil chief is named Shemihazah, and the other in which he is named Asael. Together, the story provides a symbolic denunciation of the effect of rule under the sucessors of Alexander, taking as a template the brief story in Genesis 6.1-4 of the “sons of God” taking wives from among humans and bearing children through them. The anti-imperial thrust of the Genesis story could hardly be more clear, as we hear in 6.4: 
Nephilim [LXX, gigantes, “giants”] were on the earth in those days--and also afterward--when the sons of God went in to the daughters of humans, who bore children to them. These were the heroes [Heb, haggiborim, as Nimrod at Gen 10.8] that were of old, men of the name [anticipating Gen 11.4, the Tower of Babel builders].
The verses which follow immediately link these “giant men of the name” with the “wickedness of humankind …on the earth,” which is the cause of the Flood. It is here that we learn that Noah, Enoch’s grandson, is the “righteous man” who will be saved from the judgment. Genesis 6.1-4 is a transparent expression of the intrusion upon God’s creation of those who are perceived of as “sons of God,” a title perfectly befitting imperial rulers. BW fertilizes this story seed until it grows into a full-blown narrative. 
In BW, those referred to in Genesis 6 as “sons of God” are called “sons of heaven” and then later, Watchers. The children of the union of “two hundred” of these sons of heaven and human wives are described as “great giants,” who in turn bore Nephilim (1 En 7.2).  We then hear of the consequence of this new generation:
They were devouring the labor of all the sons of men, and men were not able to supply them. And the giants began to kill men and to devour them…Asael taught men to make swords of iron and weapons and shields and breastplates and every instrument of war. (7.3, 8.1)

It is a fitting expression of imperial exploitation of the labor of ordinary people, a theme flowing from Exodus 1-2 through Nehemiah 5 in earlier biblical narratives, and how that economic exploitation leads to surpluses which enable a war economy.
 
The text continues by describing how they taught people spells, sorcery, and astrology, after which “as men were perishing, the cry went up to heaven” (8.4). This garners the attention in heaven of four angels: Michael, Sariel, Raphael, and Gabriel, who “saw much bloodshed on the earth. All the earth was filled with the godlessness and violence that had befallen it” (9.1). Nickelsburg comments: 
This emphasis suggests a setting in the wars of the Diadochi (323-302 B.C.E.). A large cast of Macedonian chieftains corresponds to the giants. These two decades are a period of  continued war, bloodshed, and assassination…. The image of divine beginning is reminiscent of claims that some of the Diadochi had gods as their fathers. …the myth would be an answer to these claims in the form of a kind of parody. The author would be saying, '”Yes, their fathers were divine; however, they were not gods, but demons --- angels who rebelled against the authority of God. “

The angels gather around the throne of the “Most High,” whom they address thusly:

You are the God of gods and Lord of lords and King of kings and God of the age. And the throne of your glory (exists) for every generation of the generations that are from of old. And your name (is) holy and great and blessed for all the ages.” For you have made all things and have authority over all. And all things are manifest and uncovered before you, and you see all things, and there is nothing that can be hidden from you. (1 En 9.4-5)

Nickelsburg notes that this imagery of God as king on his throne permeates the entire book. 
By depicting God as king, the Enochic authors provide their readers or audience with a familiar point of reference; they lived in a world that was ruled by earthly kings. At the same time, the terminology made it possible to assert God's status as the unique king.”

Thus, the angels appeal to this King of kings to act according to his power and to judge those who have filled the earth with violence and blood. The result is a command to go to Noah to prepare for the judgment, in accordance with the Genesis narrative. However, BW continues with the command to “bind Asael hand and foot, and cast him into the darkness…and let him dwell there for an exceedingly long time” (1 En 10.4-5), an image taken up in Revelation 20.1-3.A similar command follows to each angel to bind or destroy all those now called “Watchers” until all evil is destroyed and “the earth will be tilled in righteousness” (10.18). 
The second part of the story begins in 1 En 12 with a command directly to Enoch to go to Asael and announce God’s judgment. The Watchers ask Enoch to write a petition seeking forgiveness for their deeds which he does and then falls asleep. He then has dreams and visions which begin with the rejection of the Watchers’ petition, and lead to his ascent to the heavenly “great house” (14.10). In imagery reminiscent of Ezekiel 1, Enoch sees the throne with “wheels like the shining sun” and below which are “rivers of flaming fire” (14.18). The throne is surrounded by “ten thousand times ten thousand” (cf. Rev 5.11). 
YHWH speaks to Enoch from the heavenly throne the words he is to tell the rebellious Watchers, whose bodies are destroyed but whose spirits now roam the earth to “do violence” and “make desolate” (15.9-11). This concept of disembodied demonic spirits who cause destruction and lead humanity astray continues, of course, in the New Testament tradition. Jesus has power over these evil spirits, and shares that power with his disciples (e.g., Mark 6.7). In BW’s own time, this imagery offers an explanation of the Judeans’ sufferings under ongoing Ptolemaic rule, 
with its rigorous economic exploitation of the peoples it controlled..., its periodic warfare in Syria-Palestine against the rival Seleucids..., its seduction of the indigenous elite to compromise a traditional Judean way of life..., and the debilitating effects of all of these on Judean social-economic and personal life.... The spirits of the giants are driving imperial kings to the same destructive actions that the giants perpetrated in Enoch's time.

After this, Enoch is taken on a heavenly tour, which reveals the places of punishment for the rebellious Watchers, and the abode of the dead, separated into places for the wicked and the righteous. After this, he sees a menorah of mountains: seven in a row, three to each side, and a center one which rose above the others. This mountain had “fragrant trees encircling it” with one “such as I had never smelled” which had “a fragrance sweeter smelling than all spices, and its leaves and its blossom and the tree never wither” (24.2-4). Michael then tells Enoch that this mountain is “like the throne of God” and that the tree “will be given to the righteous” after it is “transplanted to the holy place, by the house of God, the King of eternity”; its “fragrances will be in their bones and they will live a along life on the earth” (24.3-5). Enoch’s journey concludes with a vision of “the paradise of righteousness” in which “the tree of wisdom” stands, and of “whose fruit the holy ones eat and learn great wisdom” (32.3). 
Such a scenario may seem at least partially familiar to readers today, raised with images of God’s final judgment in which people are sent either to a glorious heavenly reward or sentenced to an eternal, fiery hell. But what is essential to note is that this passage is the earliest expression of this imagery. It runs absolutely counter to the presuppositions and theology of the Jerusalem Temple elite. Gabrielle Boccaccini summarizes the contrast: 
…against the Zadokite idea of stability and order, Enochic Judaism introduced the concept of the “end of days” as the time of final judgment and vindication beyond death and history. What in the prophetic tradition was the announcement of some indeterminate future event of God's intervention became the expectation of a final cataclysmic event that will mark the end of God's first creation in the beginning of a second creation --- a new world qualitatively different from, and discontinuous with, what was before.... The concept of new creation implies that something went wrong in the first creation --- a disturbing and quite embarrassing idea that the Zadokite not except without denying the very foundations of the theology of power.

Never before had a Jewish writer envisioned God’s power of judgment being expressed after death. The Deuteronomistic theology presented a one-to-one correspondence between behavior and outcome: when Israel was obedience, all would be well; when it was disobedient, life on earth would be hell. The purveyors of royal wisdom took up this perspective and presented it as the official theology of the Second Temple, embedded as it was in the torah of Moses. Against this, BW presented a shocking alternative: God’s judgment was not visible on earth, but would become manifest only after death. And that judgment would fall heavily and irrevocably on those powerful ones, the “giants” and their successors, who taught warfare, shed blood, and disregarded God’s righteousness. 
And who comprised the “righteous,” the “holy ones,” who would be saved? Biblical prophets had understood and proclaimed that salvation was for “Israel” as a people. No matter how evil those among the Israelites had been, the fate of one was the fate of all. Destruction of Jerusalem and Exile were the consequence for YHWH’s covenant people—even if the “people of the land” remained and continued their lives while leaders went to Babylon. The exilic and post-exilic visions of Second and Third Isaiah had similarly anticipated the restoration of the whole people of God. 
BW, though, does not mention Israel at all. Its presentation of Noah as the “righteous man” offers a pre-Israelite conception: it is not a matter of being part of a particular national or ethnic identity, but of anyone who is living according to the authentic ways of God. As Mark Adam Elliott shows, BW is the first in a long series of texts which envision the salvation not of “Israel” but of the “survivors of Israel.”
 There is no specific evidence that BW expected Gentiles to be among those survivors. For now, the sense of a righteous remnant is a matter of the ongoing struggle over what it truly means to worship and obey YHWH. The conception of survivors of Israel, rather than the nation as a whole,  who will be saved will continue through the rest of the Enochic corpus and into its many branches, including those who left Jerusalem to establish a new community in the desert at Qumran. It will culminate in that group of survivors of Israel who will see this vision through to the end: those followers of Jesus who will become known as “Christians.” 
“All is vapor”: Qoheleth’s “pox” on both houses
Then as now, rational minds heard claims to apocalyptic vision with skepticism. As the author of Ecclesiastes, also known as Qoheleth, states: “However much they may toil in seeking, they will not find it out; even though those who are wise claim to know, they cannot find it out” (Eccl 8.17).
Qoheleth is a book at least as strange in its own way as 1 Enoch, but for very different reasons. Its deity “is not the God of the patriarchs, who cares for them, or of the Exodus, where he delivers his people out of bondage and makes a covenant with them, or of the Davidic kings, who blesses them when they are obedient.”
 It is equally suspicious of torah piety among the royal wisdom adherents as it is of the hope for God’s radical reversal of injustice expressed in 1 Enoch.
 It offers no vision of salvation, either for Israel or the individual. Instead, it counsels, “This is what I have seen to be good: it is fitting to eat and drink and find enjoyment in all the toil with which one toils under the sun the few days of the life God gives us; for this is our lot” (5.18).
Whose voice is this, and from when? The surface of the text presents the voice of Solomon, but the linguistic evidence of the text makes this impossible.
 Choon-Leong Seow argues for a date under Persian rule of Yehud, where the money economy became widespread and drew people into the pursuit of monetary wealth.
 Others argue for the Ptolemaic era, sometime in the late 3rd century.
 Although Seow provides a strong correlation between the text and the social circumstances of the late Achemenid, Persian empire, the determining factor the other way may be Qoheleth’s opposition to claims of revelatory experience. 
If it was not written specifically to oppose, in part, BW, it surely serves that purpose well. As Perdue comments, the “most plausible theory for the interpretation of Qoheleth’s opponents is that they were primarily apocalyptic sages who are active in the third century BCE and combined apocalyptic language and thought with traditional wisdom and the Torah.”
 Its rejection of BW’s perspective is clear and consistent. Consider these verses in the context of Enoch’s dream-generated tour of heaven:
God is in heaven, and you upon earth; therefore let your words be few.

With many dreams come vanities and a multitude of words; but fear God. (Eccl 5.2, 7)

Similarly, we can hear the opposition to claims of post-mortem judgment that corresponds to one’s life:
For the fate of humans and the fate of animals is the same; as one dies, so dies the other. They all have the same breath, and humans have no advantage over the animals; for all is vapor. All go to one place; all are from the dust, and all turn to dust again. Who knows whether the human spirit goes upward and the spirit of animals goes downward to the earth? (Eccl 3.19-21)

At the same time, though, the text resists the claims of royal wisdom that the imperial order corresponds to God’s order. For instance, consider this word of what we might call realpolitik: 
Keep the king's command because of your sacred oath. Do not be terrified; go from his presence, do not delay when the matter is unpleasant, for he does whatever he pleases. For the word of the king is powerful, and who can say to him, "What are you doing?" (Eccl 8.2-4)

Do not curse the king, even in your thoughts, or curse the rich, even in your bedroom; for a bird of the air may carry your voice, or some winged creature tell the matter. (10.20)
In other words, obey the king not because he is doing God’s will, but because disobedience will get you in trouble! As Boccaccini comments, “A very convenient political ideology in support of the absolute power of the Hellenistic king and his wealthy allies is turned by Qoheleth into a revelation of God's power.”

Similarly, Qoheleth is suspicious of the elite theology’s claim that wealth and good health are signs of a righteous life. It suggests a “middle way” between pious righteousness and foolish wickedness: 
I have seen everything; there are righteous people who perish in their righteousness, and there are wicked people who prolong their life in their evil-doing. Do not be too righteous, and do not act too wise; why should you destroy yourself? Do not be too wicked, and do not be a fool; why should you die before your time? (7.15-17)
What social location would lead one to stand in opposition to both royal and apocalyptic wisdom? What, in the end, are the social and political outcomes of Qoheleth’s rejection of both wisdom perspectives? First, the fact that the author has the leisure and training to observe life and to reflect on it in polished prose places him among the elite. Sneed notes, the “legitimation of a moderate Hellenistic Judean upper class is subtle but strong in the book.”
 Qoheleth sees injustice and poverty around him, but neither involves himself nor offers a vision of a solution. He “appears to be totally oblivious to the fact that his leisure lifestyle of study and writing is dependent on the back-breaking labour of Judean peasants.”
 
His perspective is like many elite intellectuals throughout the ages, who have the ability to see how the world really is, but take no risks to improve it. Rather, the counsel is simply to enjoy what one can while one can: food, spouse, friends, comfort. Such an attitude turns its back on injustice and the possibility of God’s passionate concern for the victims of empire. What about those whose daily toil consists in struggling for enough food merely to survive? Boccaccini observes that the Greeks replaced the Persian office of governor with a system of “tax farming,” in which bribery and corruption were rampant. “The system enhanced the power of the wealthiest families in various districts of the Ptolemaic kingdom. ... The gap between the few and the many, between the city and the countryside deepened. Judah was no exception.”
 But Qoheleth has little to say to “the many” whose lives were becoming increasingly desperate. As we saw, in Egypt, conditions deteriorated into street revolt and labor strikes. Qoheleth’s response is a shrug: what can one do? 
Qoheleth’s perspective is important for us to consider. It expresses the view of many who reject “too much religion” at either end of the spectrum, either in an effort to legitimize an unjust status quo or to inspire a movement in opposition to it. It is easy for those with plenty of food and leisure to sit back and observe the struggle from a safe distance, cynically rejecting the value of entering into the fray. This perspective will continue to remain an option for those who are neither invested in the system or the victims of it. Meanwhile, as the political winds shifted away from the Ptolemies and toward their rivals, the Seleucids, adherents of both royal wisdom and its apocalyptic alternative continued to do battle. 
Chapter Eighteen: Seeking “Wisdom” Under Greek Rule, Part Two:  The Seleucid Empire
The Shift from Ptolemaic to Seleucid Rule of Palestine in 200 BCE. 
The Ptolemaic and Seleucid empires fought a long series of wars during the third century BCE, with Palestine almost always in the middle. Finally, in what is known as the Fifth Syrian War, the Seleucid king, Antiochus III, took control of Palestine in 200 BCE. The history of this battle for control is complex in its names and details of events, yet simple in its basic pattern. As with empires which preceded and those to come, the Ptolemies became overstretched militarily and economically, burdened by an elaborate royal apparatus and an inability to exact sufficient taxes and tribute to support it. In the words of historian Günther Hölbl befitting the imagery of Daniel 2, “the Ptolemaic empire began to totter on its feet like a colossus unsure of its step.”
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The long period of inter-empire struggle generated an extreme insecurity among local elites. Richard Horsley notes that it was “simple political-economic realism for local rulers and other magnates to gauge the winds of imperial political fortune, and to be prepared to shift loyalties with changes in imperial regimes.” The advent of Antiochus III led many in Jerusalem’s own aristocracy to move from Ptolemaic to Seleucid support.
 Of course, it was just such political “realism” that the Enoch tradition saw as pollution and idolatry. Jeremiah had long ago castigated the Jerusalem elite for calculating political advantage among pagan empires. It would be up to new prophets to denounce collaboration with the Seleucids as no different in principle from collaboration with any other human-made empire. 
We have three primary sources that provide a narrative of Seleucid rule in Judea: 1 Maccabees, 2 Maccabees, and Josephus’ Antiquities of the Jews.  None of these offer us anything like an “objective” perspective. 1 Maccabees is a highly-charged polemic in support of the Maccabees and their successors, the Hasmoneans, who ruled Judea in semi-independence between the Seleucids and the Romans. 2 Maccabees is a summary of what purports to be a five-volume work (2 Macc 2.19-23). John Collins summarizes its purpose: 

[It is a] history which in effect separated the temple and the story of the revolt from the Hasmonean priest-kings [and thus] could avoid party dissension and enable the Jews of the Diaspora to affirm both the temple and the independent Jewish state without acknowledging the legitimacy of the Hasmoneans.... The ideal of Judaism which is held forth is not primarily political but is based on the pious observance of the law, and includes the hope of the martyrs for resurrection. The law-abiding Jew is content to live in peace and give no offense to his neighbor"

The final source is the Jewish historian, Josephus, a member of the Jerusalem aristocracy who easily found comfortable retirement writing under Roman sponsorship after the Jewish-Roman War of 66-70 CE. Josephus’ multiple accounts, including the “Tobiad Romance” within his Antiquities, must be carefully sifted in order to separate legend from actual historical events.
 
Fortunately for our purpose, we need not sort out all the details. 
 Rather, we can focus simply on three major movements that set-up the crisis in the 170s BCE under the reign of the Seleucid king, Antiochus IV Epiphanes. First, though, it will be helpful to consider the state of “wisdom” in the immediate aftermath of the transition from Ptolemaic to Seleucid rule.
Royal wisdom on the eve of crisis: the book of Sirach

The first of the major changes under Seleucid rule was the reversion “to the Persian practice of explicit support for the Jerusalem temple-state as the principal instrument of imperial rule.”
 Boccaccini comments, 

As the Seleucid king restored the political supremacy of the high priesthood, the accumulation of economic and religious power gave unprecedented strength to the Zadokites. The beginning of the Seleucid period was truly the golden age of the Zadokite priesthood, the peak of their power and influence.

The local Jerusalem council (gerousia) was empowered by the Seleucids to render local legal decisions based on torah. The high priest may have presided over this council, although he would have been accountable to the Seleucids.
 The high priest was “a sort of secular prince, having the authority to collect not only tithes for the Temple but also the tributes and taxes owed to the king and to retain part of them.”

This high priesthood would have been supported by a class of specialized “retainers,” i.e., experts hired to grease the local wheels of the imperial machine. These retainers would have included literate scribes trained torah but also conversant with Greek traditions, including philosophy and literature. Such scribes would have faced the daunting challenge of remaining true to torah’s insistence on exclusive loyalty to YHWH, the God of Israel, while also faithfully serving the Seleucid king. 
We considered a similar context under Persian rule, where Ezra, priest and scribe, admonished the people of restored Jerusalem to “obey the law of your God and the law of the king” (Ezra 7.26). Now under Seleucid authority, that role fell to scribes such as Joshua Ben Sira. 
The book of Sirach, like 1-2 Maccabees, is part of the deuterocanonical collection, having been written in Greek as part of the Septuagint rather than the Hebrew Scriptures. For Catholics, portions are heard within the year-year lectionary cycle of scripture readings. But few read it as a whole or within the specific historical context, named directly in the book, in which it was written. Heard in this way, Ben Sira’s writing opens a window into the struggle such a scribe must have felt. 
The book begins with a first-person Prologue by Ben Sira’s grandson, writing after a time in Egypt beginning in 132 BCE. He notes that the work was originally written in Hebrew, and “  does not have exactly the same sense when translated into another language” (0.15). However, he offers it “  for those living abroad who wished to gain learning, being prepared in character to live according to the law” (0.27) Thus, we can infer that the original text was composed sometime between the Seleucid conquest of Jerusalem in 200 and the advent of Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 175, when relative quiet reigned.
 
As with earlier examples of royal wisdom which we’ve engaged, the central theological stance found within the book of Sirach is “fear of YHWH.” It runs like a refrain between verses of prudential, aristocratic wisdom. What that means in practice is to honor those “above” oneself in power and authority while remaining compassionate to those “below.”
Sirach is written for an audience of the privileged young men of Judea, being prepared to serve the Temple-state, as we hear explicitly: 
Do not slight the discourse of the sages,       
but busy yourself with their maxims;      
because from them you will gain instruction        
and learn how to serve great men.  (8.8)

Sirach presents himself as the teacher of a bet-midrash, a “house of [torah] study” (51.23). His students received the utmost of “conventional wisdom” that would enable them to do their jobs well and for solid reward both of gold and honor. A few brief quotations give a flavor for this conventionality:
With all your soul fear YHWH, and honor his priests. (7.29)

Riches are good if they are free from sin…(13.24); Wakefulness over wealth wastes away one's flesh, and anxiety about it removes sleep.  (31.1)
If you will, you can keep the commandments, and to act faithfully is a matter of your own choice. (15.15)
He who speaks wisely will advance himself, and a sensible man will please great men. (20.27)

He who loves his son will whip him often, in order that he may rejoice at the way he turns out. (30.1)

Above all things, prudence and measured behavior are valued as expressions of “fear of YHWH.” In fact, as we see in the “Wisdom Hymn” (Sir 24), the Temple-state is understood to be the expression of the divine order. This excerpt focuses this theme: 

 Then the Creator of all things gave me [Wisdom] a commandment, and the one who created me assigned a place for my tent. And he said, “Make your dwelling in Jacob, and in Israel receive your inheritance.”  From eternity, in the beginning, he created me, and for eternity I shall not cease to exist. In the holy tabernacle I ministered before him, and so I was established in Zion. In the beloved city likewise he gave me a resting place, and in Jerusalem was my dominion. (24.8-11)
Horsley comments, “It would be difficult to find a stronger statement of the absolute authority of the Jerusalem temple-state as a way of legitimating the established political order."
 He adds, 
The declaration that divine Wisdom had been established in authority in the Temple seems all the more remarkable when we juxtapose it with the historical context….Factions of the priestly aristocracy... would have been under no illusion about the concrete political power arrangements under which the Temple-state operated.

Sirach is not, though, oblivious of the poverty and suffering around him. He counsels, in accordance with torah, constant response to people’s basic needs. For example, 
Do not reject an afflicted suppliant, nor turn your face away from the poor. (4.4)

Stretch forth your hand to the poor, so that your blessing may be complete.   (7.32)

Do not shrink from visiting a sick man, because for such deeds you will be loved. (7.35)

Through these and other admonitions, Sirach trains his students to practice an ancient form of noblesse oblige. Horsley notes that Sirach’s wisdom in this regard “served the interests of the wealthy as well, in so far as the scribal circles that defended the interests of the poor may have provided a legitimate (but non-threatening) outlet for the frustration that may have developed among the impoverished peasantry."

Sirach was also a man of his time and social station in his attitude about women and slaves: 
Do not give yourself to a woman so that she gains mastery over your strength. (9.2)

Better is the wickedness of a man than a woman who does good; and it is a woman who brings shame and disgrace. (42.14)

It should be clear that Sirach’s wisdom is a perfect expression of service to the status quo in the name of the God of Israel. Slaves, women, children, and laborers all have their “place,” generally apart from and socially “below” those whom Sirach is addressing. 

This support for the status quo keeps Sirach silent on the imperial and priestly politics which surrounded him. Furthermore, Sirach can be read as a vehement opponent of those whose writings claim divine authority for a more radical social critique, such as found in 1 Enoch.
 Like Qoheleth, he rejects the possibility of wisdom being attained through visions and dreams: “dreams give wings to fools” (34.2). His presentation of God’s Wisdom established in Jerusalem is the opposite of what we’ll see below in Enoch’s Dream Visions. He teaches that death is the final end: “when a man is dead, he will inherit creeping things, and wild beasts, and worms” (10.11) and “From the dead…thanksgiving has ceased” (17.28). 
Sirach’s “wisdom” would feel right at home in many circles of biblical scholarship and established church ministry today. Fear God, but accept the place of the world’s mighty ones. Prayer is good, but do not claim visionary insight. Life is more than money, but honor those who have it. Be kind to those below you, but do what you can to stay above them. Sirach’s students, in other words, may well have been the central targets for those whose revelatory insights provided a much more radical, anti-imperial perspective on the collaboration between the Temple-state aristocracy and the Seleucids, especially once the major crisis hit. 
The Epistle of Enoch: Measuring “weeks” until the coming of God’s reign

Roughly contemporaneous with the imperially-supportive wisdom of Ben Sira is another section of the Enoch literature, known as The Epistle of Enoch (1 En 91-105). The section consists of three basic units: 1) an introduction from Enoch to his son, Methuselah; a review of history known as the “Apocalypse of Weeks” (Ap.Weeks); and a series of discourses by Enoch that offer a sharp rebuke against social and economic injustice. Scholars have argued at length about both the unity of this section and its date of composition.
 Michael Knibb argues that the different forms of writing “reflect a common purpose: to encourage the righteous to persevere in right conduct in the face of oppressive circumstances, and to reinforce this message by the assurance of the certainty of punishment that awaits the sinners at judgment, and of the blessed state that awaits the righteous…”
 Given that the Ap.Weeks does not refer to the crisis under Antiochus IV Epiphanes which are the focus on Enoch’s Dream Visions and the book of Daniel, it seems best to date the Epistle to the time just before the crisis.
 
The Epistle of Enoch reads like an anti-imperial response to Sirach from beginning to end. In the introduction, Enoch says: 
The vision of heaven was shown to me, and from the words of the watchers and holy ones I have learned everything, and in the heavenly tablets I read everything and I understood. (93.1)
The reference to “heavenly tablets” will recur both later in the Epistle (103.1) and in the book of Jubilees, discussed in Chapter 19. It is clearly meant to attack the claim of the Jerusalem Temple establishment that “their” revelation in the torah from Moses is complete in itself. Rather, the Enochians claim that it is from their revelation that one can learn “everything.” 
The Ap.Weeks follows, presenting in a single verse each “week” of history. Enoch’s, the first, is the only one in which “righteousness endured.” Starting in the second week, “deceit and violence will spring up” (93.4). God is not mentioned directly in this section, but is present passively in “righteousness” and “truth,” which correspond to the pair, “deceit” and “violence,” which compete for supremacy.
 This pattern will also be manifested in the Dead Sea Scrolls, especially the Rule of the Community (1QS 3.16-4.26), transformed into the opposition between the “sons of light/truth” and those of darkness/lies. Later, it will be taken up in New Testament texts such as John’s gospel.

The only “law” in the Ap.Weeks is that given to Noah; the torah of Moses goes unmentioned. Similarly, the monarchy is omitted, and with it the Davidic covenant. The Second Temple period, in the seventh week, is described simply as on in which “there will arise a perverse generation, and many will be its deeds, and all its deeds will be perverse” (93.9), nearly precisely of Sirach’s vision of YHWH’s eternal Wisdom dwelling in Jerusalem and the Temple. 
It is only at the end of this seventh week that “the chosen will be chosen as witnesses of righteousness…to whom will be given sevenfold wisdom and knowledge.” Their task, which will be successful, will be to “uproot the foundations of violence, and the structure of deceit in it, to execute judgment” (93.10-11). Horsley reads this as an expression of resistance against the temple-state by the Enochians already begun before the crisis under Antiochus IV Epiphanes.

From this point forward, the Ap.Weeks anticipates events in the future of its audience. The transformation of the world envisioned is to unfold in three stages: 1) the restoration of Israel and rebuilding of a new temple (week 8), 2) the restoration of all humankind (week 9), and 3) the great judgment and new heaven and earth (week 10).
 It will thus require enduring faithfulness among those to whom God’s wisdom has been given. 
The Epistle of Enoch continues with a series of prophetic discourses. They are astoundingly concrete, unlike the symbolic language of so much of the Enochic corpus. They respond to the injustice of Jerusalem’s collaboration with empire in ways which Sirach was apparently afraid to do, boldly denouncing the wealthy and powerful. The common form throughout is alternating woes and blessings, which we’ll see again in Luke’s Gospel’s Sermon on the Plain (Luke 6.21-26). The message of the Enochic and the Lucan expressions are very close,
 as a brief sample from the Epistle reveals: 
94.6: Woe to those who build iniquity and violence, and lay deceit as a foundation; for quickly they will be overthrown, and they will have no peace.
94.8: Woe to you, rich, for in your riches you have trusted; from your riches you will depart, because you have not remembered the Most High in the days of your riches.

96.4: Woe to you, sinners, for your riches make you appear to be righteous, which are hard conviction of being sinners; and this word will be a testimony against you

96.8: Woe to you, mighty, who with might oppress the righteous one; for the day of your destruction will come.

98.9: woe to you, fool; for you will be destroyed because of your folly. You did not listen to the wise; and good things will not happen to you, but evils will surround you.

96.1: Be hopeful, O righteous; for quickly the sinners will perish before you, and you will have authority over them as you desire.

99.10: Blessed will be all who listen to the words of the wise, and learn to do the commandments of the Most High; and walk in the paths of his righteousness, and do not err with the erring; for they will be saved.
The “woes” come as warnings to those still living, i.e., the aristocracy of the early 2nd century BCE. The final chapters of the Epistle, though, speak to those who have already died. Sirach’s traditional royal wisdom perspective, that death is the end, is radically challenged. The viewpoint of the oppressive elite is taken up directly, as we hear: 
Woe to you, dead sinners. When you die in your sinful wealth, those who are like you say about you, "Blessed are the sinners all their days that they had seen. And now they have died with goods and wealth, and affliction and murder they have not seen in their life. They have died in splendor, and judgment was not executed on them in their life." Know that down to Sheol they will lead your souls; and there they will be in great distress, and darkness and in a snare and in a flaming fire. Into great judgment your souls will enter, and the great judgment will be for all the generations of eternity. Woe to you, you will have no peace. (103.5-8)

Similarly, those who are “righteous and pious in life” are told not to complain, but to expect to be justly rewarded: 

Do not say… "In the days of our tribulation, we toiled laboriously, and every tribulation we saw, and many evils we found. We were consumed and became few, and our spirits, small; and we were destroyed and there was no one to help us with word and deed; we were powerless and found nothing. We complained to the rulers in our tribulation, and cried out against those who struck us down and oppressed us; and our complaints they did not receive, nor did they wish to give a hearing to our voice. They did not help us, they did not find (anything) against those who oppressed us and about us. (103.9-10, 14-15)

I swear to you that the angels in heaven make mention of you for good before the glory of the Great One, and your names are written before the glory of the Great One, Take courage, then; for formerly you are worn out by evils and tribulations, but now you will shine like the luminaries of heaven; you will shine and appear, and the portals of heaven will be open for you. Your cry will be heard and the judgment for which you cry will also appear to you. (104.1-3)

Whether in anticipation of Daniel 12’s similar reversal or echoing it, the Epistle establishes clearly that God’s justice does not cease at the grave. 
Finally, the Epistle takes on the question of scripture and its authority. In the face of Sirach’s praise of the Temple scribal establishment and their role in interpreting torah, Enoch claims that the Enochic books are the ones which provide truth and wisdom: 
Would that they would write all my words in truth, and neither remove nor alter these words, but write in truth all that I testify to them. And again I know a second mystery, that to the righteous and pious and wise my books will be given for the joy of righteousness and much wisdom. Indeed, to them the books will be given, and they will believe in them, and in them all the righteous will rejoice and be glad, to learn from them all the paths of truth. (104.11-13)

Horsley notes that this promise is a “new and distinctive” aspect of the Enochic perspective.
 It will continue over coming centuries, leading to the canonizing of a completely separate collection of texts known as the New Testament.
The Crisis under Antiochus IV Epiphanes

Although there was relative calm between the two imperial dynasties in the early second century BCE, tension remained within Jerusalem. Horsley notes,
Judea was ruled by the Jerusalem aristocracy, mainly priestly, and headed by a chief priest, only now with less rivalry from a powerful tax-farmer in charge of imperial revenues. But within the Jerusalem aristocracy there were still other powerful figures, besides the high priest and competing factions, who understood the contingencies of competing and internally conflicted imperial regimes.

One of these other figures was the “temple-captain,”
 Simon, who, sometime in the early 2nd century, plotted an intrigue against the high priest, Onias III. Both parties sought the support of the Seleucid government. Horsley criticizes older views which see this conflict as an expression of either inter-family rivalry (between Oniads and Tobiads) or factional rivalry (between pro-Ptolemaic and pro-Seleucid groups). Rather, this episode reveals the struggle for power among local elites in Jerusalem and the dependence of both groups on imperial support.

The second major event following the shift from Ptolemaic to Seleucid rule was the rise of Antiochus IV Epiphanes as new Seleucid king in 175 BCE. The new king was desperately in need of revenue. Onias’ brother, Jason, offered the king a deal: the grant to himself of the high priesthood in exchange for a commitment to raise the tribute required of Judeans to the Seleucids, to which the king agreed. Thus, the Jerusalem high priest became a Seleucid imperial official (2 Macc 4.8-10). The deal also involved the establishment in Jerusalem of a gymnasium, which “was the fundamental educational organ in a Greek city.”
 Horsley notes that these changes did not totally displace the Temple, but "would have posed a particular threat to the regular priests, Levites, scribes, and others whose lifework and livelihood were tied up with the temple."

The final event leading to the crisis was a series of intrigues after Menelaus—the brother of Simon who had earlier opposed Onias III—replaced Jason as high priest in 172, having secured the post by outbidding Jason by three hundred silver talents, a huge sum (2 Mac 4.24). However, as Gabriele Boccaccini comments, Menelaus “had offered the Seleucid king a higher bid, but it was the people, and the poorest among the people, who had to pay for it. As the burden of taxation increased, so did the popular discontent.”
 Second Maccabees characterizes Menelaus as “possessing no qualification for the high-priesthood, but having the hot temper of a cruel tyrant and the rage of a savage wild beast” (2 Macc 4.25). When the retired Onias returned to expose Menelaus’ schemes, Menelaus had Onias treacherously assassinated (2 Macc 4.34). 
The transition from Ptolemaic to Seleucid rule, as we’ve seen, was accompanied by a seemingly endless series of intrigues, betrayals and shifting loyalties, as various people, whether out of self-interest or some sense of common good, strategized and conspired. Where was YHWH in all this? We can see in the texts that survive evidence both of continuity with older traditions—both of the pro- and anti-empire perspectives—and of innovation, as new circumstances led to new insights on how YHWH would save his people from oppression. 
The books of Maccabees present a relatively straightforward narrative of zealous, justified violence in defense of ancestral tradition. The next section of 1 Enoch, the book of Dream Visions (1 En 83-90), responds with a symbolic portrayal of all of history up to the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. The book of Daniel is an apocalyptic vision akin to Dream Visions, but with a different understanding of how YHWH’s justice would be achieved. Finally, we have a representative of royal wisdom in the book of Sirach, which urges support for the poor, but rejects apocalyptic insight as well as the overturning of the status quo. A brief look at each of these perspectives will provide the final step in preparation for the most radical response of all: the gospel of Jesus. 
The Maccabees: zealous and violent defenders of the Temple and of religious tradition

Our sources differ greatly on the circumstances of and reasons for what followed. The executed Onias may well be referred to in both Daniel (9.26) and 1 Enoch (90.8). His death was a major event for all who wrote in response to events during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. 
Several things are relatively clear despite the confusion in the sources. First, Antiochus supported Menelaus throughout this period. Second, Antiochus twice invaded Egypt in his ongoing battle with the Ptolemies. During the second invasion, the former high priest, Jason, having heard rumors of the king’s death, used the opportunity to attack what he thought was the now unprotected Menelaus and his local supporters in Jerusalem (2 Macc 5.5-7). However, his attack failed and Jason fled, dying in exile.
Meanwhile, word of Jason’s revolt reached the still living Antiochus, who interpreted it as a general rebellion against Seleucid rule. He returned to Jerusalem in 169 with a huge force and slaughtered massive numbers of inhabitants while raiding the temple sanctuary for its gold and treasures (2 Macc 5.15-18; 1 Macc 1.20-24). He then issued decrees banning traditional Jewish practices, including circumcision, temple sacrifices, observance of Sabbath and other festivals, and perhaps even possession of a torah scroll. Second Maccabees names this as a local decree; 1 Maccabees presents it as part of an empire-wide effort to establish cultural unity (cf. 1 Macc 1.45-50; 2 Macc 6.2-6, 10-11). Following 2 Maccabees’ portrayal as a local action, we can see that it supported both the king’s and Menelaus’ goals:
Antiochus had a strategic interest in strengthening his military presence in Jerusalem and avoiding the coalescence of any opposition that could be used by the Ptolemies…Menelaus needed a sign of discontinuity that would definitively affirm his power and the legitimacy of his priesthood…

Scholars offer a range of explanations for Antiochus’ repression.
 Regardless of the “facts,” whatever they might be, the turmoil and repression led to the rising of Mattathias and his sons (led by Judas), known as the Maccabees, from the town of Modein. Boccaccini comments that the “unexpected opposition came …from those who, mostly in the countryside outside Jerusalem, more heavily had to bear the burden of taxation while being excluded from the benefits of Hellenistic economy and culture.”
 They escaped to the wilderness, where they gathered together a guerrilla army in resistance to Antiochus IV Epiphanes and his supporters. Boccaccini adds, the “genius of the Maccabees was to present themselves not as the leaders of just another rival priestly family seeking power, as they were, but as the champions of the national tradition against the Greeks,and to turn the civil war into a war of liberation against foreign oppressors.” 

A key moment is reached as the enemy prepare to do battle with Mattathias and his companions on the Sabbath. The first response is to obey the torah, even at the risk of death (1 Macc 2.34-2.37). However, when the attack leads to the death of a thousand persons, the people resolve instead to fight on the Sabbath rather than to die at martyrs (2.41). The very torah which is being defended must be broken in order to protect it! 
Mattathias’ “zeal for the torah” is compared to that of Phinehas, son of Aaron, who killed those who “yoked themselves to the Baar of Peor” during the wilderness sojourn (Num 25.7ff). This identification clearly puts the Maccabee narrative on the side of the book of Joshua and other narratives of “holy war” in the name of YHWH.
 First Maccabees continues to strengthen this characterization by presenting a deathbed speech by Mattathias that calls his children to “show zeal for the torah and give your lives for the covenant of our fathers” and to “remember the deeds of the fathers…[to] receive great honor and an everlasting name” (2.50-51). Mattathias’ list of “the fathers” is highly selective and quite revealing of what constitutes “great honor and an everlasting name.” 

  Was not Abraham found faithful when tested, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness [cf. Romans 4.3-22; Gal 3.6]? Joseph in the time of his distress kept the commandment, and became lord of Egypt. Phinehas our father, because he was deeply zealous, received the covenant of everlasting priesthood. Joshua, because he fulfilled the command, became a judge in Israel. Caleb, because he testified in the assembly, received an inheritance in the land.  David, because he was merciful, inherited the throne of the kingdom forever. Elijah because of great zeal for the torah was taken up into heaven. Hannaniah, Azariah, and Mishael [see Dan 1.6-19] believed and were saved from the flame [Dan 3]. Daniel because of his innocence was delivered from the mouth of the  lions [Dan 6]. (1 Macc 2.52-60)
Among those not named: Jacob, Moses and nearly all the prophets! And among those named, the specific deed and reward given for each one illumines the Maccabean perspective clearly. For example, Joseph is noted for becoming “lord of Egypt,” Joshua for becoming a “judge” (a claim found nowhere else in the Hebrew Scriptures); David for “inheriting the throne forever,” and so forth. Elijah, the only prophet named, is revered for his own “great zeal for the torah,” a likely reference to his mass execution of the prophets of Baal (1 Kg 18). The naming of key characters in the book of Daniel highlights what we’ll see to be the competing viewpoints between Maccabees and Daniel. Together, the names, deeds and rewards establish a model for the Hasmonean dynasty which follows. And yet, there is no mention at all of “YHWH” or “God” in this speech. It is not a sermon, but a peptalk by a dying military commander. It ends with this command: “Pay back the Gentiles in full, and heed what the law commands"  (1 Macc 2.68). Similarly, as the command is passed to his son, Judas, the new leader is praised as a powerful warrior who was “renowned to the ends of the earth,” but still no mention is made of YHWH (3.1-8). 
First Maccabees portrays the Maccabees’ revolt as a time of national pride and strength in which they “struck down sinners in their anger” and “rescued the torah out of the hands of Gentiles and kings” (1 Macc 2.44, 48), rededicating the Temple and establishing the feast of Chanukah (1 Macc 4.56-59). 
First Maccabees can be read superficially as presenting a battle between “Judaism” and “Gentile customs,” with the Maccabees as defenders of a “pure” Judaism (e.g., 1 Macc 1.10-15). However, as Erich S. Gruen has shown, the specific language used later in 1 Maccabees presents the enemy not as an abstraction called “Hellenism,” but as “the surrounding nations” (e.g., 1 Macc 3.25, Greek, ta ethne ta kuklō), a term in the pro-empire biblical tradition which refers to local peoples such as Canaanites and Ammonites.
 In other words, 1 Maccabees consciously links Judas’ and his brothers’ actions to those of the “holy wars” of the past. Throughout its narrative, we hear echoes of the violent Conquest tradition found in the book of Joshua. It becomes the celebrated statement of national independence from foreign empire, after three hundred years of colonial captivity. Its highest moment is the “purification” of the Jerusalem Temple and the reestablishment of traditional sacrifices in that place. But does it express the will of YHWH for Israel? On that question, the book is utterly silent. 
Second Maccabees, while also celebrating the victory over the Seleucids and the establishment of Chanukah (2 Macc 10.1-8), offers a somewhat different perspective on what it means to be faithful. In 2 Macc 6-7, we hear two stories of nonviolent martyrdom for refusing to obey the command to eat pork. The first story is of an old scribe named Eleazar who welcomes “death with honor rather than life with pollution, went up to the rack of his own accord” (2 Macc 6.19). His dying words proclaim his reason: “Therefore, by manfully giving up my life now, I will show myself worthy of my old age  6:28 and leave to the young a noble example [Greek, hupodeigma] of how to die a good death willingly and nobly for the revered and holy laws." (6.27-28).  Hupodeigma is a rarely used word in the Bible, but it will be taken up by Jesus at John 13.15 when he offers a different “example of how to die a good death willingly and nobly”. 
The second story is a gruesome narrative of seven brothers and their mother who are each tortured and killed in the sight of those who remain. The mother “encouraged each of them …[with] her woman’s reasoning and a man’s courage, offering this wisdom: “the Creator of the world, who shaped human birth and devised the origin of all things, will in his mercy give life and  breath back to you again, since you now forget yourselves for the sake  of his laws” (7.23). It is the first narrative claim of life after death in a Jewish text apart from Book of the Watchers’ apocalyptic vision. It is presented as if it is a familiar belief, which the sons are expected to know, and of which the mother is simply reminding them. All of them are killed, including the last one, “putting his whole trust in YHWH” (7.40). 
This hope in resurrection returns later in 2 Maccabees, in a story about Judas’ prayer and financial collection for a sin offering for fallen Jewish soldiers who were found to have borne idolatrous tokens under their tunics. The narrator concludes the story: 

In doing this he acted very well and honorably, taking account of the resurrection [Greek, anastasis]. For if he were not expecting that those who had fallen would rise again, it would have been superfluous and foolish to pray for the dead. (2 Macc 12.43-44)

The hope for “resurrection” was also voiced by the fourth of the sons to die in the previous story (2 Macc 7.14), but is nowhere else found in the LXX using this key Greek term.
 With these stories, 2 Maccabees combines the traditions of holy war with that of expectation of God’s post-mortem gift of restored life. What specific form that might have been understood to take is anyone’s guess, but it will echo, of course, into the New Testament. 
Two other elements of 2 Maccabees’ perspective are worth our attention. In the following story, we hear of the anger of “the King of kings” aroused against the high priest Menelaus, the arch-villain of the entire book. This specific title for God had been used in previous texts to refer to the Persian king, Artaxerxes and the Babylonian king, Nebuchadnezzar (Ezra 7.12; Ezek 26.7). Only in Daniel (2.37) is it used elsewhere in Hebrew Scriptures to refer to the God of Israel, as it will in the New Testament (1 Tim 6.15; Rev 17.14; 19.16). However, we recall that it was already a part of the Enoch tradition in the Book of the Watchers (1 En 9.4), as it will be again in Dream Visions (1 En 84.2). Thus, 2 Maccabees joins with the emerging apocalyptic, dissent tradition in portraying the God of Israel as the supreme ruler of all, above every human authority. 
Finally, near the end of 2 Maccabees, a visionary encounter with the prophet Jeremiah is narrated (2 Macc 15.13-17). Nothing in the tradition would have anticipated the living appearance of a long-dead prophet, but again, 2 Maccabees presents this without any sense of surprise or shock.
 In the vision, Jeremiah gives a golden sword to Judas, saying,  "Take this holy sword, a gift from God, with which you will strike down your adversaries.” The vision of a man with a sacred sword recalls Joshua’s reported encounter at Joshua 5.13, which in turn transformed Moses’ encounter with YHWH at Exodus 3 from a call to obey YHWH the liberator into a call to liberation by holy war. In 2 Maccabees, the association of the sacred sword with Jeremiah portrays the Maccabees’ own war of liberation as the fulfillment of the prophet’s word about the end of Exile (Jer 25.12; 29.10), already claimed to be fulfilled at Ezra 1.1, and taken up again at Daniel 9.2, 24 as seventy weeks of years.
 Thus, in these few verses, the author of 2 Maccabees associates the Maccabees’ war backward with Joshua and Jeremiah, and forward in tension with Daniel.  
In each of these additions to the perspective of 1 Maccabees—the hope of resurrection as reward for martyrdom, the naming of God as “King of kings,” and the vision of Jeremiah—2 Maccabees takes up themes which are central to 1 Enoch’s “Dream Visions” as well as to the viewpoint of Daniel. In the crisis generated by the collaboration of the high priest, Menelaus, with the Seleucid king, Antiochus IV Epiphanes, three groups expressed in writing radically different understandings of how to be faithful. The Maccabees opted for holy war, claiming that God was on their side. Meanwhile, two other authors urged people to take up their own perspectives. At stake was the future of Israel amidst the empires of the world.
“And they began to open their eyes”: Enoch’s “Dream Visions”
First Enoch 83-90 consists of two visions narrated by Enoch to his son Methuselah. The first, in chapters 83-84, is a vision of the Flood. The second, in chapters 85-90, is frequently referred to as the “Animal Apocalypse” (An.Apoc.), and consists of a dream in which Israel’s history from the beginning is presented with a series of animals symbolizing the various biblical characters. Patrick Tiller, the only person to have written a book-length commentary on Dream Visions (DV), suggests that the first vision was added later, perhaps by a different author. He writes: “The function of the An.Apoc. seems to be to promote a certain political stance and to encourage those that already adhere to it. The function of the first dream-vision seems to be to legitimate the heirs of the Enochic traditions over against other possibly competing groups....”
 Our focus will thus be on An.Apoc. its counsel to faithful “sheep” in the midst of the crisis. 
Much of the symbolism in An.Apoc. is relatively easy to unravel for one familiar with the biblical story, which by this time period, would have been well-established. For example, consider the opening paragraph: 
…and look, a bull came forth from the earth, and that bull was white. And after it a young heifer came forth. And with her two bull calves came forth; one of them was black and one was red. And that black calf struck the red one and pursued it over the earth. And from then on I could not see that red calf. But that black calf grew up, and a young heifer came to it. And I saw that many cattle came forth from it, that were like it and were following after it. (1 En 85.3-5)

The “bull” is Adam, the “heifer” is Eve, the black calf is Cain and the red calf is Abel. The narrative continues in this fashion. Chapter 86, though, breaks into the animal symbolism by borrowing imagery that links it with the earlier, Enochic Book of the Watchers:
I saw the heaven above, and look, a star fell from heaven, and it arose and was eating and pasturing among those cattle. …I saw many stars descend and cast themselves down from heaven to that first star. And in the midst of those calves they became bulls, and they were pasturing with them in their midst. …and they began to mount the cows of the bulls, and they all conceived and bore elephants and camels and asses. And all the bulls feared them and were terrified before them, and they began to bite with their teeth and devour and gore with their horns. (1 En 86.1, 3-5)
The angelic Watchers are now portrayed as “stars” who mate with the “cows of the bulls” producing animals symbolic of imperial chaos. The imagery in BW presented the Watchers as stand-ins for the Hellenistic kings of the author’s own time. Now, a hundred years later, another Enochic author takes up the story, but here, the fallen stars represent the advent of empire at the beginning of history. Only later in the An.Apoc. will we see specific representations of the imperial forces of the new author’s own time. 
The allegory continues through the generations of the Genesis patriarchs and into the captivity in Egypt. Moses is portrayed as a “sheep that had escaped safely from the wolves” (89.16). His call and confrontation with pharaoh follows the Exodus story, but no passover is mentioned. The other sheep accompany Moses to “the summit of a high rock” (= Mt. Sinai), but they are afraid to encounter the “Lord of the sheep,” and “began to be blinded and to stray from the path that it had shown them”, a reference to the Golden Calf incident (89.29-32). There is no mention at all of a covenant being made in the wilderness. Andreas Bedenbender explains, “Without covenant and without a special act of divine legislation, the fact that so many Jews had subordinated themselves to the new order of Menelaus becomes more understandable.”
 Of course, it also expresses the Enochic view that the Mosaic torah has been taken captive by the aristocratic leadership aligned with Menelaus and the Seleucids. 
After this, Enoch sees “that sheep became a man and built a house for YHWH of the sheep and made all the sheep stand in that house” (89.36). Tiller shows clearly that, contrary to earlier interpretations that saw this “house” as the wilderness tabernacle, it actually represents the desert camp. It is not YHWH of the sheep but the sheep themselves who occupy the house. Tiller adds: 
“The second clue is that the house later comes to represent the city of Jerusalem, which implies some symbolic continuity between the two houses. An altogether new sign, the tower, is introduced to represent the Temple. In keeping with this symbolic discontinuity between the first house in the later tower, none of the language that identifies the tower as a cultic place is used of this house; there is no table, it is not lofty, and the owner of the sheep does not stand on or in it. Thus the house stands in symbolic and functional continuity with Jerusalem but not with the Temple.

This is central to An.Apoc.’s perspective: its closing vision presents no restored Temple, as with the Maccabees, but rather, “[t]he owner of the sheep now dwells together with the sheep.”
 This idea will distinguish An.Apoc. from Daniel, but link it with the New Testament’s book of Revelation, in which New Jerusalem similarly has no temple (Rev 21.22). It is the desert camp that represents Israel’s idealized past, “in which Israel and God live together in peace and goodness.”
 It is this vision that became central to those who left Jerusalem and Judea to settle in the desert at Qumran by the Dead Sea, preserving DV as part of their library, while they awaited YHWH’s act of redemption.
The story proceeds through the period of the judges and the monarchy, including the sending by YHWH of the sheep of prophets “to testify and lament over them” (89.53). No preference is presented for the Jerusalem-centered kingdom; rather, all “went astray in everything, and their eyes were blinded, ” which leads to being abandoned “into the hands of the lions and the leopards…and to all the beasts; and those wild beasts began to tear those sheep to pieces” (89.54-55). With that, the Exile begins. 
The allegory now shifts to the Second Temple period, over which God “summoned seventy shepherds, and he left those sheep to them, that they might pasture them” (89.59). The time of the oversight of these seventy shepherds is arranged as follows: 
Babylonian period: 
12

Persian period: 
23

Ptolemaic period: 
23

Seleucid period: 
12

Tiller show that these seventy shepherds do not correspond to the seventy nations of Genesis 10, but rather are “70 angelic patrons of Israel, each appointed for a particular period of time, both to care for and to punish Israel.”
 In other words, they express an apocalyptic perspective on the reigns of the foreign empires that have controlled Israel since Exile. Tiller concludes, 

The real rulers of Judah, however, are not the local chieftains, priests or elders…or even the foreign representatives of the imperial court, but angelic beings whom God has commissioned to take his place in the care of his people. This assessment turns the imperial claims to divine descent on its head. Yes, there is something other-worldly behind the empire, but it is demonic, not divine.

The angel/shepherds are symbolized by animals which would not have been “kosher” under the laws of Leviticus. Tiller points out that this “symbolism marks the foreign rulers as disordered, unnatural, and unclean-unfit for mixing with the Judean faithful. With this symbolic expression the allegory denies the claim that imperial rule is somehow benevolent; whatever benefactions it may bestow bring only disorder and chaos.”

This understanding clarifies An.Apoc.’s view that, from the beginning, the Second Temple was not a holy place: “all the bread on [the table] was polluted and not pure” (89.73). In other words, the Ezra-Nehemiah compromise with Persia is condemned as not the will of YHWH at all; the Exile had not yet ended, and continued right up through the author’s own time. As long as foreign powers are in control of YHWH’s people, the punishment that led to Exile has not ended. Gabriele Boccaccini comments, “the entire history of Israel in the postexilic period unfolds under demonic influence…until God comes to the earth and the new creation is inaugurated. In an era of corruption and decline, the Zadokite temple is no exception: it is a contaminated sanctuary”. 
 Thus, Jeremiah’s prophecy of an Exile of “seventy years” is rejected in favor of an exile that endures for the reign of seventy shepherds.

The Ptolemaic period is passed over in a single paragraph, as the “eagles and vultures and kites and ravens…began to devour those sheep and peck out their eyes and devour their flesh…and the sheep became few” (90.2, 4). Things begin to change, however, under the reign of the final twelve shepherds: “lambs were born of those white sheep, and they began to open their eyes and to see and to cry out to the sheep. But they did not listen to them nor attend to their words, but they were extremely deaf and their eyes were extremely and excessively blinded” (90.6-7). The sheep who “began to open their eyes” are clearly the Enochic group, pleading with the Jerusalem aristocracy to cease its collaboration with Antiochus IV Epiphanes and his priestly puppets, Jason and Menelaus. They are hoping that their kinsmen will come to see, as they have, that 
The foreign emperor falsely claims legitimacy on the grounds that the conqueror has the right to rule and that he can trace his ancestry to the gods. The true basis for his rule over Israel is that God has abandoned his people into the care of false shepherds. They are illegitimate rulers, whose place has been secured by disobedient angels. Fellow Judeans are called to spiritual vision and military resistance.

But these sheep remain “extremely deaf” and “excessively blind.” The Maccabees now enter the picture, portrayed as “rams,” who receive the help of YHWH of the sheep in a battle against the shepherds and beasts. But immediately after this, 

YHWH of the sheep came to them and took in his hand the staff of his wrath and struck the earth, and the earth was split, and all the beasts and all the birds of heaven fell (away) from among those sheep and sank in the earth, and it covered over them. And I saw until a large sword was given to those sheep, and the sheep went out against all the wild beasts to kill them, and all the beasts and the birds of heaven fled before them. (90.18-19)
The An.Apoc. presents the military campaign as part of God’s action against empire. But as Tiller states, “It is impossible to imagine that any of the claimants to power during the postexilic period could have won the loyalty of the allegorist. …The Maccabees are supported, however, not as national rulers, but as rebels.”
 This will be clear in subsequent Enochic literature, which express strong condemnation for the Hasmonean kings and high priests who reign when the Maccabean war is completed. 
The vision ends with a portrayal of God’s judgment and the unfolding of a new age of true peace. The “stars” and the shepherds are condemned and thrown into a fiery abyss, along with the blinded sheep. The basis for judgment is not “Gentiles” vs. “Jews,” nor is salvation for Israel as a nation or a people. Rather, it is only for sheep who had “opened their eyes” and became “white, and their wool was thick and pure” (90.32, 35). Nothing in An.Apoc. suggests that those saved are of a single ethnicity or any other identifying element other than their purity of insight and behavior. This perspective takes up that of Third Isaiah, discussed earlier, in which foreigners and eunuchs were welcome among YHWH’s people. Also like Third Isaiah, the author of An.Apoc. envisions a new creation in which God’s rule is manifest and authentic peace and justice reign, without interference from human empire falsely claiming divine authority. Tiller concludes that in the presence of the perspective of faithful torah observance (which we’ll see expressed in Sirach) and that of adoption of Hellenism, the “books of Enoch display a third, more radical way. The goal of history is an end to all political divisions. No longer will one people rule another. Rather the God of Israel will personally rule a unified people without the need for temple or king.”

The final paragraphs of An.Apoc. present the birth of a “white bull,” whom some have taken as a messianic figure. However, the “white bull” played no part either in the opening of the eyes of the sheep or in the decisive battle that brings peace. Rather, it is “an eschatological counterpart to Adam…and all humanity is transformed into his image”,
 as we hear: “all their species were changed, and they all became white cattle” (90.38). The author’s vision has no need for an individual human savior; Enoch has provided the vision and it is up to each person to “open their eyes” and ears and to respond to it.
Whose perspective did An.Apoc. and the wider Dream Visions express? Horsley shows that the fact of literacy itself indicates that we are talking about a scribal source, perhaps even a scribal circle.
 However, this “does not imply the existence of a social group” with a specific structure, such as was visible at Qumran.
 All we can reasonably infer is that there was enough of a social context for the text to be written and retained over several centuries, and to be added to in the near future by the Epistle of Enoch which comprises 1 Enoch 91-105, and to be referred to by another text from this time period, the book of Jubilees.
 Finally, it is not difficult to image a passionate dispute between the scribal circle gathered around DV and those who produced a competing narrative of resistance to Seleucid oppression: those for whom the book of Daniel provided the “true” way to respond to the crisis. 
“And I saw One like a human being”: the book of Daniel

The book of Daniel, like the Enochic material and other texts which we’ll look at briefly in the next chapter, was written at a very different time than that of events within the narrative. This basic fact offers no challenge: all the historical books of the Bible from Genesis-2 Kings were clearly written much later than the events within them. Daniel, though, like Enoch, is, in part, a pseudipigraphical work. Its first half (Dan 1-6) presents a series of tales placed within the court of the Babylonian king, Nebuchadnezzar (chaps. 1-4), and his successors (chaps 5-6).
 The second half (Dan 7-12) presents a first-person narrative of “Daniel’s” dream visions that bear a strong resemblance to the Enochian Dream Visions we’ve just explored. It has been seen since the third century CE, though, that these visions were not predictions made hundreds of years in advance, but rather, were written during the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes to explain events current to the author.
 
Complicating matters further is the fact that part of the book is written in Hebrew (1.1-2.4a; chaps. 8-12) and part in Aramaic (2.4b-7.28). Yet the linguistic separation does not directly match the shift between court tales and apocalyptic visions. Gabriele Boccaccini suggests that Daniel 1 was originally written in Aramaic and then translated into Hebrew to provide a binding frame.
 Daniel 7 is the bridge that holds the two sections together: its Aramaic language connects it to what precedes; its “four kingdoms” theme connects with Daniel 2; and its apocalyptic perspective connects it to what follows. This results in a threefold structure: 

Daniel 1 (Hebrew): introduction

Daniel 2-7 (Aramaic): theme: sovereignty belongs to God
internally structured chiastically:

2/7: succession of four kingdoms


3/6: trust in YHWH under imperial threat (lions’ den and fiery furnace)



4/5: God punishes imperial pride

Daniel 8-12 (Hebrew): theme: cause of historical degeneration is breaking of Mosaic (Deuteronomic) covenant
internally structured chiastically: 

8/10-12: the fourth kingdom


9: Daniel’s Deuteronomic prayer of repentance on behalf of Jerusalem and its people

The form and style of the opening chapters have roots in widespread patterns of folktale, especially the genre known as “wisdom court legends.”
 They have been adapted, though, for a specific context and purpose. As Richard Horsley writes, “the genre of court legend has been combined and transformed with several other forms that all revolve around political conflict. The tales have creatively combined the traditional Israelite and/or ancient Near Eastern forms to present prophetic criticism of arrogant imperial rule from the Judean perspective of the universal rule of God.”
 Marvin Sweeney and Daniel Smith-Christopher have sharply criticized the earlier scholarly views that interpret Daniel 1-6 as strategies for accommodation, rather than resistance, to empire.
 Sweeney notes the irony that such interpretation “presupposes an Enlightenment hermeneutical perspective, derived ultimately from  the universal worldview of Hellenism”, which the stories are seeking to resist.
 He shows that “the political and religious aims of the Hasmonean revolt permeate the entire book, not only the visions of Daniel 7- 12, and … they must be taken seriously in theological interpretation. The book of Daniel does not seek to escape this world; it  is actively engaged in it.”

Recently, David M. Valeta has shown very helpfully how the court tales fit within the literary genre known as “Menippean satire.”
 This ancient form has long been used by the oppressed to tell stories that humorously undermine entrenched powers. Characteristics include, according to Valeta:
1. Comic elements; 

2. A freedom of plot and philosophical inventiveness; 

3. A use of extraordinary, fantastic situations or wild parodic displays of learning to test the truth; 

4. Some combination of both crude and lofty imagery, settings and themes; 

5. A concern for ultimate questions; 

6. Scenes and dialogue from the earthly, heavenly, and netherworldly realms; 

7. Observation of behavior from an unusual vantage point; 
8. Characters who experience unusual, abnormal states; 

9. Characters who participate in scandals, eccentric behavior and/or inappropriate speech; 

10. Sharp contrasts and oxymoronic combinations; 

11. Elements of social utopia.
Each of these characteristics are found in the Daniel stories. This categorization obviates the scholarly anxiety over numerous elements of these tales, including their “incorrect” history. As Sweeney shows, each of the tales uses a setting from the past to lampoon the behavior of the king with whom the author is truly concerned: Antiochus IV Epiphanes.  
We saw earlier that 2 Maccabees contains several very specific elements common to Daniel. The overlap between the early Enoch material (BW and DV) and Daniel is even more extensive, as Table 21 shows. 

Table 21: Some Elements Found in both 
Daniel and Enoch’s Book of the Watchers and Dream Visions
	Image 
	Daniel
	Enoch

	Angelic “watchers”
	4.13, 17, 23
	Chapters 1-16

	Kings and their court as beasts
	7.1-12
	chapters 89-90

	Horn appeared on a beast
	7.8
	90.9

	God’s throne with rivers of fire
	7.9-10
	14.19

	God as wool-haired
	7.9
	46.1

	Myriads serving God
	7.10
	14.22

	Heavenly court in judgment
	7.10, 26
	90.20

	Heavenly books opened
	7.10
	89.70; 90.20

	Burned with fire as judgment
	7.11
	10.6; 18.11; 21.7-10

	Host of heaven
	8.10
	18.14

	Angel Gabriel
	8.16 etc.
	9.1; chap 20

	Visionary frightened and fell prostrate
	8.17
	14.14, 24

	Angel’s restorative touch
	8.18
	60.4

	Flying angel
	9.21
	61.1

	Jeremiah’s prophecy of 70 years/weeks
	9.24
	10.11-12; 89.59

	Angel Michael
	10.13, etc.
	9.1; 10.11; 20.5

	Book of truth, 
	10.21
	Cf. 93.2

	Palestine as “beautiful land”
	11.16
	89.40; 90.20

	Eternal life
	12.2
	10.10

	Righteous shall shine
	12.3
	104.2-6


These parallels reflect general principles which unite the two books, including 1) God is universal “king of kings,” 2) true knowledge includes revelation by divinely-inspired dream-vision, 3) human empires are destined to fall by God’s judgment against them, and 4) the Exile is not yet over; the Second Temple continues under YHWH’s punishment, as evidenced by its collaboration with foreign empires. 
There are also substantial differences between them which set their adherents on differing paths: Enoch on the way to “Essenism” (and Qumran), and Daniel on the way to “Pharisaism.”
 The core difference is their attitude toward Jerusalem and its temple, and the “Zadokite” (Deuteronomic) theology that prevailed among its elite supporters. As we’ve seen, the Enoch writings to date have utterly rejected both Jerusalem and its elite as hopelessly under the influence of the evil spirits who were the legacy of the fallen, angelic Watchers. Daniel, on the other hand, although deeply critical of Jerusalem’s sinfulness, accepts in principle the core theology and the possibility of a purified Temple (although no restoration is mentioned). Thus, for the Enochic Dream Visions, redemption requires a “new house” for God’s people, whether that is on earth “in the end” or after death “in heaven.” Daniel, though, envisions an end to the reign of “the beasts” and the rising from the dust of the earth of those who are “wise.” Finally, Dream Visions supports the Maccabees’ revolt as at least contributing to the execution of God’s judgment against Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the Seleucid empire. Daniel, on the other hand, counsels the wisdom of simply allowing the battle to take place “in heaven,” knowing that God’s victory is assured. 
Daniel 1: resisting empire in daily life

The opening verses of Daniel place the narrative in the “third year of the reign of King Jehoiakim of Judah” when “King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon came to Jerusalem and besieged it.” This specific detail, though, does not match the evidence for the final years of Jerusalem before Babylonian exile.
 In fact, Daniel’s data generally do not match what we otherwise know about the sequence of empires during the Second Temple period, except for the detailed narrative of Hellenistic rule in Daniel 11. The point of establishing this initial context in Daniel 1 is not accurate history, though, but rather, a paradigm about how Israelites are to respond to the seemingly unending presence of foreign imperial powers. 
The immediate opening of the story reveals its anti-imperial standpoint. Time is measured by Judean, not Babylonian, regnal years. Also, we are informed that it is Daniel’s, not Nebuchadnezzar’s, God, who is in charge.
 The foreign king’s actions unfold against this backdrop. 
The story continues with the bringing of young men from Israel’s elite nobility to “the land of Shinar” (recalling Genesis 10.10; 11.2) for three year’s training as servants in the Babylonian royal court. We learn of their Israelite names—Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah—which have also been mentioned at 1 Maccabees 2.59-60. Immediately, the imperial chief of eunuchs, Ashpenaz,
 renames them to confirm their new identity: Belteshazzar, Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego. The question then becomes: how far does this new identity go? In other words, does the sheer fact of imperial political control mean the end of Israelite identity and loyalty to YHWH? 
The story immediately focuses on Daniel, who the narrator tells us “resolved that he would not defile himself with the royal rations of food and wine” (1.8). Perhaps to our surprise, it is the chief of eunuchs who is afraid of Nebuchadnezzar, not Daniel. But rather than turn Daniel in, we hear that “God allowed Daniel to receive favor and compassion from the chief of eunuchs.” Daniel Smith-Christopher writes, "The friendship between Daniel and Ashpenaz, therefore, is the solidarity of the oppressed, both of whom served the imperial will under threat of death; and the solidarity crosses ethnic lines".
 We might recall pharaoh’s midwives, also named in the narrative, whose earlier solidarity with the “Hebrew” women risked imperial retaliation. Behind and under the attention of kings, the oppressed across the ages have often found surprising supporters in high places. 
Much like the situation of Joseph in pharaoh’s court in Genesis, the narrative reveals the God of Israel actively in control despite the imperial façade. After ten days on a diet of vegetables, Daniel and his companions “appeared better and fatter than all the young men who had been eating the royal rations” (1.15). 
There is certainly an element of humor intended within this simple story, as Erich S. Gruen has shown prevailed in much Israelite literature of the Hellenistic age.
 Unlike the grim story in 2 Maccabees 7 of the brothers and their mother standing firm under torture for refusing to eat pork, we hear nothing specific in Daniel 1 about the “royal rations” that suggest it is a matter of following torah-based kosher rules. Israelites were not principled vegetarians, either.
 But one can easily imagine the original audience chuckling at the young Israelites fattening up more than their imperial counterparts on a diet of roots and leaves! 
The story is not really about food as such, but about maintaining a separate identity from that defined by the imperial elite in the most ordinary of circumstances. It is certainly meant to contrast with the closing verses of the Deuteronomistic History, where we hear: 
So Jehoiachin [Jehoiakim’s son] put aside his prison clothes. Every day of his life he dined regularly in the king's presence. For his allowance, a regular allowance was given him by the king, a portion every day, as long as he lived. (2 Kg 25.29-30)

At the conclusion of the story in Daniel 1, our hero is also found “stationed in the king’s court,” but not, apparently, sharing in the king’s table fellowship. It is the flip side of the Joseph-pharaoh relationship, where Egyptian racism kept the king from sharing meals with his “Hebrew” viceroy (Gen 43.32). Whereas Joseph did his best to become one with his imperial overlords but was not fully accepted, Daniel resists imposed assimilation. Later in Daniel (11.26), the angelic visionary explains to Daniel that Antiochus IV Epiphanes will be betrayed by “those who eat of the royal rations,” explained further in the next verse as “two kings, their minds bent on evil, shall sit at one table and exchange lies.” But from the start, Daniel will have no part in imperial politics.  It is a fitting introduction to a book in which the challenge of empire’s authority quickly becomes a matter of life and death.

Daniel 2-7: interpreting imperial dreams 
The stories which follow this introduction are tightly intertwined. We have already noted the concentric structure which links chapters 2/7, 3/6 and 4/5 as pairs. The narrative is also built around a thematic sequence. Chapter 2 tells of the king’s dream of a great statue, followed in chapter 3 by the king’s (absurd) building of a great statue.
 Chapter 4 connects back to chapter 2 via the theme of a royal dream vision, this time, of a great tree, which leads to Nebuchadnezzar’s transformation into an ox; followed in chapter 5 by his royal son’s vision of the “handwriting on the wall” that leads to his death. Finally, the conclusion of chapter 6 parallels that of chapter 5, in both of which Daniel is elevated by the king; and is connected by “lions” to the narrative in chapter 7.

Both the parallel and sequential links reinforce the central theme of this section of the book: imperial pride and power, not being grounded in the wisdom that comes directly from God, are doomed to fall; resisting empire is thus justified and will be rewarded. 
The first pair of stories in Dan 2/7 share the “four kingdoms” historical schema common in the ancient world. In Daniel 2, Nebuchadnezzar has a troubling dream of which no one knows the content. The king utterly irrationally challenges his own spirit-world experts to tell both the dream and its interpretation under threat of being “torn limb from limb and your houses …laid in ruins” (2.5).
 For what conceivable reason would a king make such an impossible demand on his own elite? When they protest, the king “flew into a violent rage and commanded that all the wise men of Babylon be destroyed” (2.12). The king is thus portrayed not as a thinking human being, but as a wild beast, matching the dream vision in chapter 7. 
Of course, Daniel not only can do this impossible task because of the “wisdom and power” of his God, but his motivation is to save the Babylonian wise men from the king’s wrath (2.19-24). He precedes the revelation of his wisdom with praise of God, making clear that it is not his own ability. Smith-Christopher writes that "Daniel is mustering spiritual power for warfare."
 The dream is of a huge and brilliant statue, of which the head “was of fine gold, its chest and arms of silver, its middle and thighs of bronze, its legs of iron, its feet partly of iron and partly of clay.” A stone was cut out, “not by human hands,” which broke the statue to pieces which were carried away by the wind like chaff. The stone in turn became a “great mountain and filled the whole earth.” Daniel explains that the various components, of descending value, symbolize a series of kingdoms, all of which will fall. But Smith-Christopher asks cogently: 

To whom is gold and silver of more value than iron and clay? To the common person, iron and clay are the materials of daily living and useful materials, whether they be plows  or bowls. Who possesses gold but the powerful (cf. Job 3:15)? Gold and silver have their main value as monetary units, or decoration for religious idols or Temple vessels...In short, in the context of the exile, the head of gold was hardly a sign of admiration, but a sign of a Near Eastern empire's insatiable drive to hoard precious metals.

The statue is destroyed by a stone “cut out, not by human hands”, which “became a great mountain” (2.34-35). The contrast is clearly between the fragile and temporary, human-made statue and the powerful, permanent “kingdom that shall never be destroyed,” established directly by God (2.44). 
The series of collapsing kingdoms followed by a divinely generated eternal one is paralleled in Daniel’s own vision in 7.1-14, which is interpreted to Daniel by a heavenly being. The first story ends with further irrationality displayed by Nebuchadnezzar: he falls down to worship Daniel and then promotes him to rule over Babylon after Daniel has told him that his kingdom is doomed (2.46-48)! This irrationality will continue in the chapters which follow. 
Daniel 7.13-14 adds one key detail to the vision of human and divine kingdoms found in Daniel 2. In one of the most important and most studied passages of the Hebrew Scriptures, we hear that Daniel saw

one like a human being coming with the clouds of heaven. And he came to the Ancient One and was presented before him. To him was given dominion and glory and kingship, that all peoples, nations, and languages should serve him. His dominion is an everlasting dominion that shall not pass away, and his kingship is one that shall never be destroyed. 
We cannot begin to engage here the mountain of scholarly reflection which has attempted to unravel the linguistic, narrative and theological questions presented. Is the being an angel, such as Michael, described in Daniel as “the prince of your people” (10.21; 12.1)? A messiah? Is the dominion presented to that being on earth, in heaven, or both? When and how is it to be manifest? All we can note for now is that Daniel’s vision anticipates God’s authority being shared in some mysterious way, and that it will embody an indestructible alternative to all human empires. The term in its common translation, “son of man,” will, of course, be applied in the New Testament to Jesus,
 where its meaning will be the subject of much discussion, confrontation and confusion. 
The interpretation of Daniel’s vision which follows in chapter 7 clearly links the “fourth beast” with the Hellenistic kingdoms, and its “horns” with the kings leading up to and including Antiochus IV Epiphanes. Daniel’s vision conveys the divinely revealed message that this kingdom, like all before it, is doomed to collapse, despite its momentary possession of rapacious power. No Maccabean “holy war” is required to produce this result. It is God’s power alone that takes away its dominion and leads to its destruction. 
With this frame in place, the stories in Daniel 3-6 simply underscore the basic point. Daniel 3 narrates the ongoing absurdity of Nebuchadnezzar, who, having just been told that his dream of a great statue expresses the fate of his own and subsequent kingdoms, proceeds to build a great, golden statue! By so doing, “the empire establishes gold as a God of the whole world.”
 

The narrative caricatures the Babylonian king and his minions by repeatedly reciting lists of officials and musical instruments in a cartoonish way, while the king issues a decree calling for the death penalty by fiery furnace for anyone who does not fall down and worship the statue. The Chaldeans, expressing residual envy from their being bested by Daniel’s dream powers, tattle on his three companions. When confronted by the king, who is again in a “furious rage” (3.13), they calmly refuse to defend themselves, expressing their trust in their God. Smith-Christopher writes, "This is a statement of faith against the appearance of defeat. The most infuriating aspect of radical faith is its adamant refusal to be impressed with the obvious -- namely, the subordinated status and powerlessness of the Jews before the mighty emperor --- and their steadfast adherence to an alternative reality: God reigns.”
 With the king “so filled with rage…that his face was distorted (3.19), the three are thrown into the furnace but are protected by an angel. As with Daniel in the previous chapter, the king responds by promoting the three as a reward. Valeta notes that the rewards for Daniel and his friends are wildly extravagant and parody the royal policy of spoils for the wise  and victorious.”

This story is paralleled by the tattling on Daniel by a conspiracy of royal officers serving “Darius the Mede,”
 for violating a law against praying to “anyone, divine or human, for thirty days, except to you, O king” (6.7).
 We hear that “Although Daniel knew that the document had been signed, he continued to go to his house, which had windows in its upper room open toward Jerusalem, and to get down on his knees three times a day to pray to his God and praise him, just as he had done previously” (6.10). It is a blatant act of civil disobedience against the king’s law.
 

Unlike Nebuchadnezzar, though, Darius is portrayed as “much distressed” and “determined to save Daniel” (6.14). His hand forced by the manipulation of his courtiers, he sends Daniel into the lion’s den, but with this word, “May your God, whom you faithfully serve, deliver you!” Smith-Christopher comments, "The court of Darius is a kangaroo court, the kind of justice system that is always suspect in the eyes of the subordinated sections of society. Daniel was innocent; yet Persian law threw him to the lions quite legally and properly."

Daniel, like his companions in the previous story, is saved by an angel, and the conspirators are thrown in his place to the lions. Darius then issues a decree demanding “fear before the God of Daniel: For he is the living God, enduring forever. His kingdom shall never be destroyed, and his dominion has no end” (6.26, matching 7.14). The variation on the theme of the two parallel stories is in the portrayal of Darius. He is not a raging fool like Nebuchadnezzar; rather, he is a powerless pawn of his own imperial system, easily tricked and trapped by his own subordinates. The message is clear: empire isn’t simply the rule of the emperor, but is an ordering of society against the will of God, which comes back to bite all who seek to benefit from within the system. 
The stories at the center of this section focus on the chastisement of royal pride that falsely imagines that empire is invincible. Daniel 4 takes up elements from Ezekiel’s story of the cosmic tree (Ezek 31), considered earlier.
 Nebuchadnezzar calls upon Daniel/Belteshazzar to interpret another dream: of “a tree at the center of the earth…its top reached to heaven…and it provided food for all. The animals of the field found shade under it, the birds of the air nested in its branches” (4.11-12).
 The “animals of the field” represent the peoples who have been taken captive by the empire, and among whom Nebuchadnezzar will be sentenced, in order to “identify with the victims of his own rule.”

Like the statue, the tree is cut down and destroyed, but then there is a further detail: “he” is given the mind
 of a beast. That Nebuchadnezzar needs help to understand the dream continues to underscore the satirical nature of his characterization. The tree, of course, is himself, doomed to be brought low. The king, though, is given an escape hatch to avoid this fate: “atone for your sins with righteousness, and your iniquities with mercy to the oppressed, so that your prosperity may be prolonged” (4.27). As Smith-Christopher notes, “the Babylonian emperor must no longer behave like a Babylonian emperor".
 But we hear of nothing in response: not repentance or even a word from the king. A year passes with no change, the king speaking out loud to himself from his royal roof, “Is this not Babylon the great,
 which I have built as a royal capital by my mighty power and for my glorious majesty?"
 Immediately, “while the words were still in the king’s mouth, a voice came from heaven” to pronounce the fulfillment of the dream vision: the king “was driven away from human society, ate grass like oxen, and his body was bathed with the dew of heaven, until his hair grew as long as eagles' feathers and his nails became like birds' claws” (4.33). Richard Horsley comments, “The king is transformed into the most docile and obedient of his previous subjects, eating grass like an ox (a beast who labors under the lash in agriculture and in construction of royal buildings.... Nebuchadnezzar's transformation into a beast turns the Mesopotamian myth of a primordial human figure [as seen in Ezekiel 31] on its head."
 
The transformation of king into ox nearly completes the theopolitical cartoon portrait of Nebuchadnezzar in these chapters. But surprisingly, the king is given one more chance. He lifts his eyes to heaven, blesses and praising “the Most High,” and his kingdom is restored to him. John Collins observes, in contrast to the stories in the final section of Daniel, this “story expresses a stubborn hope for the reclamation of even the most arrogant tyrant and for universal recognition of the Most High God."
 But from another angle, it is akin to the story of the Assyrian king’s repentance in the book of Jonah: no such repentance ever happened, nor could seriously be imagined to be possible. These stories are tragicomedies, not sober moral lessons. Empires and their rulers, in real life, do not repent; rather, they collapse and are destroyed. 
The final story in this section is this one’s matching pair in Daniel 5. A new king, Belshazzar, portrayed as son of Nebuchadnezzar,
 gets drunk at a huge feast with a “thousand of his lords,” and brings out the gold and silver vessels taken by Nebuchadnezzar from the Jerusalem temple. Polaski writes that "these vessels ...define Belshazzar's own power over against that of Nebuchadnezzar, who seized them from the temple with power derived from God (1:2)....they serve as a clear description of royal authority: kings use whatever is at their disposal, be it cultic equipment, women, or the bureaucracy."
 We are told that they “drank the wine and praised the gods of gold and silver, bronze, iron, wood, and stone” (5.4).
 
At once, they see mysterious fingers writing on the palace wall. The king is now terrified, “his knees knocking together” (5.6). None of his “wise men” can solve the mystery, leaving the king “greatly terrified” (5.9). Daniel is again summoned, and offered a royal reward of a purple robe, a gold chain and the third rank in the kingdom. But unlike his biblical parallel, Joseph, who accepts nearly identical items from pharaoh,
 Daniel tells the king, “keep your gifts!” Instead, Daniel interprets the writing on the wall for the sake of God’s glory. After recalling the previous story of Nebuchadnezzar’s downfall, he boldly tells the king “even though you knew all this, you have exalted yourself against YHWH of heaven!” (5.22-23) The writing is symbolic of royal finances,
 and means that the king and his empire will be brought to an end. With absurdity matching that of his “father,” Belshazzar gives the royal reward to Daniel anyway, despite his having predicted his demise. The story closes with this word: “That very night Belshazzar, the Chaldean king, was killed” (5.30). 
Each of these stories adds its own facet to the gem revealed in Daniel 2-7. The lessons are loud, clear, and laughably obvious: for all their claims to divine status, the world’s kings are actually not even truly human! They are more like dumb and enraged beasts, charging around acting as if they are powerful, but, in fact, hardly rational. The portrait recalls that of pharaoh at the beginning of Exodus, paranoid and hard-hearted despite numerous opportunities to see how things really are and who is the true source of power. All that God’s people can do is stay faithful to who they truly are and try to stay out of their way. Valeta writes, “The hidden transcripts of these stories help readers understand that true power resides not in the empires of the world but in those persons who choose to follow God and remain faithful no matter what happens.”

But, in the meantime, those enraged beasts can do tremendous harm. What are God’s people to do when faced not simply with arbitrary and obtuse tyrants, but with empire’s systemic violence? It is to this question that the final section of Daniel turns. 

Daniel 8-12: revealing the true end of exile
The final section of Daniel contains visions that expand on the initial one in chapter 7, providing numerous details that describe the events of Ptolemaic and Seleucid control of Jerusalem and Judea.
 Like Enoch’s Dream Visions, this section portrays imperial agents and their victims as animals attacking one another. Dream Visions is easily “decoded” as an allegory; it does not suggest an actual correspondence between the reality of, say, Adam and Eve, and the white bulls which symbolize them. But Daniel’s visions are claiming something more than this, which we can see given the “beastly” characterization of imperial kings in Daniel 2-7. John J. Collins points us in the right direction: 
In modern thinking we assume the priority of human experience and see the mythological world of the gods as a projection. In the ancient world, in contrast, the priority of the world of the gods is assumed, and earthly affairs are regarded as reflections of this greater reality.

That is, Daniel’s visions do not simply offer a coded allegory of the “real” world, but rather, reveal how things really are from the perspective of “heaven,” where the Ancient One reigns. This distinction is key not only for understanding Daniel’s visions in these chapters, but for the entire sweep of apocalyptic writing up to the book of Revelation in the New Testament. Readers and hearers “on the ground” amidst the crisis of Antiochus IV Epiphanes are being shown a God’s-eye view of historical events which provides hope and guidance on how they are to respond. 
The narrative insists repeatedly that what is revealed to Daniel is both troubling and incomprehensible without heavenly interpretation.
  One of the heavenly interpreters, although unnamed, is described in vivid detail: 
I looked up and saw a man clothed in linen, with a belt of gold from Uphaz around his waist. His body was like beryl, his face like lightning, his eyes like flaming torches, his arms and legs like the gleam of burnished bronze, and the sound of his words like the roar of a multitude. (Dan 10.5-6)

Smith-Christopher observes, "This image lives in a way that Nebuchadnezzar's vision of his kingdom does not."
 Many of these details look back to Ezekiel’s visionary accounts. But they also look forward in a very specific way, especially when combined with the imagery we’ve already seen at Daniel 7.9-13: 
I saw one like the Son of Man, clothed with a long robe and with a golden sash across his chest. His head and his hair were white as white wool, white as snow; his eyes were like a flame of fire, his feet were like burnished bronze, refined as in a furnace, and his voice was like the sound of many waters. In his right hand he held seven stars, and from his mouth came a sharp, two-edged sword, and his face was like the sun shining with full force. (Rev 1.13-16)

The authors of Daniel were not “predicting” Jesus in any way. Rather, John of Patmos, like Saul of Tarsus and the gospel writers, read Daniel in light of their experience and understanding of Jesus’ death and resurrection and saw the full embodiment in Jesus of Daniel’s vision. We’ll come back to this theme in Chapter 20. What is important for now is to recognize that the visions conveyed in Daniel 7-12 are not mere allegories, but are seeking to express the impossible in words: the experience of the revelation of God’s realm to human beings. 
The vision moves through the details of imperial history over several centuries. Smith-Christopher notes that the author “takes little comfort in the change of powers from Persian to Greek. There is no consideration here that one world power's policies are better than another's."
 Near the end of the visions, Daniel is told of Antiochus IV Epiphanes’ abolishing of the regular temple sacrifices and the setting up of “the abomination that desolates” in the Temple (11.31, also 9.27; 12.11; cf. Mark 13. 14). We can only guess what specific idolatrous image or statue was placed in the temple. We saw earlier that for the author of Dream Visions, the entire period of the Second Temple was polluted, its sacrifices made unclean by the ongoing compromise between the priestly elite and imperial overlords. For Daniel, although evil has run rampant for centuries under the reigns of the “beasts,” it is the specific action by Antiochus IV Epiphanes that marks a turning point. 

 What is important for the author is to show how people respond to the presence of a Hellenistic cult object in the Jerusalem Temple and what that expresses in terms of God’s sovereignty. First, we hear that “He shall seduce with intrigue those who violate the covenant” (11.32), referring to the aristocratic allies of Menelaus. Next, we hear that “the people who know their God will become strong and act.” This cannot be the Maccabees, whose violence is clearly opposed by the perspective of Daniel. It may refer to the scribes behind Dream Visions, whose view is closer to Daniel’s, despite their differences.
 Finally, we hear 
The wise (Heb, maskilim) among the people shall give understanding to many; for some days, however, they shall fall by sword and flame, and suffer captivity and plunder. When they fall victim, few will help, and many shall join them insincerely. Some of the wise shall fall, so that they may be refined, purified, and cleansed, until the time of the end, for there is still an interval until the time appointed. (11.33-35)
The maskilim are clearly the heroes of the narrative. Collins notes, "There can be little doubt that the author of Daniel belonged to this circle and that the instruction they impart corresponds to the apocalyptic wisdom of the book."
 The term itself refers back to the Fourth Servant Song at Isaiah 52.13-53.12;
 the brief story of the maskilim expresses the embodiment of Second Isaiah’s Suffering Servant. Just as the Servant’s hardships were revealed to embody the sins of God’s people, so now Daniel’s maskilim suffer because of those who have violated the covenant by accommodating to empire. Both the Servant and maskilim accept unjust suffering rather than inflicting it on others, trusting in God’s power to exalt them in the end. 
This exaltation is expressed in Daniel 12.2-3:

Many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to eternal life (Heb, hayye `olam; Gk, zōē aiōnion), and some to shame and everlasting contempt. The maskilim shall shine like the brightness of the sky, and those who make many righteous,
 like the stars forever and ever. 
Daniel’s maskilim again embody the Suffering Servant, who “shall make many righteous” (Isa 53.11). Their vindication will take the form of “awakening” from “the dust of the earth” to “eternal life,” while others will awake to “eternal contempt/shame.” It is impossible to know exactly what this meant to Daniel and his audience. Horsley suggests that rather than jumping to fit Daniel into later, Christian understandings of “resurrection,” the text “belong[s] in a long-established tradition of prophetic hope that God would restore the people of Judea.”
 It is clearly not a “spiritual,” but an embodied restoration that is envisioned. The Hebrew term translated “eternal life” or “everlasting life” is found only here in the Hebrew Bible. The Greek, meaning literally “life of the age,” became a common expression for the fullness of life given by God in the messianic age, especially in the New Testament, where it is used 37 times.
 Daniel’s vision offers the promise of God’s restoration of the fullness of life to the righteous, but not until they are “purified, cleansed and refined” (11.35; 12.10) by suffering through all the evil that empire can pour out, just as the Servant saw light after receiving the contempt of his contemporaries (Isa 53.11). 
When and how would this take place? At the center of this section of Daniel is what might seem at first an “insertion” into the series of visions of an anomaly, wherein Daniel turns to YHWH with prayer and fasting.
 However, a closer look reveals that this prayer is an integral part of both this section and the entire book of Daniel.
 Although its language and style do suggest that it was composed by a different writer than the rest of the book, perhaps at another time, its place at the center of Daniel 8-12 expresses the theological perspective that both informs the entire book and distinguishes it most clearly from Enoch’s Dream Visions.
 It provides the theological explanation for the historical events which unfold in the surrounding vision narratives: the prophecy of “seventy years” of exile in Jeremiah 25 is being fulfilled. 
We saw above that 2 Maccabees 15’s vision of Jeremiah himself presenting a sacred, golden sword to Judas Maccabee was that book’s expression of the completion of the time of exile predicted by the prophet. Dream Visions, in contrast, presented its own narrative of seventy shepherds who would continue to enforce exilic conditions on God’s people in Jerusalem until “the end.” Daniel presents yet another perspective on Jeremiah’s prophecy: that the seventy years would become “seventy weeks” of years, i.e., ten jubilees. Despite many writers’ attempts to correlate this period of 490 years to the literal period from Babylonian captivity to the Maccabees’ victory, it seems clear that these numbers, like the others in Daniel, are meant theologically, not chronologically. The expansion of the expected 70 years to seven times that length is one of several clear references in Daniel 9 to another “prophetic” prediction: the punishment of God’s people “sevenfold for your sins” as a result of the failure to practice jubilee (Lev 26.23-24). 
Daniel 9 interweaves fulfillment of Jeremiah 25 and Leviticus 26 from the beginning, as the very reason that Daniel turns to YHWH in prayer: “I, Daniel, perceived in the books the number of years that, according to the word of YHWH to the prophet Jeremiah, must be fulfilled for the devastation (Heb, charbah) of Jerusalem, namely, seventy years.” (9.2). The Hebrew charbah is virtually a technical term for the ruin of Jerusalem, found in the torah only at Lev 26.31, 33 and three times in Jeremiah 25 (25.9, 11, 18). 
 
There are several important implications of this connection. First, although Dan 9, like the visions which surround it, comes to focus on the “desolation” of the Temple by Antiochus IV Epiphanes (9.27), the entire Second Temple period is revealed to be the time of YHWH’s punishment of Jerusalem. This distinguishes Daniel from Dream Visions, which roots the current crisis in the original act of human empire-building named in Genesis. Daniel does not address the question of the connection between earlier history and human sinfulness, but keeps the focus on the time of ongoing exile. 
Second, Daniel’s linking of Jeremiah and Leviticus separates the sinfulness of the elite’s collaboration with empire from the goodness of the Zadokite, torah texts in themselves which have become the constitution of the Second Temple. We have seen how the Enoch texts reject torah and Temple along with the scribes and priests who have embodied those institutions. Daniel, in contrast, accepts the basic Zadokite premise of a covenant between YHWH and Israel, upheld by prophets like Jeremiah, that determines the fate of God’s people, as heard at Daniel 9.4-6:
I prayed to YHWH my God and made confession, saying, "Ah, Lord, great and awesome God, keeping covenant (Heb, berit) and steadfast love (Heb, chesed) with those who love you and keep your commandments, we have sinned and done wrong, acted wickedly and rebelled, turning aside from your commandments and ordinances. We have not listened to your servants the prophets, who spoke in your name to our kings, our princes, and our ancestors, and to all the people of the land.

The key Hebrew terms noted are virtually only here in Daniel
 as part of this classic summary of Zadokite theology. If the people had kept covenant and listened to the prophets, the power of empire would not have produced the ongoing punishment of Exile. Again, this contrasts sharply with Dream Visions, which does not accept the correspondence between history and the keeping or breaking of covenant by Israel as a whole. The Exile is simply one episode in the much longer history of the influence of the fallen “Watchers” on humanity. 
Third, the specification of failure to keep Leviticus’ jubilee provisions as the cause for Exile points toward the means by which the Exile can finally be ended by YHWH’s “mercy and forgiveness” (Dan 9.9). It is not a matter of purity of Temple sacrificial practice or other “priestly” law, but of the overarching pattern of right relationship among YHWH, people and the earth expressed in Leviticus 25. The sinfulness is a function not only of “the people of Judah” and the “inhabitants of Jerusalem” but of “all Israel” turning aside (9.7, 11). The visions show that it was the collaboration of the Temple elite that caused this national disaster, but here, the ordinary people are also implicated. Living covenant righteousness for Daniel is a matter not of individual piety but of national commitment and practice. Just as the Suffering Servant’s exaltation was meant to lead to the repentance of the entire people of YHWH, so Daniel’s “many” who arise from the dust of the earth are intended to bring about righteousness for all the people. This will happen when people collectively live in shalom-harmony with the Creator and all of creation in accordance with Jubilee. Again this contrasts with Dream Visions, which speaks generally about blind and deaf sheep who are judged and cast into a fiery abyss versus those who “opened their eyes” and “returned to the house.” No specific provisions of torah are named as the cause of or solution to the crisis.
Fourth, Daniel affirms the centrality of Jerusalem and the Temple for the future of God’s people. Jerusalem is a city that bears God’s name (9.18-19) and is God’s “holy mountain” (9.16, 20; 11.45; cf. 2.35, 45). Just as Jeremiah had been sharply critical of Jerusalem’s elite yet maintained a Jerusalem-centered perspective, so now Daniel prays on behalf of the city which has turned away but continues to belong to YHWH. Dream Visions never mentions Jerusalem at all, and in the new creation, there is no “tower” (= temple). As Boccaccini comments, “It is no surprise, therefore, that the covenantal Daniel would be canonized by Rabbinic Judaism, while the Enochic literature, including Dream Visions, would not.”

Finally, the prayer in Daniel 9 presents the possibility of reversal as wholly a matter of God’s own “righteousness,” not that of the people (9.7, 16, 18). Only the sheer gift of mercy from a just God can break the yoke of imperial slavery that results from the people rebelling against God. Neither personal repentance nor priestly offerings in the Temple can compensate for such sinfulness. Daniel’s and the maskilim’s wisdom is itself a gift (9.22), grounded as it is in the apocalyptic inbreaking that results in the visions and the book of Daniel itself. In this, Daniel and Dream Visions agree: it is God’s righteousness and generosity which provide salvation from the sinful ways of empire. Whether at the end of seventy weeks of years or the time of seventy shepherds, the reign of the God of Israel, the King of kings, will become manifest, in a world utterly transformed into true justice and shalom. 
Chapter Nineteen: From Greece to Rome: Longing for God’s Reign to Come
The Hasmonean dynasty: empire from within

The Maccabees’ victory over Antiochus IV Epiphanes was a watershed event. It began the first period of an semi-independent Judea since Babylonian Exile. We’ve seen how, as the battle raged, the writers behind 1 Enoch’s Dream Visions and the book of Daniel envisioned a more complete victory than the Maccabees could gain. They sought the unhindered and definitive presence of the YHWH’s reign of true justice and peace. 
Instead, they got the Hasmonean dynasty. From its inception, the Hasmonean reign was fraught with inner struggle, corruption and compromise with the newest Mediterranean power, Rome.
 Throughout this period until Rome’s conquest of Palestine in 63 BCE, Judean
 writers struggled to make sense of this situation. The ongoing ideological battle between “the two religions” continued, some supporting the dynastic reign and others looking beyond and “above” it for hope. Some left Jerusalem altogether, founding a community in the Dead Sea desert, eventually leaving behind caches of scrolls in the caves at Khirbet Qumran. Others settled into Hellenistic life in cities such as Alexandria, reducing faithfulness to YHWH to the most minimal of practices while accepting the imperial order without question. Still others wrote apocalyptic texts that challenged empire in various ways. 
We need not, for our purposes, follow the hundred years of Hasmonean rule in detail. What is important is that we comprehend the aspects of that reign that led many in Judah to continue to resist the Jerusalem aristocracy in the name of YHWH. What was proclaimed as a great victory soon was perceived by many as simply another manifestation of the deceit and violence condemned in the Epistle of Enoch. 
The Hasmoneans took up the Zadokite-supported “torah and prophets” trumpeted by Ben Sira and made it the key to their regime’s claim to divine legitimation. Seth Schwartz notes that its “authority rested not simply, initially perhaps not at all, on the consensus of the Jews, but on the might of the imperial and native rulers of Palestine.”
 It became a central instrument in an elite educational curriculum.
 The scribes who promoted this system of “God, torah and temple” were not, of course, representatives of “the people,” but ““had a professional interest in promoting their institutions’ ideologies....”
 As part of this educational process, they “stylized their own monarchy as an anti-Hellenizing construct.”
 We see this in 1 Maccabees 1, where the “lawless” are defined by their desire to conform to Hellenistic ways. 
However, a closer reading of the entire book of 1 Maccabees, along with Josephus’ account and the available material evidence, reveals that the Hasmonean anti-Hellenistic stance was more of a pose for political purposes than a reality. For example, inscriptions and coins of the Hasmonean regime regularly displayed Hellenistic symbols. Many leading Judean figures bore Greek names. The gymnasium, presented in 1 Macc 1 as the arch-symbol of foreign influence, remained standing without protest after the Seleucids were defeated.
 “Hellenism,” as such, was not the issue for the Hasmoneans or for their eventual opponents.
The central issue was the question of the legitimacy of the Jerusalem temple. Shaye Cohen summarizes the situation: 
The desecration of the temple and the persecution of Judaism by Epiphanes, the overt corruption of the high priesthood, the Maccabean revolt and the reclamation of the temple through force of arms, and the usurpation of the high priesthood by Jonathan the Hasmonean, all these highlighted the problematic status of the temple. Was it legitimate? Was it the real house of God? Even if the temple had been legitimate before, how could one be sure that its purification was efficacious in the eyes of God? …Through vigorous propaganda the Maccabees sought to legitimate both themselves and the temple they had regained, but many Jews were not convinced. Those who were least convinced formed sects.

Josephus, tantalizingly, gives us but the briefest description of three groups in his own time that clearly emerged during the Hasmonean period.
 The Sadducees, claiming themselves to be descendants of the Zadokites (from which their name is derived), were among the aristocratic class. They fit well the perspective we saw in Sirach, rejecting resurrection, dream revelations, and the possibility of social transformation. They supported the Temple and its engagement with Hellenism, including relationships with Seleucid kings. 
The Pharisees, well-known from the gospels, stood in opposition to the Sadducees and had strong support among the Jerusalem populace. Josephus reports: “These have so great a power over the multitude, that when they say any thing against the king, or against the high priest, they are presently believed.”
 The later tradition of the rabbis—themselves descended from the Pharisees—attributes to them an “oral torah,” which supplemented the torah of Moses.
 They seem to have accepted the potential legitimacy of the temple, but were apparently willing to use their popular support to challenge high priests whom they found troublesome. Unfortunately, the limited available evidence makes it very difficult to distinguish the “real” Pharisees of this period from both their descendants in Jesus’ time and the polemical characterization of them in the gospels. 
The Essenes were the third group named by Josephus. Here we enter into an incredibly complicated topic, important, yet far beyond the scope of what we can consider. The key point is that the Essenes are almost certainly the source of a group who rejected both the Sadducees and the Pharisees: those who established their own, desert camp community by the Dead Sea. The Essenes and their ancestors may well be the source of the Enochic texts and the “sectarian” texts among the Dead Sea Scrolls.
 We’ll see briefly below how these texts express conflicting views about the relationship between YHWH’s will and the temple.
Each of these groups responded in their own way to the Hasmonean reign, which itself faced the ongoing challenge of the relationship with the Seleucids, who were expelled from Jerusalem, but not defeated altogether. A few brief highlights illustrate the nature of the struggle.
As the quote from Cohen above indicates, the Hasmonean leaders took up the title of “high priest.” We saw earlier that Menelaus, high priest during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, was perfectly willing to manipulate the system for his own personal advantage. The Maccabees’ victory and the establishment of a “purified” temple did not eliminate the political and economic aspects of the high priesthood that were subject to personal ambition and gain. The next named high priest after Menelaus was Jonathan, who held the office from 152-142. 
  This leaves a mysterious gap from 159-152 in which our sources provide no named officeholder. This has led to speculation over whether the leader of the Qumran community, called within their documents the “Teacher of Righteousness,” had been a high priest during this time, whose conflict with Jonathan led to the Teacher and his supporters complete rejection of Jerusalem and the temple. Unfortunately, as VanderKam notes, there is “no secure evidence in favor” of this reconstruction.

What is clear, though, from the evidence of 1 Maccabees, is that Jonathan, the youngest son of Mattathias, manipulated competing Seleucid royal claimants into a bidding war over his appointment to the high priest in exchange for his loyalty to them (1 Mac 9-10). As a result, Jonathan carried, in addition to the title of high priest, the titles of archonta (“ruler”) and hegoumenon (“governor”). He continued to work the Seleucids’ political instability to his own advantage during the decade of his reign. It is likely that he is the mysterious person referred to in the Dead Sea Scrolls as the “Wicked Priest.”

The early Hasmonean rulers did not take the title “king” to avoid exacerbating the resistance of groups like the Essenes.
 As we saw in Chapter 17, Alexander the Great and his Ptolemaic successors went to great length to convey the notion that their kingships were approved of by the gods. The Hasmoneans well knew that Judah’s own pre-exilic monarchy had made a similar claim in the story of Saul’s and David’s selection by YHWH. The Deuteronomic tradition which they had taken up as the official scripture of the regime included Deut 17.14-20’s “torah of the king,” which required that the king abide strictly by the torah and not act as typical kings did.
 Hasmonean claims to legitimacy were shaky enough when it came to the high priesthood; adding “king” would further polarize those suspicious of their authority.
Jonathan’s reign was followed by that of Simon III, in which independence was first declared (1 Macc 13.41-42). First Maccabees suggests that his investiture as high priest was a result of “the people,” but VanderKam shows that this account manipulates the evidence in Simon’s favor. “The people” at issue were likely the members of the Maccabean army; the real legitimation came from a letter from the Seleucid king, Demetrius II.
 “Independence” still required that the high priest be approved of by a foreign monarch. 
The next high priest was John Hyrcanus, reigning from 134-104. Josephus tells us that John had been a Pharisee, but switched to the Sadducees after being confronted by one Eleazar over the legitimacy of his holding of the high priesthood.
 Given the popular power held by the Pharisees, after this event, Josephus says, “grew the hatred of the masses for him and his sons.”
 The divide between the Hasmoneans and the people was set firmly from this point forward.
Finally, we must consider the rule of the infamous high priest, Alexander Jannaeus (103-76), almost on the eve of the Roman takeover. He followed in the footsteps of his short-termed predecessor, Aristobulus, in taking up the long-avoided title of “king.” Alexander engaged in near constant wars of expansion, which, although partially successful, generated massive drains on human and economic resources [and] sparked violent protests.
” This included his being pelted with citrons at the Feast of Booths. His desperate Judean opponents sought support from the Seleucid king Demetrius III, who invaded Jerusalem and defeated Alexander, but whose own brutality led the Judeans to withdraw from him. Seeing an opening, Alexander sought revenge, crucifying 800 men and butchering their wives and children while he drunkenly watched, along with his concubines, from the sidelines.
 Scholars debate whether the 800 were themselves Pharisees or simply their supporters.
 In either case, the Hasmonean approval rating was certainly at a low ebb. 
The many texts composed during this period reflect the passion of opposition which developed under the Hasmoneans. The brief glimpse at a few of them provides a bridge linking the earlier struggles between “the two religions” we’ve been considering throughout this book and the revolutionary event soon to come: the Gospel of Jesus Christ.
Cosmos and calendar: Enoch’s Astronomical Book and the Book of Jubilees
One of the earliest sections of 1 Enoch is what is known as the “Astronomical Book” (1 En 72-82). It’s focus would probably sound hopelessly obscure to a reader today, occupied as it is with details about the relationships among earth, moon, sun and stars. That “cosmic” concern, though, is taken up by another book, one written during the Hasmonean era, Jubilees. The question in both is about the calendar: should God’s people be governed by the lunar or solar year? 
Before our eyes and minds glaze over, we must be aware that what is at stake here is control of time. Who has authority over it, God or the king? Is it a function, in other words, of creation or empire? Elliott comments: “Control of the calendar implied control of the cultic life of a community, and rejection of the ‘official’ calendar implied a challenge to the established authority."
 Consider some simple examples from our own experience of calendar control. “TGIF” expresses popular celebration of the weekend, a hard-won unit of “free time” over which countless union members suffered before it became a standard part of the American rhythm.
 Yet now, the more familiar refrain is “24/7,” the antithetical expression of “no-time-is-free.” “Summer vacation” similarly offers an accepted space in which individuals and families can leave work and school behind. But a strong movement has formed in the United States for school all-year-round.
 Battles over control of time have always been about justice and power. Enoch’s Astronomical Book and Jubilees took up this challenge in their own era.
The Seleucids used a 354-day, lunar calendar, continued by the Hasmoneans. The Astronomical Book, however, presents God’s creation moving to the rhythm of a 364-day, solar calendar (1 En 72.33).
 This calendar was revealed to Enoch by God via “heavenly tablets,” which contained all that Enoch was to reveal to humanity (81.1-2). The theme of the heavenly tablets is taken up in the Ap.Weeks (93.2), as the basis for that specific revelation. The Astronomical Book is referred to in Jubilees in its own historical review, where Enoch is praised as “the first among men that are born on earth who learned writing and knowledge and wisdom and who wrote down the signs of heaven according to the order of their months in a book, that men might know the seasons of the years” (Jub 4.17-18). Further, Jubilees repeatedly emphasizes its own reliance on the “heavenly tablets” as the source of knowledge.

Where the Astronomical Book simply presents the solar calendar as a given, Jubilees makes it part of “an explicit polemic against the lunar calendar.... Jubilees attributes the calendrical change to the influence of the Gentiles and presents it as a new phenomenon to be corrected with the greatest urgency."
 The narrative has Enoch declare that this “is not of my own devising; for the book (lies) written before me, and on the heavenly tablets the division of days is ordained, lest they forget the feasts of the covenant and walk according to the feasts of the Gentiles after their error and after their ignorance” (Jub 6.35-36). 
The calendar question is itself part of Jubilees’ larger narrative of resistance to “the Gentiles.” The text is structured as a retelling of the story from Genesis-Exodus 12.
 Within this framework, Moses is acknowledged as one who received commands from YHWH. Jubilees is thus not as flatly opposed to the Mosaic torah as was Enoch’s Book of the Watchers and Dream Visions. However, the revelation to Moses is simply part of the more expansive revelation to Enoch from the heavenly tablets. Both are ultimately incomplete: “No writing, Enochic or Mosaic, is the exact transcript of the heavenly tablets”.

Jubilees takes a big step toward acceptance of the “Zadokite” torah used by the Hasmoneans. But Jubilees accepts the Mosaic torah as part of its own program, which is sharply critical of the temple elite’s collaboration with “the Gentiles,” i.e., the Seleucids. The Zadokite priesthood is rejected: “Levi,” not “Aaron,” is the source of priestly lineage (Jub 30.18).
 Only a “pure” priesthood, i.e, one not dependent on “Gentile” legitimation, is acceptable. 
Throughout Jubilees, the emphasis is on “purity” in many forms. Jonathan Klawans shows that, beyond “ritual” impurity, Jubilees is primarily concerned with “moral” purity, i.e, murder, bloodshed, idolatry and “sexual transgression.”
 Citing a series of passages, Klawans notes that the similarities between Jubilees and the “Holiness Code” in Leviticus are “overwhelming.”
 Yet there are also differences. The key one is that in Leviticus, as in Ezra-Nehemiah, intermarriage or sexual contact with “foreigners” is a matter of pure lineage. In Jubilees, though, “Gentles” are condemned not as an a non-Israelites ethnicity, but because of their way of life, which includes the sins noted above. 
Just as Book of the Watchers built on the Genesis 6 story to explain the “root” of imperial violence under the Ptolemies, now Jubilees establishes that the “Gentile” violence in the Seleucid-Hasmonean era is built into the very structure of creation itself.
 Israel’s “election” is also built in and irrevocable. Gentiles are not to be evangelized; they cannot repent. Unlike Dream Visions, Jubilees does not present a way of “righteousness” that all human beings could choose to follow. What is required is absolute separation of “Israel” from “the Gentiles. “
Whether this was meant to be taken literally in the multicultural world of the Hasmoneans cannot be determined. It does, though, make clear that the people of Israel are to live according to a torah which is diametrically opposed to that of all other peoples’ way of life. And at the heart of that “other way” was violence and idolatry, i.e., the way of “empire.” 
The Qumran community: awaiting the “end of days” in the desert
Scholarship on the Dead Sea Scrolls is a world onto itself. In the years since their discovery in 1947, the seemingly countless documents and fragments have gradually been translated and published.
 It was not until the end of 1991 that all the texts became available; thus, scholarship from before that date was working without all the possible evidence. Questions about them are endless: To whom did they belong? How were the biblical and nonbiblical texts related? When exactly were they written? When were they put in the caves and why? What was the relationship between these documents and the ruins at the Qumran and/or the Essenes referred to by Josephus? Did John the Baptist or Jesus know these texts or the people who made them? 
Scholarship and popular culture have grappled with these and many other queries. It can quickly becoming overwhelming to try to distinguish well-grounded thinking from sensationalist exaggeration from politically-motivated propaganda.
 We will simply focus on two issues. First, What was the Qumranians’ response to the Hasmonean dynasty? Second, how did the sectarians respond to other resistance groups of the time, e.g., the Enochians or the Pharisees? 
One of the most difficult, yet essential, questions about the Dead Sea Scrolls that must be addressed is the relationship among the scrolls themselves. Some are what we know as “biblical” texts, which provide ancient Hebrew language versions of these books. The majority of the scrolls, though, are nonbiblical.
 These latter include texts we’ve already explored, such as Sirach and 1 Enoch. But they also include a large number of scrolls not otherwise known. Are all these remaining scrolls of the same group? The same time? Imagine someone discovering your church’s library 2000 years from now, and trying to discern which of these books expressed “your congregation’s worldview.” Maybe some of your books express older theology, more like what your grandparents’ generation thought. Perhaps some books were kept because you wanted to know and remember what “opponents” thought on a given topic, or engage in an interreligious or ecumenical dialogue. It would be very easy to guess wrong when seeking to reconstruct your thinking from your books. 
But your church library might also contain parish bulletins, mission statements, committee reports, and other texts that one could easily see where internally generated. Similarly, number of the Dead Sea Scrolls speak directly to an audience about events which clearly correlate to those of the Hasmonean (and subsequent Roman) period. Scholars refer to these as the “sectarian” scrolls, much like those within a parish that are about the parish’s own history and life. It is from these, in relation to the biblical and other nonbiblical texts, that we can tentatively piece together the Qumran community’s perspective on the burning issues of their time. 
Our first question above is easy to answer: the Qumran community was radically opposed to the Hasmoneans and their collaboration with the Seleucids. The ongoing failure of the Maccabean rebellion to result in a truly “purified” temple and community is certainly what led them to take the radical step of moving to the desert sometime in the late 2nd century.
 We have seen that the first Hasmonean high priest, Jonathan, was likely the one to which the Qumran texts refer to as the “Wicked Priest.” The hostility extended beyond whatever evils Jonathan may have been seen to embody. As Nickelsburg writes, the Qumran community thought that 
Israel as a whole is in a state of apostasy, here explicitly following the Babylonian Exile. This situation…is underscored by the recitation of rebellions against God, whose origins are ascribed to the Watchers (CD 2.17-3.12). The exceptions of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (3.2-4) and, by implication, Noah prepare for a reference to the remnant with whom God established his covenant (in Damascus) (3.12-19). Thus, we are thrust into a polarized world—a small covenant community in the midst of a wicked and perverse nation (and world).

The community itself had entered into a covenant with YHWH; they were the temple, rather than the building in Jerusalem. They will serve as God’s agents of judgment on sinners who are not part of the community.
 The Community Rule (1QS) describes the process of entering into this covenant. The community is modeled not on that of Jerusalem but of the Exodus wilderness camp, with leaders appointed to oversee individual member’s choices (cf. Ex 18.25).
 Each member merges his property with that of the community as they separate from “the congregation of the men of deceit” (1QS 5.2)  This places the Qumran covenanters firmly in line with the creation-based, resistance religion of Israel going back to its foundation as a rebellion against Solomon and his temple. 
The purpose of the community is not, though, to remain self-enclosed, but to “prepare a way” for God to come in judgment and restoration, echoing Second Isaiah (40.3). It envisions a time when all Israel will live in accordance with the ways revealed to the Qumran community. This will take place in the “end of days” in which “there shall come the prophet and the messiahs of Aaron and Israel" (1QS 9.11). There has been much debate about the exact nature of the “messianic expectations” at Qumran illustrated by this passage.
 We have seen little previous expression of such expectations in texts such as 1 Enoch or Jubilees. Collins suggests that the reference here is “likely to be a reaction to the combination of royal and priestly offices of the Hasmoneans,”
 but certainty is impossible. The “end of days” did not imply the conclusion of the space-time continuum, but as with the pre-exilic prophets, a time of Israel’s definitive transformation (e.g, Isa 2; Mic 4). The term is used more than thirty times in the Dead Sea Scrolls. “It is a time of testing, and it is a time of at least incipient salvation….It includes the dawn of the messianic age…”

What would mark the coming of the messianic age and the end of days? The War Scroll presents a manual of preparation for a final war between “the sons of darkness” and the “sons of light.” Collins states, “The preparation of such an elaborate War Rule strongly suggests that the community was prepared to implement it, if the members believed that the appointed time had arrived. That time may very well have arrived in the war against Rome."
 What part members of the community might have had in the Judean-Roman War of 66-70 CE is impossible to say, but it is clear that the Romans destroyed the site in 68 CE, right in the midst of the war. If the Qumran community was not involved, there would seem to be no reason for the Romans to travel to this distant outpost to demolish it. 
What was the relationship between the Qumran community and other resistance groups? The Dead Sea Scrolls are, as previously noted, one of our prime sources for copies of parts of 1 Enoch. Yet not all of the five “books” of 1 Enoch were found at Qumran.
 As we’ll see below, the latest unit, the Parables of Enoch, were probably written near the end of the Qumran site’s existence. The theology of Parables moves a different direction from both the earlier Enoch material and the sectarian texts from Qumran. 
A plethora of theories have been presented seeking to explain these relationships. Gabriele Boccaccini’s Beyond the Essene Hypothesis has laid out a “document chain” that shows “family relationships” among all of these late Second Temple resistance texts. He argues that the sectarian texts express a break between the Qumran people and the rest of the Enochic group, the beginnings of which can be seen in the “Damascus Document” (referred to as “CD”).
 CD “aimed to promote a stricter separation from the rest of Israel than the previous Enochic tradition had claimed.” It followed Jubilees in calling for strict separation from Gentiles, which was taken literally with the movement into the desert some time after CD was written. Boccaccini writes, the “Damascus Document was a pre-Qumranic document written by a sectarian elite within Enochic Judaism, addressing the larger Enochic communities in an attempt to gain the leadership of the movement.”

Boccaccini argues that one of the central causes of the split which followed between Enochic and Qumranic traditions was the question of human responsibility for evil. The Epistle of Enoch, while accepting earlier the Enochic perspective that evil was in the world because of the presence of the spirits of the descendants of the fallen Watchers, clarified that by pointing out that each person remained responsible for choosing whether or not to submit to that evil in what is known as “sin.” The Qumran community, though, developed a thoroughly predestinarian perspective, in which people belonged either to the “sons of darkness” or the “sons of light.”
 There would not be a movement of repentance and reconciliation; there would only be a final war of judgment. The Qumran path became a dead end; the Enochic path led to the form of “Judaism” we now call “Christianity.”
 
The Qumran community also positioned itself in opposition to the Pharisees. In the sectarian texts, they are referred to with coded names such as the “seekers of smooth things” and the “builders of the wall.,” whom God hates (CD 4.19-5.11; 8.18).
 The “man of lies” referred to is likely a Pharisaic teacher (4QpHab 2.1-2).
 
The cause for this name-calling was the split between them on the claim to authority for their respective interpretations of torah. At stake was not simply an ancient and obscure power battle, but a key question on which a later confrontation with the Pharisees, by Jesus of Nazareth, also turned: what role does the Jerusalem temple have in the coming of God’s kingdom? The Pharisees were the inheritors of the Danielic tradition, itself an offshoot from the Enochic tradition, as we’ve seen. Daniel 9 presents an impassioned prayer of repentance and hope for God’s mercy on the “holy city” and “holy place.” The exile may not be over, but when it was, Jerusalem and the temple would become truly purified and renewed as the center of God’s kingdom. At Qumran, though, we’ve seen that there was no hope for such purification. Rather, God’s judgment would come in the final war. On this point, the gospels show Jesus closer to the viewpoint of Qumran than of the Pharisees. Of course, the Enochians also did not place hope in a restored Jerusalem, but rather, in a new creation in which there was no temple at all. The Pharisees, popular in Hasmonean times among the urban masses, became isolated from the other resistance groups of that period. Ultimately, when the dust of Rome’s destruction of Jerusalem settled after 70 CE, they became the progenitors of the eventual rabbinic movement that sought to become a standard expression of “Judaism” for the long haul.

The Temple Scroll: Envisioning a new Temple and a new king for Israel

The longest text found at Qumran was not a document composed by the sect itself: the Temple Scroll.
 Like Jubilees, it rewrites existing scriptural narrative. It takes parts of Deuteronomy, especially the “torah of the king” in Deut 17 and reformulates it. Scholars differ widely in determining its date of composition, from as far back as early in the Second Temple period to the middle of the Hasmonean dynasty.
 Sidnie White Crawford argues that, regardless of its original composition date, there was an “upsurge of interest” in it at Qumran which  “may have been brought about by contemporary events: the excesses of the Hasmonean and Herodian kings, the ascendancy of the Pharisees in matters of cult and purity regulations and the subsequent sharpening of the conflict with the Qumran Essenes, and above all the rebuilding of the Temple by Herod."
 We’ll look at the advent of Herod below. The reason for considering the Temple Scroll at this point is to recognize its portrait of a rebuilt Temple in the present and a final, eschatological Temple built by God.
Regardless of when during the Second Temple period the Temple Scroll was written, it conveys a deep dissatisfaction with the Temple as it was. The dimensions of its Temple description would make it as big as the entire 2nd century BCE city of Jerusalem.
 Crawford writes that the 

goal of the plan for the Temple and its [three] courts is to create a compound of concentric zones of holiness, in which the holiness emanating from that Divine Presence in the center, the Temple itself, radiates outward across the entire land of Israel. As the holiness radiates outward, so the levels of ritual purity progress inward, with each court demanding a higher degree of purity.

The Temple Scroll seeks to establish the authority of YHWH within a purified temple, city and people. At the same time, it envisions the restoration of a human king of Israel who would be unlike the Hasmoneans.
 The king would be clearly subordinated to the priesthood.
 He is not to make decisions apart from a council of twelve each of the “leaders of the people,” the priests, and the Levites. For all the qualifications surrounding the king’s authority, the Temple Scroll takes for granted that there would be such a role even in an idealized Jerusalem. As Fraade writes, the “king was too central to the narrative sacred history of Israel, extending to the author’s own day, to permit his exclusion.”
 The question, then, wasn’t a king, yes or no, but what kind of king could do YHWH’s will in leading the people.
Psalms of Solomon: looking for a messiah to save Jerusalem
As the Romans were gaining strength, the Hasmonean throne was being fought over between two rival brothers: Aristobulus II and Hyrcanus II. Their mother, Salome Alexandra, was the widow of Alexander Jannaeus, who had butchered hundreds of Judeans who had sided with his opponent. Josephus reports that after her husband’s death, Alexandra gained the support of the Pharisees, who promoted her before the people. A woman could not be high priest, so she appointed the elder—and quieter—son, Hyrcanus, to that post. She attempted to rid herself of the younger, the hothead, Aristobulus, by sending him to fight against the Ptolemies. Instead, he returned and attempted to seize the throne from his mother to prevent the Pharisees from taking over at her death.
 Hyrcanus urged her to resist the takeover attempt, but she died before putting a stop to Aristobulus’ plan. The two brothers reached a truce with Aristobulus on the throne and Hyrcanus as high priest.
Things were not to end so quickly or so smoothly. A friend of Hyrcanus—Antipater, the Idumean father of Herod the Great—aroused him to oppose Aristobulus. As the Roman general Pompey moved closer, each sent ambassadors to him to seek Roman support against the other. Josephus notes that Pompey also got wind from a third, unidentified group, that the people of Judea 
did not desire to be under kingly' government, because the form of government they received from their forefathers was that of subjection to the priests of that God whom they worshipped; and [they complained], that though these two were the posterity of priests, yet did they seek to change the government of their nation to another form, in order to enslave them.

Pompey told the ambassadors that he would resolve the matter upon his arrival. Meanwhile, though, Aristobulus organized a resistance army, arousing Pompey’s anger. Hyrcanus, recognizing which way things would go, offered to assist Pompey. As the Romans arrived, Aristobulus’s men shut the city gates, seized the temple, and cut off the bridge between the temple and the city. When Pompey’s offer of a peaceful takeover was refused, he laid siege to the city. The predictable, horrible scenario of death and famine unfolded. Hyrcanus was rewarded for his cooperation with the high priesthood, but as Josephus concludes the episode, 
now we lost our liberty, and became subject to the Romans, and were deprived of that country which we had gained by our arms from the Syrians [i.e., Seleucids], and were compelled to restore it to the Syrians. Moreover, the Romans exacted of us, in a little time, above ten thousand talents…

In the midst of these events, an anonymous poet composed a series of psalms expressing sorrow, anger and hope for God’s deliverance. Several of the texts, known collectively as the Psalms of Solomon, describe events which correlate well with the time of Pompey’s siege and takeover of Jerusalem
. Others are more general cries for God’s help in the face of corrupt leaders. Recently, Brad Embry has suggested that the entire sequence of psalms forms “a thematically and structurally coherent composition” composed by a member of the anonymous “third group” who went to Pompey to protest the Hasmonean monarchy as a whole.
 We need not resolve this question for our purposes here. 
What is most important is to observe that within the Psalms of Solomon is the earliest, written expression of hope for a Davidic messiah who will save Jerusalem from the Romans. This is found in Pss.Sol. 17, near the end of the collection. Embry notes that this hope is not the center of the author’s perspective on historical events, but the culmination.
 The earlier psalms express a theological understanding of Pompey’s invasion grounded in the Mosaic covenant and, specifically the Deuteronomistic perspective. Just as Jeremiah interpreted the Babylonian invasion as the result of Jerusalem’s sinfulness, now this author understands the Roman invasion. We here this clearly in an excerpt from Pss.Sol. 2:
When the sinner became proud he struck down the fortified walls with a battering ram,
and you did not restrain him.
Foreign nations went up to your altar,
in pride they trampled it with their sandals; 
because the sons of Jerusalem had defiled the Lord’s sanctuary,
they profaned the offerings to God with lawlessness. (2.1-3)

The Romans are God’s instrument of punishment for the “lawlessness” of the priests and people. The Romans, however, act beyond their commission, “not out of zeal” but “in lust of soul.” The first stage of God’s punishment comes immediately with the poetic description of Pompey’s sudden assassination in Egypt. He is referred to as a “dragon,” echoing Ezek 32’s reference to pharaoh as a dragon, and anticipating John of Patmos’ use of dragon imagery in the book of Revelation for the source of all imperial evil. The psalm concludes with the poet’s confident hope that the Lord, “a great and righteous king, judging what is under heaven”, will “separate righteous and sinner” and will “have mercy on the righteous, [delivering him] from the humiliation of the sinner, and to repay the sinner for what he has done to the righteous” (2.32, 34-35). 
The psalms continue with further expressions of this perspective, rejecting both Hasmonean and Roman reigns as impure and sinful. When we reach Pss.Sol. 17, we hear of the coming of a messiah who will complete the process of purification. The poet draws on biblical imagery which will also be used by the New Testament writers, including Isa 11, Psalm 2 and Psalm 110. An excerpt reveals the tone and message: 
O Lord, you are our king forever and ever,
for in you, O God, shall our soul boast (v. 1)

You, O Lord, you chose David king over Israel,
and you swore to him concerning his offspring forever,
that his kind would never fail before you. 
But, because of our sins, sinners rose up against us,
they attacked us and thrust us out, [those] to whom you did not promise,
they took possession with violence and they did not glorify your honorable name (vv. 4-5)

[a detailed description of Pompey’s invasion follows in vv. 6-20]

See, O Lord, and raise up for them their king, the son of David,
at the time which you chose, O God, to rule over Israel your servant.
And gird him with strength to shatter in pieces unrighteous rulers,
to purge Jerusalem from nations that trample her down in destruction.
In wisdom of righteousness, to drive out sinners from the inheritance,
to smash the arrogance of the sinner like a potter’s vessel.
So that he should shatter all their substance with an iron rod,
[and] should destroy the lawless nations by the word of his mouth,
and he should reprove sinners with the thought of their hearts.
And he shall gather a holy people, whom he shall lead in righteousness,
and he shall judge the tribes of the people that have been sanctified by the Lord his God. (vv. 21-26)

And he shall be a righteous king, taught by God, over them,
and there shall be no injustice in his days in their midst,
for all shall be holy, and their king the Lord’s Messiah.
For he shall not put his hope in horse and rider and bow,
nor shall he multiply for himself gold and silver for war,
nor shall he gather hopes from a multitude of people for the day of battle. (vv. 32-33)

This expectation of a Davidic messiah echoes also in several Qumran texts,
 where the Psalms of Solomon were not found, suggesting some common tradition of using earlier scripture texts to describe a future, divinely appointed king.
 This hope will sound familiar, of course, to Christian readers. However, in the five hundred years since the Exile, this is the first time that such an expression is found. 
One of the key questions is the means by which this messiah would purify and restore Jerusalem. Both Kenneth Atkinson and John Collins seem to belief that it is self-evidence that a violent conquest is envisioned.
 Collins notes that the fact that the destruction is to be “by the word of his mouth” is “none the less destruction” and hence, a result of military violence.
 However, the excerpt provided above highlights that the messiah’s power will not be by “horse and rider and bow” nor will he “multiply for himself silver and gold for war” (cf. Deut 17.17). The reference that he “should shatter…with an iron rod” is to canonical Ps 2.9, which certainly does envision a traditional use of royal military power. However, the Psalm of Solomon follows immediately—unlike the canonical psalm—with the parallel line,
 “should destroy the lawless nations by the word of his mouth”. This pair (rod and word) is reused at Rev 19.15, describing the reign of the Lamb, a.k.a., “the Word of God.” In context, as we’ll see, Revelation’s violent imagery is clearly part of the defeat of empire (Babylon) by the sacrificial love of the Lamb, not by military power. In other words, it is used paradoxically to unmask the real nature of God’s reign in which the disciples of Jesus share. Whether the author of Pss.Sol. 17 had such a concept in mind cannot be definitively determined, but the language certainly leaves the question of messianic violence more open than some scholars would suggest. It clearly claims that the messiah’s royal authority will not be grounded in the kind of taxation/weapons build up that was the way of Hasmonean and Roman rule. 
We only know of the Psalms of Solomon from texts not discovered until the 17th century.
 Like the Dead Sea Scrolls, they were part of a minority movement that disappeared from history until being fortuitously found long after the fact. Boccaccini notes that the Psalms, unlike the Qumran texts, have left the “Enochic paradigm” behind and taken up again the “covenantal paradigm” in their seeking of divine wisdom.
 Together, though, they express both deep dissatisfaction with Jerusalem’s accommodation with empire and an abiding hope for God’s inbreaking salvation. 
The reign of Herod the Great, puppet of Rome

Pompey’s conquest of Jerusalem began a period of turmoil and transition in Judea. Rome underwent a chaotic civil war before the Battle of Actium in 31 BCE in which Octavian defeated Mark Antony and Cleopatra and was declared emperor, taking the name, Augustus. In the meantime, decisions had to be made about how Roman authority would be represented in Judea.
We saw earlier how the Hasmonean friend-of-Rome, Hyrcanus II, had been aided by the Idumean, Antipater, who became Rome’s local strong man. He appointed his son, Herod, to be governor of Galilee in 47. Antipater was poisoned in 43, leaving his son the most powerful man in Palestine. As the civil war raged, the Parthians (the former Persians) filled a brief vacuum by appointing their own Hasmonean puppet, Antigonus, and Herod was forced to flee. Accepting Parthian patronage left the Hasmoneans as enemies of Rome. Herod saw this as his chance. He allied with Mark Anthony and was proclaimed by the Roman Senate as “King of the Judeans,” celebrated in the Temple of Jupiter in Rome. With Rome’s backing, Herod returned to Palestine to claim his throne. 
It was then his turn to lay siege to Jerusalem. After four bitter months, he succeeded in capturing the city and having all remaining Hasmoneans killed. When Octavian defeated his patron, Anthony, Herod quickly proclaimed his loyalty to the new emperor, who affirmed his kingship over Judea. His loyalty was literally, monumental: he embarked on a tremendous building campaign, naming everything he could after his new patrons, including the new cities, Sebaste (Greek for Augustus) in Samaria and the Judean port, Caesarea. Most famously, starting in 18 BCE, he embarked on seemingly endless “remodel campaign” of the Jerusalem Temple. His building projects also included temples to Roma and Augustus and numerous palaces throughout the land. They were the best that imperial money and skill could buy and produce. Rome was very happy with their client in Palestine. 
It should come as no surprise, though, that he was deeply hated by the locals. His bloodline came from the Edomites, hated ancestors of the Idumeans.
 His thirty year reign (34-4) was characterized by brutal violence, which he visited with equal force on his own family. And perhaps most of all, he expressed in the most opulent way imaginable the blasphemous claim that the Roman Empire embodied the divine order. It was not long before texts and rebellions developed in resistance to him and his successors. 
Parables of Enoch: awaiting the Son of Man
People’s sense of the biblical canon as reflecting all or at least most of the texts that were written about God and Israel is shattered one when considers the enormity of documents contained in the so-called Pseudepigrapha. The two-volume standard set is over two thousand pages, the great majority of which are ancient texts, with brief introductions to each.
 Although it is often impossible to pin down the exact date of composition, it is clear that the first centuries BCE and CE were the source of most of these texts. Much of it is in the form of apocalyptic visions, heavenly tours, or other genres which purported to offer a God’s-eye perspective on current events. Some of these texts were probably edited and added to over a long period, as we’ve seen with the “book” of 1 Enoch. Examples of texts which took up the challenge of Roman power in Jerusalem include the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
 and the Sibylline Oracles. The latter collection likely originated in Alexandria, which also produced the Wisdom of Solomon contained in the Septuagint. We will consider Alexandrian developments in Chapter ___ and come back briefly to this text. 
Our focus here will be on one example of this vast material, the final portion of the Enochic corpus, known as the Parables or Similitudes. This unit was not found among the Dead Sea Scrolls, but was part of the much later Ethiopic version. Within that document, the Parables comprise chapters 37-71, after the Book of the Watchers and before the Astronomical Book. Boccaccini argues that the Parables represent a continuation of the Enochic tradition after the “parting of the ways” among Essenes between the remaining Enoch group and those who went to Qumran.
 If so, it may help to explain whether the Parables are a link in the chain of the anti-imperial religion that led to the Gospel of Jesus Christ. For it is within this text that at least two crucial breakthroughs occur. First, the “Son of Man” takes on a human face and is identified with the “messiah.” Second, this person, also known as the “Chosen One,” will render definitive judgment against “the kings of the earth” leading to the gathering of the righteous to live eternally in peace and justice. 
One of the questions which is impossible to answer definitively is the exact date of Parables’ composition. The world’s most dedicated scholar of the Enochic material, George Nickelsburg, has settled on a date in the first decades of the first century CE, “on the grounds that Mark, the Q source, and the apostle Paul knew a form of the son of man tradition that we find in the Parables but not in Dan 7.”
 However, another leading Enoch scholar, Michael Knibb, argues for a date later in the first century CE.
 At stake is whether the Parables were influential on the New Testament or a parallel or even later development. However one answers this question, it is clear that the Parables provide witness from outside the New Testament to hope in the God of Israel’s final and definitive triumph over human empire via the victory of the Messiah Son of Man. 
The unit is called “Parables” because of the use of the Ethiopic mesale, roughly synonymous with the Hebrew mashal, both of which can be translated into Greek as parabolē.
 It doesn’t refer to a pithy anecdotal story as it does with Jesus’ parables in the synoptic gospels, but rather, to a prophetic, figurative discourse, akin to the “oracles” of Balaam at Numbers 23.17.
 Enoch’s oracular discourses are tightly linked with the earliest Enochic material, the Book of the Watchers.
 Central is Enoch’s vantage point from “the confines of the heavens” (39.3) from which he receives his visions. 
The Parables deeply reward much closer engagement than we can do here. The visions overflow with powerful, beautiful imagery that conveys God’s powerful judgment on empire and its supporters and celebration of the rewards in store for God’s righteous. Its message to God’s people amidst Roman oppression—whether in Judea or elsewhere within the empire—is a vivid expression of deep hope in the Creator’s triumph over all that stands in the way of the fullness of life and joy for people and for all of creation. The brief sampling here can only hint at how the Parables envision this victory.
Parables presents one of the most explicit and repeated expressions of the perspective within which sinfulness is equated with the oppressions of empire. A few verses illustrate this theme:

When [the Lord of Spirits’] hidden things are revealed to the righteous,
the sinners will be judged,
and the wicked will be driven from the presence of the righteous and chosen.
And thereafter, it will not be the mighty and exalted who possess the earth… (38.3-4a)

And then the kings and mighty will perish,
and they will be given into the hand of the righteous and holy,
and from then on, no one will seek mercy for them from the Lord of Spirits,
for their life will be at an end. (38.5-6)
And this son of man whom you have seen—
he will raise the kings and the mighty from their couches,
and the strong from their thrones.
He will loosen the reins of the strong,
and he will crush the teeth of the sinners.
He will overturn the kings from their thrones and their kingdoms,
because they do not exalt or praise him,
Or humbly acknowledge when the kingdom was given to them. (46.4-5)
In those days, downcast will be the faces of the kings of the earth,
and the strong who possess the earth, because of the deeds of their hands.
For on the day of their tribulation and distress they will not save themselves… (48.8; see also 53.5; 55.5; 56.5-8; 62.1-6, 9-12; 67.8-10)
Nowhere in Parables is there the sense of priestly squabbling over details of ritual purity that can be found in some of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The “righteous” and “sinners” are sharply delineated as those who either trust in the creative power of the Lord of Spirits or in the mighty works of their own hands. There is no specific connection here with Roman actions, as we saw in Psalms of Solomon. Rather, Parables condemns the very essence of imperial power as the false claim to divine authority over other people and the earth which causes suffering and poverty for the great majority of people. 
Similarly, the “righteous” are such for one “work”: offering praise and blessing to the Lord of Spirits rather than to the kings and mighty of the earth. Their prayer is joined with the prayer of the “righteous angels”: 
And there I saw another vision—the dwelling of the holy ones,
and the resting places of the righteous.
There my eyes saw their dwellings with his righteous angels
and their resting places with the holy ones.
And they were petitioning and interceding 
and were praying for the sons of men.
And righteousness was flowing like water before them,
and mercy like dew upon the earth;
thus it is among them forever and ever. (39.4-5)

And all the righteous and chosen were mighty before [the Lord of Spirits] like fiery lights.
And their mouths were full of blessing,
And their lips praised the name of the Lord of Spirits. (39.7)

And after this I saw thousands of thousands
and ten thousand times ten thousand
—they were innumerable and incalculable—
who were standing before the glory of the Lord of Spirits. (40.1)

In these days the holy ones who dwell in the heights of heaven were uniting with one voice,
and they were glorifying and praising and blessing the name of the Lord of Spirits,
and were interceding and praying in behalf of the blood of the righteous that had been shed…(47.2; see also 48.1; 58.2-6; 61.9-12; 62.13-16)
Similar imagery resounds through the book of Revelation, linking the “holy ones” on earth with those in heaven. Whoever the “Enoch people” were, they must have been a small minority over against the empire and its supporters, both in Rome and in Jerusalem. The vision of unity with the countless multitude “on the other side of the veil” is meant to inspire strength of purpose and commitment despite their minority status. 
Parables’ presentation is not simply a static portrait of condemned kings and joyous righteous ones. At the heart is the appearance of the Son of Man as God’s definitive agent. The initial appearance takes up where Daniel 7 left off: 
There I saw one who had a head of days,
and his head was like white wool.
And with him was another, whose face was like the appearance of a man;
and his face was full of graciousness like one of the holy angels. 
And I asked the angel of peace, who went with me and showed me all the hidden things, about that son of man—…
And he answered me and said to me,
This is the son of man who has righteousness,
and righteousness dwells with him. 
And all the treasuries of what is hidden he will reveal;
for the Lord of Spirits has chosen him,
and his lot has prevailed through truth in the presence of the Lord of Spirits forever. (46.1-3)

This Son of Man is not simply a revealer of hidden treasures. The text continues to describe several specific elements of his divine mission. We saw above his task of “overturning” kings and the mighty. This negative function, though, is just a preliminary component of his larger role.
He will be a staff for the righteous,
that they may lean on him and not fall;
And he will be the light of the nations,
and he will be a hope for those who grieve in their hearts.
All who dwell on the earth will fall down and worship before him,
and they will glorify and bless and sing hymns to the name of the Lord of Spirits. (48.4-5)

he has preserved the portion of the righteous,
For they have hated and despised this age of unrighteousness;
Indeed, all its deeds and its ways they have hated in the name of the Lord of Spirits.
For in his name they are saved,
and he is the vindicator of their lives. (48.7)

The Son of Man, aka the Chosen One, is given a role which Sirach reserved for the torah:

And in him dwell the spirit of wisdom and the spirit of insight,
and the spirit of instruction and might… (49.3)

Sabino Chialà notes that by “giving the Son of Man certain prerogatives, the text stresses his ‘messianic’ nature, an element absent from the book of Daniel.”
 Further, his functions combine and extend those seen in Book of the Watchers assigned to the four, named angels.
 In Daniel and Book of the Watchers, God’s victory remained hidden, visible and known only to Enoch and to those who received his book. But in Parables, the Chosen One will be apprehended by the agents of empire, but it will be too late:
And there will stand up on that day all the kings and the mighty and the exalted and those who possess the earth.
And they will see and recognize that he sits on the throne of his glory…
And pain will come upon them as (upon) a woman in labor…
and they will be terrified and will cast down their faces,
and pain will seize them when they see that son of man sitting on the throne of his glory.
And the kings and the mighty and all who possess the earth
will bless and glorify and exalt him who rules over all, who was hidden. (62.3-6)
….
And they will say,
“Would that we might be given respite,
that we might glorify and praise and make confession in the presence of your glory. (63.5)

Our hope was on the scepter of our kingdom
and <throne of> our glory.
But on the day of our affliction and tribulation it does not save us,…”
Now they will say to themselves, 
“Our lives are full of ill-gotten wealth,
but it does not prevent us from descending into the flame of the torture of Sheol.”
And after that their faces will be filled with darkness and shame in the presence of that son of man;
and from his presence they will be driven…(63.7-8, 10-11)
We hear a transformed echo of Third Isaiah’s vision of the kings coming to Jerusalem to offer tribute and praise (Isa 60, 62). But the Enoch tradition is not interested in a restored and glorified Jerusalem served by the world’s kings. Instead, Parables presents a vision of a world without human kings at all. 
Finally, the Chosen One will complete his mission by gathering the righteous to share in the glory of his reign. We hear echoes of Daniel 12 brought to fulfillment in this passage:
In those days, the earth will restore what has been entrusted to it,
and Sheol will restore what I has received,
and destruction will restore what it owes.
For in those days, my Chosen One will arise,
and choose the righteous and holy from among them,
for the day on which they will be saved has drawn near.
And the Chosen One, in those days, will sit upon my throne…
and the faces of all the angels in heaven will be radiant with joy,
and the earth will rejoice,
and the righteous will dwell on it
and the chosen will go upon it. (51.1-5)

And they will raise one voice, 
and they will bless and glorify and exalt
with the spirit of faith and with the spirit of wisdom,
and with (a spirit of) long suffering and with the spirit of mercy,
and with the spirit of judgment and peace and with the spirit of goodness.
And they will all say with one voice,
“Blessed (is he), and blessed be the name of the Lord of Spirits forever and ever.” (61.11)

And the Lord of Spirits will abide over them,
and with that son of man they will eat,
and they will lie down and rise up forever and ever. (62.14)

The sevenfold-spirit blessing expresses the antithesis of empire. It also completely bypasses the entire torah covenant tradition, with its “promised land” and “holy city,” envisioning simply the unity of those of whatever place and origin who gather in table fellowship with the Son of Man in the reign of the Lord of Spirits.
 As we can hear so clearly, the New Testament gospels are not the first, or at least not the only, texts from the first century CE to offer a universal vision of God’s kingdom of peace and justice for all people. It is understandable that the upholders of Jerusalem and its Temple would not include 1 Enoch in their canon, just as it is understandable that they would similarly reject the Gospel and its Jesus who referred to himself as “Son of Man” and was enthroned in crucifixion and resurrection as an alternative Messiah.

Part IV: From Easter to the Eschaton:
Jesus’ Fulfillment of the Religion of Creation and Defeat of the Religion of Empire
Chapter Twenty: Enlightenment and empire: reading Jesus from the locus imperii in the light of the resurrection 

The coming of Rome gradually pressed Palestine into an imperial vise. It took almost exactly a century for the pressure to build enough to crush Jerusalem. Persians, Ptolemies, Seleucids and even Judea’s “own” Hasmoneans had managed to keep some kind of balance between the exigencies of empire and the physical and spiritual health of the populace. The Romans managed to keep this balance throughout much of the Mediterranean territory which they controlled for several hundreds year, but not in Palestine. The long history of the “two religions” was pressed into this short space, demanding an ultimate answer to the question, “is God on our side?” The outcome transformed Jerusalem and the world forever. 
Thanks to Josephus, we know something not only about textual responses to this pressure, but also of embodied ones: messianic, prophetic and other movements inspired in varying degrees by the legacy of resistance to empire. New Testament scholars, perhaps surprisingly, had long ignored this evidence for pre-Christian resistance to Rome. The reason lies deep in the often unexamined political and ideological presuppositions of such scholars since the Enlightenment. Recent decades have begun to reverse the pattern of previous centuries. We now stand ready to take full account of all the available evidence in seeking to understand the implications of the revolution begun by Jesus. Before we do so, it will help to situate our approach within this paradigm shift in New Testament studies. 
Philosopher Charles Taylor has traced the movements over the past five hundred years that have taken us from the “age of enchantment” and into what he calls “a secular age.”
 Several aspects of this gradual and steady shift are directly relevant to how we read the New Testament. First, the development of independent, “reasoned” thought, unthreatened by institutional church authority—backed up by the power of the state—allowed inquiry into otherwise “forbidden” questions about Jesus and the New Testament. Rather than taking the texts as givens which supported the theology developed over the past 1500 years, scholars began to ask how the texts came to be, what the relationship was between the “Jesus of history” and the “Christ of faith,” and countless similar questions.
 This questioning has not ceased, resulting in, among other things, a series of “quests for the historical Jesus.” 
Second, the Age of Reason invited inquiry in a “scientific” form which sought to achieve “objective” knowledge of the world, including of history. This involved putting aside any “subjectivity” of the investigator, including religious stance, social location and personal history. In practice, this largely meant that scholars were Protestant,
 socially privileged men, and mostly of German cultural formation. All of these factors greatly influenced the results of what became known as “historical criticism,” but that influence remained largely unconscious and unexamined until very recently. 
Finally, New Testament studies tended to extract the texts from their own, historically and socially localized contexts and read them as bearers of “universal” religious principles applicable to all peoples in all times and places in the same way. “Truth” was understood to be independent of the “accidents” under which it was discovered. The specifics of the world of Jesus and the New Testament were no more relevant than that of the Greek world of Plato and Aristotle. The important truths could be extracted from their historical setting like a seed from a shell. 
The Jesus who emerged from this process often resembled, if unconsciously, the imagination of the investigator. Since many of the scholars had inherited the German culture’s Lutheran hostility to “the Jews,”
 they “discovered” a Jesus whose Jewishness was irrelevant and a Christianity that had “replaced” Judaism.  Since most if not all of the interpreters sat comfortably among the elite of the Western, imperialized world, Christianity, too, could find a home amidst empire without being threatened by or threatening empire throughout history.
 A parallel development took place in the understanding of the apostle Paul and his purposes in forming “churches” and writing letters to them. He became the “apostle to the Gentiles” in the sense of turning from “Jew” to “Christian” and leaving behind all of who he was to found a “new religion.” The “religion” to which Paul sought to “convert” people was purely “spiritual” and utterly disconnected from either the Roman world of his time or the sociopolitical context of any later readers’ times. 
The Nazi Holocaust of the Jews was one of several factors that began the process of demolishing this perspective. Suddenly, people noticed how replete with anti-Jewish rhetoric New Testament scholarship  was. In the 1960s, the attack on the old paradigm was continued from new angles: post-war changes in the understanding of language and textuality led to “deconstruction” and “postmodernism.”
 In Pauline studies, Krister Stendahl’s programmatic 1963 essay utterly undermined most prevailing assumptions about who Paul and his message were and called scholars to what has been an ongoing paradigm shift.
 The women’s movement challenged patriarchal assumptions both about who “counted” as scholars and the role of men in the Bible’s world.
 Liberation theology, beginning in Latin America and spreading around the globe, began to “see” the suffering of the poor and oppressed, and the parallels between Jesus’ Palestinian context and that of marginalized peoples today.
 This movement has included opthe oppression of people within the United States, such as African Americans.
 This has led many in the First World to ask challenging questions about how to interpret and to follow Jesus from a privileged position within empire.
 These movements were joined in the 1990s by the “turn to the subject,” wherein the interpreter’s own “social location” was recognized as an unavoidable component of one’s stance as a biblical interpreter.
 Finally, the development of “post-colonial” interpretation explored the ongoing effects of the legacy of European colonial dominance.

These movements have totally transformed New Testament scholarship, although resistance from defenders of empire and domination continue.
 Recent decades have witnessed a tremendous output of investigation of the actual cultural context of Jesus and the New Testament generally, work to which this book is greatly indebted. Most recently, the scholarly community has begun to explore what may seem obvious, but what had been largely ignored: the towering reality of the Roman Empire and its world-shaping influence on everything that took place in the Mediterranean region in the first century of our era. Probably no one has single-handedly done more to promote this work than Richard Horsley, who for  more than twenty years has engaged in a collaborative investigation into the ways in which the Roman Empire has shaped the New Testament.
 
This initial survey would not be complete without distinguishing the approach taken here from that of what I see as twin-dangers from opposition ends of the spectrum, both of which stem from a misguided attempt to maintain an “objective” lens in engaging the New Testament. At one end is the various forms of biblical literalism often grouped under the rubric, “fundamentalism.” As we saw in Part 1, these interpretations often seek to confine the “truth” of the Bible to what purports to be “facts” revealed in the text that respond to questions of our time, often posed from the realm of science or other non-Christian starting points. However, what often goes unexamined in how these readings are caught up in “defending” the Bible against challenges developed from the Enlightenment-era breakdown of church authority. Just as Genesis was not written to answer the question of evolution, so Jesus’ “miracles” do not need “defending” against the “threat” of secular science.
 Rather, they must be engaged from within the cultural context of their writers, not either “debunked” or defended from within a later paradigm of knowing. 
The flip side of literalist fundamentalism is the pseudo-scientific work of the so-called “Jesus Seminar,” a group of scholars as renowned for their publicity stunts to garner mainstream attention as what they have actually written.
 We can put aside the sensationalism and consider for a moment the basic error in their approach. The premise of their work is that the “real” sayings and deeds of Jesus can be separated from the “legends” and other accretions found in the canonical gospels. Their work is, in many ways, nothing newer than Thomas Jefferson’s famous 18th century attempt to cut-out all the miracles and other supernatural events from the New Testament to reveal the “real” Jesus. The lawyer in me doesn’t know whether to laugh or cry at the absurdity of their method and weakness of their evidence. For one thing, all of the gospels’ quotations attributed to Jesus would be legally “hearsay” and thus inadmissible in a trial seeking to determine the truth of what Jesus actually said. For another, there is a woefully insufficient store of “data” from which to make a “scientific” case “proving” anything about Jesus. 
One could simply ignore the entire phenomenon if it were not both prolific and taken seriously by many.
 Further, since a number of the Jesus Seminar texts present a Jesus who was against the Roman Empire, we must see how the approach used in this book is radically different from the one used by authors such as John Dominic Crossan, whose recent God and Empire touches on themes close to those of this book.
 
The reading of New Testament texts in this chapter is different from that of the Jesus Seminar in at least three major ways. First, it takes seriously the canonical form of each complete text—gospel, epistle, or apocalypse—as the basis from which the Christian message can be discerned. Neither the first discipleship communities of which we know nor historical Christianity has ever been based on the “sayings of Jesus” apart from the “containers” in which those words are found. There are important reasons, as we’ll explore, for writing and preserving “gospels” and letters rather than collections of sayings, in conveying both the continuity of Jesus with Israel’s journey and his proclamation and embodiment of something radically new. To attempt to separate the “real” Jesus from the “myth” is to replicate in a new way the method of earlier scholars such as Bultmann. Furthermore, it is to create a “Jesus” who was never known by previous generations of Christians, a procedure just as faulty as that of the premillennialists and other “prophecy” readers who extract verses and phrases from their narrative context within a specific biblical book. Both the “conservative” prophecy version and the “liberal” Jesus Seminar version suffer from the same basic flaw in this regard. 
Second, the interpretation in this chapter comes out of an openly committed, Christian stance. Attempting to understand Jesus “scientifically” almost guarantees that one will not “get it.” As Jesus says himself to people of a similar ilk from his own time, “"I thank you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because you have hidden these things from the wise and the intelligent and have revealed them to infants…” (Mt 11.25; also, Lk 10.21). This does not mean, of course, “checking our minds at the door” in the kind of anti-intellectualism that was trendy for a while in the third century.
 It does mean, as scholar Richard Hays has forcefully and passionately argued, that one can only “have ears to hear” from a place of authentic trust in the power of God at work in and through Jesus. In a programmatic essay entitled, “Reading Scripture in Light of the Resurrection,” Hays writes: 

We interpret Scripture rightly only when we read it in light of the resurrection, and we begin to comprehend the resurrection only when we see it as the climax of the scriptural story of God’s gracious deliverance of Israel.
 
Hays’ insight is hardly arbitrary. It is the one provided by Jesus himself many times in the gospels. For example, in John, we are given this response to Jesus’ statement, "Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up”: “After he was raised from the dead, his disciples remembered that he had said this; and they believed the scripture and the word that Jesus had spoken” (Jn 2.19, 22). Throughout Mark, the disciples are utterly clueless, but the possibility of their comprehending Jesus’ mission lies in their listening to the voice from the empty tomb, “…he is going ahead of you to Galilee; there you will see him, just as he told you” (Mk 16.7). 
The paradigmatic expression of this principle is found in the story of the Road to Emmaus (Luke 24.13-32). Because the question of our method of interpretation is so key to what follows, it is worth pausing to enter into this story a bit before we move into the substance of the gospel’s anti-imperial message of trust in the Creator God of Israel.
The story begins after Peter has investigated the women’s crazy
 story about an empty tomb and a wild message about rising again from two men in dazzling clothes. Sure enough, the tomb was empty, but what does it mean? It’s not clear whether the Emmaus walkers know of Peter’s experience, but they’ve heard the women’s story and are apparently getting some space outside tomb to try to figure it all out. Jesus was ally murdered by the collaboration of the Jerusalem elite with the Romans. Is the story over or not? 

Of course, Jesus had told them on the way up to Jerusalem what was going to happen. Listen to a piece of his forewarning in light of our previous chapters: “…everything that is written about the Son of Man by the prophets will be accomplished” (18.31). We know that this means, in particular, the word in Daniel 7 and Enoch’s Parables. When Jesus is done, though, we hear: “But they understood [Gk, sunēkan] nothing about all these things, what he said was hidden [Gk, kekrummenon] from them, and they did not know [Gk, eginōskon] what was said.” (18.34). When they get to Jerusalem at last, Jesus laments over the fate of the city: “"If you, even you, had only known [Gk, egnōs] on this day the things that make for peace! But now they are hidden [Gk, ekrubē] from your eyes” (19.42). The verbs for “know” and “hide” are paired in both places. Jerusalem and the disciples are in the same condition! The third verb in 18.34, “understand,” is used only once after this in Luke: as the narrator tells us about the disciples back in Jerusalem after the Emmaus pair have returned, “Then he opened [Gk, diēnoigen] their minds to understand [Gk, sunienai] the scriptures” (24.45). 
Thus, the frame of the Emmaus story already reveals the central point. Before the experience of the risen Jesus, the disciples—and the city—are in the dark. Afterward, their “minds are opened” to understand. The verb “to open” is repeated three times in Luke 24.
 First, in v. 31, we hear that at the breaking of the bread in Emmaus, the disciples “eyes were opened [Gk, diēnoichthēsan]  and they recognized him.” That is step one: seeing the risen Jesus in one’s midst. Second, in the next verse, they say, "Were not our hearts burning within us while he was talking to us on the road [lit, “in the way”], while he was opening [Gk, diēnoigen] the scriptures to us?" Step two: experiencing the fire of the scriptures being “opened” by the Risen One. Finally, step three, the opening of minds to understand the scriptures. 
In the heart of the Emmaus story, we see the “two religions” we’ve been exploring throughout this book in direct confrontation, with the Risen Jesus as the judge of which is truly God’s Word. The disciples, responding to Jesus’ invitation, share their experience, based on the religion of empire which hoped for a military victory to replace the Romans, echoing the Maccabees. But that dream has been dashed: “we had hoped that he was the one to redeem Israel,” they say (24.21). Jesus begins the process of turning their scriptural understanding inside out. His three verse introduction says it all: 
Oh, how foolish you are, and how slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have declared! Was it not necessary that the Messiah should suffer these things and then enter into his glory?" Then beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he interpreted to them the things about himself in all the scriptures. (24.25-27; cf. 24.44)
The Risen Jesus provides a clear hermeneutical key to the Christian interpretation of the Bible. The starting point is “all …the prophets.” Those passionate critics of the people’s persistent violation of the covenant are Jesus’ first point of reference. The content of that message is about messianic suffering. Have we heard that before? We were given at least a hint in the combination of Isaiah’s Suffering Servant and Daniel’s maskilim. But neither was speaking of messianic suffering. Twice earlier in Luke, Jesus referred to the anticipated suffering of the Son of Man (9.22; 17.25). We find here the link made in Enoch’s Parables equating Son of Man and Messiah. But the Parables’ Son of Man Messiah was not said to “suffer.” This is the central breakthrough that ultimately made this path through Scripture Christian and no longer Jewish. It is the gospels—starting with Mark, as we’ll see—which take the anti-imperial tradition to its “logical” conclusion. 
Finally, Jesus’ introduction points toward a selective re-reading of the entire scriptural tradition: “the things about himself in all the scriptures.” A naïve reading can take as suggesting that parts of the Bible were “predicting” Jesus, such as Isaiah’s familiar foundation for Handel’s Messiah at Isa 9.6-7. Jesus is not calling the disciples to pick verses here and there out of context that were somehow “secretly” about him, but to find the continuing thread of the story that reaches this particular conclusion. Paul seems to have a similar method in mind when he explains to the Corinthians “I handed on to you as of first importance what I in turn had received: that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, and that he was buried, and that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures…” (1 Cor 15.3-4). There are no “magic verses” that Paul can point to as prooftexts. Rather, as we’ll also see, Paul’s own apocalyptic experience of the Risen Jesus led him to the same conclusion as the disciples on the road to Emmaus. He treats everything he knew and who he was before this experience as “crap” (Phil 3.8; Gk, skubula). Only after having the world-shattering experience of God’s power to raise Jesus from the dead can one go back and truly comprehend the flow of salvation history within the scriptures. 
The Jesus we find in the New Testament is neither philosopher nor sage; he is the embodiment of all of YHWH’s hopes and dreams for Israel. For all its internal diversity of form, language and subject matter, the New Testament is utterly consistent on this one foundational claim: Jesus was raised from the dead by the power of God and continues to live in and through the community of his followers. Any attempt to “make sense” of Jesus and/or the New Testament apart from a deep and abiding trust in the truth of this statement is doomed to fail. We “advanced” and sophisticated, 21st century readers are in no different a position in this regard than the first disciples. Distanced approaches may reveal interesting tidbits about the cultural context, use of language and so forth, but will never get to the heart of the matter. 
There is one important corollary to this truth. The God of Daniel and Enoch was powerful, but his presence was far removed, on “the other side of the veil” in heaven. Yes, God was engaged in the battle against the sinful empires which held God’s people in bondage. But these and other apocalyptic authors depended on visionary experiences to reveal this power. Daily life did not include encounters with God such as ancestors like Abraham and Jacob had known. In the Word made flesh, though, this transcendent, powerful God became intimately bonded with human existence moment to moment. For instance, we hear Matthew explain Joseph’s angelic dream encounter: “All this took place to fulfill what had been spoken by the Lord through the prophet: ‘Look, the virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and they shall name him Emmanuel," which means, God is with us’" (Matt 1.22-23). What had meant for Isaiah the birth of King Hezekiah as an expression of YHWH’s presence is now transformed to express the presence of God in Jesus, both in his earthly lifetime and in his ongoing, risen reality. From Easter forward, God is with God’s people in the flesh.
 This implies for our purposes the ongoing availability of God’s presence to enlighten our reading of scripture. Throughout Matthew, Jesus urges his disciples to come closer to him.
 Those who remain at a distance call him “teacher,”
 and he speaks to them in parables because “'seeing they do not perceive, and hearing they do not listen, nor do they understand” (Mt 13.13, paraphrasing Isa 6.9). Those who become part of his intimate household call him “Lord” and he speaks to them clearly and they understand.
 In John’s gospel and in Paul, this is taken a further step, where Jesus speaks of disciples being in him
 and Paul of being “in Christ.”
 The further one walks on this discipleship path into Christ, the clearer the Word becomes. Again, this does not mean abandoning scholarship, as a glance at this book’s bibliography belies. It does mean, however, that scholarship alone cannot “hear” the Gospel. It requires living in the ongoing reality of God’s immediate presence, known in the Risen Jesus. Otherwise, we remain simply “scribes” or members of the “crowd.”
Finally, the approach used here stands, like Mary in Luke’s gospel’s story of the Annunciation (Luke 1.26-38), ready to do the Word of God as soon as one hears what it is truly saying. In other words, a commitment to discipleship is an essential aspect of the interpretive process. Specifically, this means for me, and perhaps for most readers of this book, listening for the Word amidst a recognition that our “home” is in the heart of Empire. We are the privileged, imperial elite, even if are struggling to make ends meet. What Walter Wink has called “the domination system” works for our benefit.
 This implies that the central call to me—to us—is to “come out.”
 We listen to the New Testament not to consider it, argue with it, or be amused at it, but to hear the Good News which leads us from slavery to freedom, from darkness to light, from death to life.
I offer these methodological reflections here, rather than at the beginning of the book, because it is only with the New Testament that the “two religions” we’ve been considering are finally and definitively separated. Jesus and his followers are portrayed consistently rejecting the “religion of empire” and its (false) gods in favor of the “religion of creation” and its one God, YHWH, Creator of heaven and earth, Israel’s wilderness covenant-partner and “Father” of Jesus.
 My hope is that the brief survey which follows will illustrate the pattern which the reader’s further engagement will only make more clear.
Chapter Twenty One: The Gospel of Jesus Christ against the Gospel of Empire


One of the most fruitful results of the paradigm shift in New Testament studies has been a wondrous outpouring of resources which shed light on the cultural contexts into which the Good News of Jesus Christ was proclaimed and lived. There are two “large” contexts which in turn could be broken down into many subcontexts. First, we can come to know what life was like in Palestine in the first century.
 This involves becoming aware of the relationships among individuals, families and villages: the basic contours of “peasant economy,”
 “honor and shame,” and “reciprocity.” 
 We cannot and need not explore these topics here, since others have done it well already. 
The second large context is the Roman Empire. We’ve seen the people of God caught amidst the snares of numerous systems of human domination across a thousand years: Solomon’s, Philistine, Assyrian, Babylonian, Persian, Egyptian, Greek, and Hasmonean. The Roman Empire was the last in this series in the ancient world. When it began to collapse in the 5th century, it was not replaced as much as transformed, first into the Byzantine and later into the “Holy Roman” empires. As a result of this long continuity, there is an enormous deposit of remains available to study and from which we can learn. Of course, historical scholarship of the Roman Empire is nothing new; it was underway even before the Visigoths sacked Rome in 410 CE. However, much of that scholarship was done by writers themselves embedded within empire, such as the famous set penned by the British historian, Edward Gibbon in 1901. That is, the Roman Empire was reflected upon by those celebrating its accomplishments and lamenting its fall. This is exactly what we’ll find in the New Testament’s book of Revelation, where the collapse of Rome is seen under the guise of the “fall of Babylon,” and is lamented by the social elite (Rev 18.9-19). However, its fall is celebrated by the “saints and apostles and prophets” (18.20), i.e., by the people of God under the reign of the Lamb and of God. 
It has taken the movements referred to in the previous section to begin to cast a more suspicious eye on the Roman empire, and on empire in general.
 Many extremely helpful volumes, both by general historians and by New Testament scholars, have shed much light on key aspects of the Roman Empire’s ubiquitous presence in the lives of Jesus and his followers.
 I hope this chapter will whet readers’ appetites for more of this food for thought and discipleship. 
Many details of the Roman imperial context will emerge as we engage each of the major units of the New Testament below. First, it may be helpful briefly to summarize the claim made in what follows in this chapter, given the controversy that is emerging over the claim that Jesus and the gospel were opposed to the Roman Empire. Jesus’ mission was clearly not to “bring down” the Roman Empire in the traditional militaristic sense. At the same time, his goal was not to “spiritualize” political notions such as “kingdom” and “messiah” so as to render his followers indifferent to “the world” or ineffective in being part of God’s project of renewal and restoration. Finally, he was not interested in “inspiring” his disciples to engage in the empire’s own social and political machinery in order to “reform” it. Rather, his purpose—as seen through a resurrection-oriented reading of the thousand-year long storyline we have followed—was finally to embody YHWH’s ancient purpose for humanity: the creation of a people whose embodied lives would be a light for others to show them how to live in harmony with God, the earth, and one another. This claim would be patently obvious if it were not for the persistent, powerful presence of the “other” religion claiming YHWH’s authority: the one embodied in the Jerusalem Temple, its priesthood, and its collaborators, both among the elite and among ordinary people. In other words, Jesus, experiencing God’s overwhelming love for him and for all creation, took upon himself the sacred task of embodying YHWH’s will by engaging in the two-part mission of denouncing the religion of empire and proclaiming as joyous Good News the religion of God’s immanent kingdom of peace, justice, love and joy. 
The question of whether Jesus stood against the Roman Empire or against the religious establishment is thus framing the issue too narrowly and in a falsely dichotomous way. As we have seen, “from the beginning,” religion and empire have worked hand in glove to generate oppressive worldviews embodied in exploitative social, economic and political structures. We cannot separate Jesus’ denunciation of the Jerusalem elite from his rejection of the Roman Empire: they are one and the same thing. 
The New Testament’s final book, Revelation, loudly and insistently sings this song over and over, as we’ll explore more below. The image of the seductive whore “Babylon” and the destructive Beasts from land and sea cannot be reduced to simple ciphers for the Roman Empire. Rather, John of Patmos’ vision reveals Rome simply to be the latest incarnation of the “Great City,” first encountered in Genesis 10, and equated with such social formations as Sodom, Egypt and Jerusalem (Rev 11.8).
 This “Babylon” is already “fallen,” replaced by the manifestation of God’s own “empire,” the “holy city,” New Jerusalem. Within this alternative reality, God’s people are collectively both “priests” and a “kingdom” (Rev 1.6; 5.10; 20.6). 
There can be no separation of “sacred” and “secular” realms. All real power is from the Creator God, and that power, if allowed to flourish, generates the “blessing” of earthly abundance for all. It is the seemingly endless attempt of humans to usurp God’s unique authority that generates the counter-presence we have been calling “empire.” The gospels portray a Jesus who sides consistently and definitively with the Creator/Liberator God and against the god of empire. In this sense, those who would argue that Jesus’ enemy was not “Rome” but what Paul calls “the principalities and powers” (e.g., Eph 6.12) are correct. The enemy is no more limited to Pontius Pilate or Emperor Domitian than it is to George Bush or Barack Obama. But this does not mean that the struggle is “only” spiritual. Rather, just as Jesus brought flesh to God’s presence and expected his followers to do the same in his Name, so the “powers” are made flesh in the parade of fallen empires and their “inhabitants.” Jesus stood up to oppose the specific incarnation of those powers that happened to “reign” in his time, but knew well that they were simply momentary manifestations of the “bigger” enemy. And in that moment, Jesus sought with all that was in him to inspire whoever “had ears to hear” to listen to his clarifying Word of hope that would lead others to seek to follow in his footsteps. For this, he was brutally murdered by the representatives of empire. Again, there is no point in seeking to assign blame either to the Jerusalem or Roman authorities. In the end, they were on the same side. But God was not on their side, but on the side of Jesus. 
Table 21 offers a schematic summary of the two “sides” of the battle in which Jesus engaged. The “themes” column is largely repeated from Table 1 in Chapter 1, so readers can see how clearly Jesus sides with the religion of creation and against the religion of empire. In what follows, we’ll look at a few sample texts which illustrate these elements, as well as the small fragments of the larger gospel that defenders of empire repeatedly go to in order to “prove” that Jesus either supported or was indifferent to the power of Rome. Throughout the New Testament, the writers call on the set of texts we’ve shown to be part of the religion of creation. We hear repeatedly from Genesis, Exodus, the prophets and apocalyptic texts such as Daniel and 1 Enoch. We virtually never hear from monarchy-supporting texts such as Joshua-Kings, except to parody their claims. The elite scribal “wisdom” literature, such as Proverbs, Qoheleth and Sirach are never quoted or implicitly cited. “Compromise” texts such as Deuteronomy and Leviticus are quoted selectively. It is this kind of selectivity which the Risen Jesus explained on the Road to Emmaus. It is the key to separating the God of Jesus from the God of empire, within and without the Bible.
Table 21: The “Two Religions” in the Gospels

	Themes
	Jesus
	Supporters of empire
	Example of Jesus’ response to Empire’s claims

	Source of “divine power”
	YHWH, the “Sky Father”
	YHWH and gods of empire
	No power unless given from above

	God’s “home”
	Amidst God’s people
	In imperially-sanctioned temples
	Temple is coming down

	Places of sacred encounter
	River, mountain, wilderness, gatherings in Jesus’ name, especially provision of hospitality
	Temple and synagogue
	Temple is “robber’s den”; synagogues are possessed by unclean spirits

	Purpose of human life
	Praise God with joy in gratitude for the gift of life
	To serve the gods through loyalty (Gk, pistis, “faith”) to empire
	Trust in God and Jesus alone

	Source of 
religious authority
	Jesus
	Priestly/scribal elite
	Elite don’t know Scriptures or power of God

	Basic social structure
	Egalitarian kinship
	Hierarchical patronage
	

	Basic economic structure
	Gift exchange
	Money and debt
	All debts forgiven (jubilee)

	Basic social architecture 
	House and village
	Megalopolis
	Babylon is fallen

	Basic political structure
	Kingdom/Lordship of God
	Kingdom/Lordship of Caesar
	Can’t serve two masters

	Relationship with unknown “others”
	Healing all divisions
	Generate and defend “borders” and “boundaries”
	Crossing to “other side”; going to Samaria

	Religious “obligations”
	Love and praise of God and neighbor expressed in “right relationship” (justice), forgiveness and love of all
	Rituals expressing loyalty to “patrons,” both “divine” and human
	It is not to be this way among you.

	Relationship with earth/land
	Belongs to God; 
people are “tenants”
	Belongs to King and those who can afford to buy it; others are tenants and slaves
	Sell land and share proceeds

	Relationship with 
“enemies”
	Love them
	Destroy them
	Invite even Roman soldiers to participate in God’s reign


Chapter Twenty Two: “The Beginning of the Good News of Jesus Christ”: The Gospel of Mark

The oldest of the canonical gospels is the one we know by the name of “Mark,” although none of the gospels themselves claim specific authorship.
 Ched Myers has argued convincingly that, contrary to earlier views of the gospel emanating from Rome, the most likely provenance is Jerusalem amidst the horrors of the Roman-Jewish War of 66-70 CE.
 Its constant refrain of “at once”
 echoes the urgency of the question of what to do as Roman soldiers sweep down from Galilee to recover control over Jerusalem after the “successful” rebellion of a coalition of Judean resisters. The central question facing the original audience is: what is our relationship with Jerusalem when the Romans arrive? Jesus’ answer is clear and shocking: “But when you see the desolating sacrilege set up where it ought not to be (let the reader understand), then those in Judea must flee to the mountains” (Mk 13.14). The “desolating sacrilege” is language familiar from Daniel.
 It expresses God’s judgment on symbols of imperial religion within the Temple. For Mark’s audience, this certainly meant the presence of the Roman eagle brought by the invading army as an expression of their power and authority. Jesus’ apocalyptic word is that when this happens, his disciples are to run for the hills, like Lot escaping Sodom (Gen 19.17). Jesus’ disciples have nothing to do with the future of Jerusalem. As he tells them at the beginning of the chapter in the face of their awe at the grandeur of the Herodian building project: "Do you see these great buildings? Not one stone will be left here upon another; all will be thrown down (Mk 13.2). 
God’s condemnation of Jerusalem flows from the previous vision found in 1 Enoch. Mark’s Jesus combines Danielic and Enochic imagery in providing counsel to disciples as the violent resistance to empire rages all around. This climax of Mark’s message comes after twelve previous chapters in which Jesus is shown systemically confronting the agents of empire while simultaneously trying to form an alternative community who can see, hear and understand. Throughout Mark’s narrative, the tension between the two forces is palpable. Let’s look at a few examples to get the flavor. 
The first verse already announces the confrontation: “The beginning of the good news (Gk, euangelion) of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” The Greek noun, also translated “gospel,” is found in the Septuagint only once, at 2 Sam 4.10. There, the “good news” brought to David is that Saul is dead. For this announcement, the messenger is killed, although as we saw in Part II, this is part of the cover-up of David’s role in the fall of the house of Saul. The verb form is less rare, used 23 times in the Septuagint. It is an important component of the message of Second and Third Isaiah, 
 as heard in this example: 
  How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of the messenger  who announces peace, who brings good news, who announces  salvation, who says to Zion, "Your God reigns."

In Jesus’ and Mark’s time, it was also commonly used as part of the imperial claim to “bring good news.” The Gospel of Caesar was the Pax Romana, the “peace of Rome” provided by the gods, and embodied in the reign of the emperor. We’ll look more closely at the Pax Romana when we consider John’s gospel’s Jesus’ offer of “peace” as a counter to the “world’s” peace. For now, we can simply note that Mark begins by announcing that his narrative is a new “beginning” of a counter-gospel, by one he names both “messiah” (Christ) and “son of God.” The former title was, as we’ve seen, one hoped to be embodied by the author of Psalm of Solomon 17 by a new Davidic king. The title “son of God,” like “gospel,” echoes both from Hebrew Scriptures and the Roman world. In either context, it seeks to provide divine legitimation for human kingship (e.g., Ps 2). Mark provocatively starts by introducing his story as about the reign of a new king. 
But, of course, traditional expectations will be thoroughly subverted. Mark’s story continues with the coming of Jesus to be part of John the baptist’s wilderness movement. John is portrayed famously as dressed in an “Elijah suit” (the leather belt, pointing to 2 Kg 1.8) eating food provided directly by God (locusts and wild honey). Without a word, Jesus goes down in the water of the Jordan, and comes up to see “the heavens torn apart…” This is the third reference to Second/Third Isaiah in the first ten verses, as we hear the fulfillment of Third Isaiah’s prayerful plea amidst the apparently victory of the Ezra-Nehemiah group and their deal with Persia: “O that you would tear open the heavens and come down!” (Isa 64.1). Jesus’ apocalyptic experience comes with a simple but essential message from “heaven”: "You are my Son, the Beloved; with you I am well pleased." This experience of being God’s beloved is absolutely essential to both Jesus and his disciples’ capacity to proclaim and to live in radical resistance to the prevailing empire ethos.
 
And it is followed in Mark by Jesus’ “immediately” being “driven” into the wilderness by the Holy Spirit. The brief summary of his sojourn there is wholly apocalyptic: tempted by “Satan” and with “the beasts” while served by angels. From this experience, Jesus can burst forth after John’s arrest proclaiming the “good news of God” that “the kingdom of God has arrived” and that people should “repent” and “trust in the Gospel” (1.15). Each of these phrases is important to Mark’s message. The arrival of God’s kingdom brings all the hopes of Second Temple resisters for the end of collaboration with empire to fulfillment and simultaneously announces the confrontation between the kingdom of God and any other “kingdom” that would claim divine authority. The call to “repent” (Gk, metanoeite) invites people to perceive all of life differently, namely, from the perspective of God’s inbreaking reign rather than that of imperial propaganda. Jesus constantly struggles with his disciples’ seeming inability to “get it,” despite their commitment to follow him (e.g., 4.13; 6.52; 7.18; 8.21; 9.32). 
Before Mark’s first chapter is over, Jesus has gone to the “synagogue” and confronted a man with an “unclean spirit” (1.23-29). Never in the gospels does Jesus experience God in the synagogue, but only opposing spirits. We have already been told that the amazement at Jesus’ teaching is in contrast with the scribes, who have no “authority” in the people’s perception. It should come as no surprise that the scribal viewpoint “possesses” the synagogue. But what is shocking is that that spirit is described as “unclean”! It is precisely the scribal collaboration with empire that renders them so (e.g., 11.17-18; 12.38-44; 14.1ff). It is this spirit that Jesus silences (1.25). 
By the beginning of Mark 3, the sides have been taken. An unlikely conspiracy of Pharisees and Herodians finds common cause in opposing Jesus (3.6). The only possible basis for these enemies to collaborate is their resistance to Jesus’ message of radical life-giving. The rest of Mark plays out this Jesus’ ministry in the face of this combined resistance. 
At the center of the gospel is what Myers refers to helpfully as the “discipleship catechism” (Mark 8.22-10.52).
 It comes on the heels of the second of Jesus’ prophetic provisions of wilderness hospitality. Jesus has just warned the disciples to “beware of the yeast of the Pharisees and the yeast of Herod,” precisely those we have just seen as conspirators. The dense disciples as yet have no clue, leading Jesus to berate them for their blindness, deafness, hardness of heart and amnesia. The catechism is the prescription intended to heal their complete failure to perceive. It is framed by the healing of blindness. After the initial healing of a blind person, Jesus takes the disciples to the north end of Galilee, far from the influence of Jerusalem, in the land historically associated with Jeroboam’s rebellion and an alternative form of worship. Sean Freyne points out that choosing this locale shows that Jesus “was reluctant to become directly embroiled in the politics of urbanization and the damage that was being wrought to the fabric of village life”.
 
The distant outpost becomes the place in which Jesus challenges his disciples to recognize the radical opposition his Gospel entails to the religion of empire upon which they’ve been raised. They must have chosen to follow Jesus because of the harsh exploitation experienced by Galilean fisherman whose catch was largely requisitioned by the empire to supply mobile protein (i.e., salted fish) for the endless needs of the imperial army and for trade.
 But given the exchange which ensues, it is clear that their hope was along the lines of the Maccabean resistance. The key interaction, one which most directly confronts the opposition of the two religions, is between Jesus and Peter. Jesus asks them all, “Who do you say I am?” Peter volunteers the response that we imagine to be the “right” answer: “you are the messiah.” Jesus own response is immediate and strong: “he rebuked them and ordered them not to tell anyone” (8.30). In traditional scholarship, this becomes the so-called “messianic secret,” Mark’s supposed mysterious element which seems to undermine the announcement of good news with which the narrative began. But understood within the dynamics of the two religions, there is no mystery or secret. Jesus sharply seeks to silence any association between his mission and Davidic kingship. In place of that (false) hope, he “began to teach them” a counter story of the “Human One” suffering rejection and death, only to “rise again.” Rather than ask questions, Peter, we are told, “took him aside and began to rebuke him.” Clearly, Jesus’ version is not the one Peter was hoping for! He takes it upon himself to stop Jesus from proclaiming such nonsense, saving Jesus’ honor by doing it apart from the other disciples. But then, “turning and looking at his disciples, [Jesus] rebuked Peter and said, "Get behind me, Satan! For you are setting your mind not on divine things but on human things."
The rebuking has gone round and round. At stake is the very nature of Jesus’ mission and messiahship. The apocalyptic invocation of “Satan” reveals the need for Peter and the other disciples to get a “new mind,” a “metanoia-ed” shift that will lead them to see, hear and believe that Jesus’ way, not Peter’s, is God’s way. So after speaking to the crowd about the denial of self and the taking up of one’s cross, Jesus takes Peter, James and John to a “high mountain apart, by themselves” (9.2). Just as Jesus’ ministry was initiated by a time of deep listening to God in silence and solitude on the earth, so now the disciples’ must experience the raw reality of God’s presence confirming who Jesus is and the divine authority of his Word. The voice from the overshadowing cloud leads them to a share in Jesus’ initial encounter: “This is my Son, the Beloved; listen to him!”
The confrontation over and confirmation of Jesus’ purpose (and thus, of the will of God), is grounded precisely in the question of which “religion” in the Bible is “true.” To “listen” to Jesus is to accept and trust in his version of the scriptural story. Peter is wrong to hope for a Davidic warrior king. That is not YHWH’s will. Rather, the path of Isaiah’s Suffering Servant, embodied as we’ve seen in Daniel’s maskilim, is the course Jesus takes and calls any who follow him to take. Peter’s resistance continues all the way through Mark’s gospel. The only suggestion of a possible reversal is his “remembering” after he has, being confronted in the high priest’s courtyard, denied three times that he knew or understood or was even associated with Jesus. His cockcrow-triggered weeping may be the beginning of his “conversion” at last, confirmed by the voice of the “young man” in white at the tomb (16.7). But Mark gives Peter no easy out. 
Near the end of the discipleship catechism, Jesus challenges James and John over their request to “sit, one at your right hand and one at your left, in your glory” (10.37). Their request comes immediately after Jesus third and final “passion portent”
 After the previous portent, Jesus immediately found his disciples arguing among themselves over which was “the greatest,” leading Jesus to offer a lesson in servant leadership (9.31-37). Again, the yearning for imperial-like power and glory follows from a passion portent (10.33-34) and leads to a lesson in servant leadership (10.42-45). The contrast could not be more clear in both cases between the way of Jesus and the way of empire. Here, the point is made by twice implicating the “Gentiles/nations” (Gk, ethnos) as the embodiment of the way Jesus is teaching his disciples to resist. It is to the ethnos that Jesus will be handed over (10.33), and it is among the ethnos that “those whom they recognize as their rulers lord it over (Gk, katakurieuousin) them, and their great ones are tyrants (Gk, katexousiazousin) over them” (10.42). Both Greek verbs connote domination over others. The first is used for human control over animals (Gen 1.28), but also specifically of imperial domination (Dan 11.39; 1 Macc 15.30). The second means literally “have authority over.” Jesus must repeatedly teach his power-hungry disciples that being his followers means rejecting completing the way of life taken for granted within empire.
From the end of the discipleship catechism to his crucifixion, Jesus continues his twin ministry of confronting the upholders of imperial religion while trying to strengthen and prepare his fledgling community to experience the full, raw brutality of empire lash out against him. The last section of Mark begins with his enacted parable of condemnation of the Temple in the form of the cursed fig tree “withered to the roots” (11.13-14, 20). Within this frame, he calls upon Third Isaiah’s inclusive vision of a Jerusalem welcome to all who trust in YHWH (Isa 56) while simultaneously echoing Jeremiah’s divine judgment the Temple elite’s imperial collaborators who imagine their acts of exploitation of the poor and violence against the innocent are hidden from God’s sight (Jer 7). Unlike Isaiah or Jeremiah, though, Jesus does not hope for a purified Temple. Rather, he replaces it as a place of prayer and source of divine mercy with the gathered community of discipleship (11.23-25). He then proceeds one by one to dismantle the authority claims of each component of the Temple elite: chief priest, scribes, Pharisees and Herodians, and Sadducees. 
In the midst of these challenges is the famous incident over “Caesar’s coin.”
 The passage has become a virtual litmus test for both one’s method of interpretation and one’s understanding of the relationship between discipleship and citizenship.
 For our purposes, I simply draw readers’ attention to two details of the brief encounter. First, the questioners are the same conspiracy of Pharisees and Herodians who earlier had determined to destroy Jesus. Here, we are told explicitly that their question is intended to “trap him in what he said” (12.13). Jesus himself calls it a “test” (Gk, peirazete), recalling his encounter with Satan (1.13) and twice earlier with the Pharisees (8.11; 10.2). Thus, his response is not meant as an engagement with an authentic question. It’s purpose is simply to reveal the questioners’ hypocrisy (12.15), just as throughout this section Jesus undermines the authority of each component of the Temple elite. 
Second, Jesus’ tells them to “bring me a denarius and let me see it.” This is the key to the passage: Jesus does not traffic in the imperial coin. The issue is not a matter of a fetishistic avoidance of an idolatrous object. Rather, Jesus, like the entire biblical tradition which he embodied and brings to fulfillment, rejects imperial economics altogether. As we saw earlier, the money economy began to flourish first within urban settings in the Persian empire. The purpose of money has always been to enable trade with people with whom one is not in personal, kinship-like relationship. Jesus’ discipleship community is a new family (3.32-35). It has no need for Caesar’s or anyone else’s coins (cf. Mk 6.8). It’s “currency” is mutual gift.
 Jesus’ response to the icon
 and inscription on the Roman coin has nothing at all to do with a supposed division of authority between “church” and “state,” notions utterly foreign to the ancient world. Nor does it have to do with “Christian citizenship” within an imperial context, the kind of “both/and” offered by the religion of Ezra-Nehemiah and the Hellenistic wisdom literature but rejected by Third Isaiah, 1 Enoch and others within the lineage of obedience to YHWH alone. The central purpose of this section of Mark’s gospel is to undermine the authority of those who benefit from dual allegiance to empire and Temple. But Jesus, opposed by the conspiracy of representatives of both, outfoxes them.
The series of challenges culminates with a bitter lesson about the cost of the Temple’s system to those long held up as the bellwethers of covenant obedience: the widows. The degree to which are churches today are enthralled by the imperial religion can be seen in how this passage has been systematically abused in service to church fund-raising campaigns, wherein people are urged to “sacrifice” like the widow, as if she is being held up as an example of piety. Rather, one can see in context that the widow is revealed as the victim of scribal hypocrisy and exploitation. In the verse immediately preceding the “lesson in sacrificial giving,” we hear that scribes “devour widows’ houses and for the sake of appearance say long prayers” (12.40). It takes quite a homiletic sleight of hand—or, putting it more charitably, discipleship blindness—to convert this victim of imperial injustice into a model for middle class generosity. 
Mark’s Last Supper is a bittersweet farewell. Only the anonymous woman with the alabaster jar of ointment who anoint Jesus’ head for his burial has a clue what is going on. Despite Jesus’ frequent admonitions to “stay awake,” the disciples sleep through the arrival of the “strong man.” We should not be surprised that when the arresting party arrives, “all of them deserted and fled” (14.50). Only Mark provides the symbolic presence of the naked young man, whose return, dressed in a white robe, signals the possibility of starting the story again from the experience of the empty tomb and the promise of an encounter with Jesus in Galilee, again far from Jerusalem and its imperial collaboration. 
Each detail of the first gospel’s crucifixion narrative contributes to the stark contrast being portrayed throughout the story between the two religions. Jesus is dressed and mocked as a king, executed alongside two village resisters.
 The Jerusalem crowd, at the instigation of the chief priests, gladly takes up Pilate’s offer to release the terrorist Barabbas rather than Jesus. The question, of course, is which one is really “son of the father,” Jesus, the Beloved, or the murderous Barabbas. Pilate is revealed to be a typical Roman procurator, keeping the “peace” by any means necessary. It is only the final apocalyptic inbreaking at Jesus’ death that signals that empire has not had the last word, as divine darkness overshadows Jerusalem as it once did pharaoh’s Egypt (Ex 10.21-22) and the curtain over the Temple’s Holy of Holies is torn in two “from above to below.” Just as the story began with the tearing open of the heavens to reveal Jesus as God’s Beloved Son, so now it comes to a close with the opposite effect: the revelation that the Temple has been condemned “from above.”
  
Mark offers no resurrection encounter. It is only the women’s willingness to witness, despite their “terror,” that leaves open the possibility that God’s victorious power over empire will be acknowledged and embraced. One of the great ironies of history is the imperial construction of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre by the emperor Constantine on the spot where the first gospel proclaims of Jesus, the crucified: “he is not here” (16.6). From Genesis forward, we have seen cities, with temple and palace, built upon the foundation of the absence of YHWH, amid the imperial propaganda of divine authorization. That Mark’s gospel could be so blatantly reversed is a measure of how eagerly people continue to embrace the way of empire, even, blasphemously, in the name of Jesus. 
Chapter Twenty Three: “Strive First for the Kingdom of God”: Matthew’s Gospel
No one has done more to date in relating Matthew’s Gospel to its Roman imperial context than Warren Carter. His excellent work has begun the process of hearing the second gospel in the way its first audience did, whether in Antioch, Syria, as traditionally understood,
 or wherever throughout the Mediterranean. At the same time, Carter’s work largely limits the question to specific connections between elements of Roman culture and politics and the gospel. We will be considering here the wider question into which Carter’s investigations are subsumed: how does Matthew portray Jesus siding with the Creator God religion of Israel against the imperial religion? 
Matthew’s Gospel’s 28 chapters contain about 90% of Mark’s 16 chapters. It also includes the material which scholars refer to as “Q” (from German, Quelle, “source”), which comprises the elements common to Matthew/Luke but not found elsewhere.
 The final component of Matthew is the material unique to this gospel. This will be the focus of the following overview. We will see how consistently this “Matthew material” affirms the scriptural texts within the creation/anti-empire tradition and subverts those in the Jerusalem/empire tradition. We will also see how, writing from within the people of Israel, Matthew presents a Jesus who incarnates the Messiah Son of Man in fulfillment of the apocalyptic hopes of the Enoch tradition. 
Literally from its first words, Matthew’s Gospel constructs its counter-story to the dominant Temple/empire story of his world. Numerous clues throughout the gospel combine to reveal the author as one writing from within the traditions of Israel rather than as a Gentile outsider like Luke.
 The first sentence establishes his framework: “Book of genesis (Gk, biblos geneseōs) of Jesus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham.” The theme of new genesis is deeply embedded in the narrative. For the “insiders” of YHWH’s people, it suggests the divine reestablishment of right relationship among God, people and the earth. For Gentiles in the audience, it counters the Roman propaganda of the divinely-ordained “golden age” of Augustus. 
 
The genesis theme returns near the end of Jesus’ ministry. A rich young man walks away sad, unable to respond to Jesus’ invitation to be “complete” or “mature” (Gk, teleios) by selling his possessions and giving the money to the poor. The disciples in turn are “greatly astounded” when Jesus offers the Markan cartoon comparing the ease of a camel passing through the eye of a needle to that of a rich person entering God’s kingdom (Mt 19.24; Mk 10.24-25). But Matthew adds a new element to Jesus’ response: 
Truly I tell you, at the renewal of all things (Gk, palingenesia), when the Son of Man is seated on the throne of his glory, you who have followed me will also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel. (19.28)

The term translated “renewal of all things” literally means “genesis again.”
 In Stoic philosophy, it referred to the rebirth of the world.
 But Matthew’s context is clearly not that of Greek philosophy, but of Jewish apocalyptic. The imagery of the “Son of Man seated on the throne of his glory” is directly from Enoch’s Parables, as we saw earlier. Enoch’s vision is made flesh in the community of discipleship which has the exalted Jesus as its king and lord, not the emperor. Thus we see that the goal of the gospel from its first verse is to proclaim that in and through Jesus, God’s just and peaceable kingdom comes down to earth, making it “genesis again.” 
There is another, more subtle way in which Matthew’s unique opening chapter recalls the Bible’s opening book. Scholars so routinely speak of Genesis 1-2 as presenting “two stories of creation” that they often forget that this is nothing more than a recent construct based on two alleged “sources.” The author of our gospel certainly had not heard of such a theory. His “book of genesis” parallels Genesis’ opening chapters. That is, Genesis starts with a “genealogy” of heaven and earth, summarized at Gen 2.4. It then continues with a “close up” version with a focus on the creation of the human as male and female. Matthew does the same thing: he begins with the genealogy of Jesus, summarized at Mt 1.17 with a marking of the three sets of fourteen “generations” that flow from Abraham to “the Messiah.” He then continues immediately with a “close up” version of the “birth (Gk, genesis) of Jesus the Messiah”.
We have seen how re-telling the Genesis stories was at the heart of both 1 Enoch and Jubilees as texts challenging the relationship between the Temple and empire during the Hellenistic era. Now, under the Roman Empire, Matthew takes up the pattern and adapts it to his own understanding of God’s kingdom irrupting into the world. 
Another element of Matthew’s opening scenes key to his counter-narrative is the role of dreams.
 Both Enoch and Daniel were able to gain a divine perspective on imperial events by paying close attention to angelic voices within dreams. Matthew’s first major character, Joseph, has four such encounters within the first two chapters (1.20; 2.13, 19, 22). His obedience to the angelic voice guides him and his family safely away from the clutches of Herod. His first dream guidance, though, provides a subtle, but key, critique of the prevailing torah/Temple ethos which will be systematically elaborated on by Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount. We are told that Joseph is a “righteous man,” putting him in the company of Noah (Gen 6.9; 7.1).
 But unlike Noah, whose pre-torah righteousness was important to the Enochic tradition, Joseph’s righteousness is certainly implied to be a matter of torah obedience. That obedience would have led him to divorce his pregnant fiancé. But the angelic dream leads him to a “higher” righteousness, one available directly to Israelite and Gentile alike, independent of both torah and Temple, as we see in the other recipients of dream guidance in Matthew. 

Between Joseph’s first and second dreams, it is the Magi’s turn. They are neither generic “wise men” as in some translations nor even less “kings” from “the Orient” as in the popular Christmas carol. They are clearly and specifically Persian royal officials, echoing those found in Daniel (e.g., 2.2, 10, 27).
 They were well-known figures in the Greco-Roman world, although Roman intellectuals expressed contempt for their alleged powers of prediction.
 The evangelist, though, is painting his picture on a scriptural canvas: the gold and frankincense-bearing visitors from the East embody the first stages of fulfillment of Isaiah 60, part of the counter-narrative to the Ezra-Nehemiah story of collaboration with Persia. They come because of a star, and leave because of a dream. The powerless minions of Nebuchadnezzar in Daniel 2 are transformed into obedient servants of the God of Israel.
Another opportunity arises for obedience to a divine dream at the end of the gospel, as Pilate’s wife warns her husband as he sits on the judgment seat, “"Have nothing to do with that righteous
 one, for today I have suffered (Gk, epathon) a great deal because of a dream about him” (27.19). The only other “suffering” referred to in the gospel is that of Jesus (16.21; 17.12, 15). In contrast to Joseph and the magi, though, we hear nothing of Pilate’s response to this warning. Instead, he listens to the voice of the chief priests, elders and the Jerusalem crowd who cry out for Jesus’ crucifixion. His attempt to wash his hands of the consequences of his choice rings utterly hollow. Jesus’ blood sticks to him and to the Roman Empire for all time, along with that of the Jerusalemites. 
Another key theme in Matthew’s Gospel that is not always recognized as being part of the anti-empire polemic is Jesus’ response to “disease.” Matthew uses a number of Greek words to refer to the ill health cured by Jesus and part of the mission of his disciples. Two in particular reward close listening. At the end of the first summary of his ministry, we hear: 
Jesus went throughout Galilee, teaching in their synagogues and proclaiming the good news of the kingdom and curing every disease (Gk, nosos; also, 8.17; 9.35; 10.1) and every sickness (Gk, malakia, also, 9.35; 10.1) among the people. So his fame spread throughout all Syria, and they brought to him all the sick, those who were afflicted with various diseases and pains, demoniacs, epileptics, and paralytics, and he cured them. (4.23-24)

That Matthew distinguishes between suffering from a nosos and a malakia draws attention to the difference. Nosos has a very specific echo from the Septuagint translation of the torah: 
He said, "If you will listen carefully to the voice of YHWH your God, and do what is right in his sight, and give heed to his commandments and keep all his statutes, I will not bring upon you any of the diseases (Gk, noson) that I brought upon the Egyptians; for I am YHWH who heals you." (Ex 15.26)

If you heed these ordinances, by diligently observing them… YHWH will turn away from you every illness; all the dread diseases (Gk, nosous) of Egypt that you experienced, he will not inflict on you… (Deut 7.15; cf. 28.59-60)
In other words, nosos signifies “Egypt disease,” or more broadly, “empire disease.” On one hand, it refers to the physical ailments that are a direct function of urban crowding, lack of sanitation and epidemics caused by the relationship between surplus food and rats and other carriers of disease.
 On the other, it points to the social oppression upon which empire is founded, including slavery and despair. We hear this latter connection made explicitly at the summary that precedes the sending of the apostles to participate in Jesus’ mission:
Then Jesus went about all the cities and villages, teaching in their synagogues, and proclaiming the good news of the kingdom, and curing every disease and every sickness. When he saw the crowds, he had compassion for them, because they were harassed and helpless (Gk, eskulmenoi kai errimmenoi) , like sheep without a shepherd. Then he said to his disciples, "The harvest is plentiful, but the laborers are few; therefore ask the Lord of the harvest to send out laborers into his harvest."
The two words describing the state of the shepherdless people mean “troubled and thrown down,” i.e., the literal meaning of oppressed. Jesus’ healing campaign has nothing to do with healing isolated cases of individual suffering, but of responding to the systemic pain that is the constant cost of empire. This connects us to Matthew’s other use of nosos:
That evening they brought to him many who were possessed with demons; and he cast out the spirits with a word, and cured all who were sick. This was to fulfill what had been spoken through the prophet Isaiah, "He took our infirmities and bore our diseases." (8.16-17)

Jesus’ healing ministry is interpreted as the incarnation of Second Isaiah’s Suffering Servant (Isa 53.4). As we saw in the discussion of Second Isaiah earlier, the Servant is portrayed as embodying the consequences of  Israel’s sinful failure to abide by the covenant. Matthew again quotes from Isaiah’s Servant poems at 12.18-21,
 as his mission is rejected by the Temple/torah establishment and thus will turn to the Gentiles. Carter writes that one of the key functions of the healing ministry is to "protest the current 'sick' imperial world and anticipate the yet-future, complete establishment of God's reign."

The manifesto for God’s reign follows immediately after the first summary. Perhaps no section of the New Testament has been both so commented on and so misunderstood as the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5-7). For many, it presents either an unlivable fantasy of perfect human behavior or, as for Luther, a bar so impossibly high to cross that its purpose must be simply to turn people in desperation to God for salvation. But it was the young German, Lutheran pastor, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, who was first in the modern world to see the Sermon for what it is: a practical program for living in harmony with God and all humanity. His classic Cost of Discipleship was first published in 1937, amidst Hitler’s reign. A powerful recent documentary film on the life of Bonhoeffer reveals how shocking and transformative his approach to Jesus’ message was for his students and fellow pastors.
 Bonhoeffer incarnated his own insights in his attempt to resist the Nazi regime along with other ecumenical members of the “Confessing Church,” including biblical scholar Karl Barth. The Confessing Church stood up in the face of the collaboration with Hitler made by many Lutheran pastors as well as the Catholic Church through the infamous “Concordat.”
 Cost of Discipleship remains an essential starting point for hearing the Sermon on the Mount. 
More recent authors have built on Bonhoeffer’s work and seen deeply into the anti-imperial stance of Jesus’ message. Glen Stassen and David P. Gushee have shown how what have often been misread as paired antithesis (“You have heard it said…but I say to you”) are actually a series of fourteen triads. Jesus first states the torah word of “Moses,” then moves beneath the prohibition to reveal the underlying cause for which the prohibition is a response. Jesus only then states his “transforming initiatives” to his disciples.
 These triads fill in the Beatitudes with which the Sermon begins. 
Table 22: Structure of the Sermon on the Mount
5.1-2: Introduction: Jesus goes up the mountain

5.3-12: The Beatitudes: honoring the poor and marginalized with one’s life

5.13-16: Salt and light: the power of small things to be transformative

5.17-20: Jesus fulfills the law and the prophets, rather than abolishing it (framing with 7.12)
5.21-48: Jesus’ Word regarding “righteousness”

5.21-32: Part one: renouncing (male) power over others

5.21-26: Renouncing violence and anger that destroys others
5.27-32: Renouncing power over women

5.33-48: Part two: renouncing public retribution and honor

5.33-37: Rejecting oaths
5.38-42: Rejecting retribution while maintaining personal dignity
5.43-47: Loving enemies

5.48: Conclusion: be perfect/complete as your heavenly Father is

6.1-18: renouncing “righteousness” before people in favor of righteousness before God

6.1: Introduction
6.2-4: Giving alms
6.5-15: Prayer
6.16-18: Fasting

6.19-34: renouncing worldly treasures

6.19-21: Storing  up treasure in heaven
6.22-24: Being “single-eyed”
6.25-34: Renouncing anxiety over life’s necessities and trusting God instead

7.1-5: Renouncing judgment over others

7.6: Protecting Jesus’ Word from being “trampled”

7.7-11: Asking, searching, knocking: the means for living Jesus’ Word

7.12: The “Golden Rule” (framing with 5.17)

7.13-27: Conclusion: discerning the path to life, truth and wisdom

7.13-14: Entering by the narrow gate
7.15-23: Warning against false prophets
7.24-27: The person who is wise is the one who hears and acts on Jesus’ words

7.28-8.1: Jesus comes down the mountain

One example of how the triads work illustrates the entire pattern. The premise, stated in 5.20, is that Jesus’ disciples’ “righteousness” must exceed that of the “scribes and Pharisees” in order to “enter the kingdom of heaven.”
 In 5.21, Jesus recalls the torah prohibition, “you shall not murder” (Ex 20.13; Deut 5.17). The antithesis misreading then sees Jesus prohibiting anger, which is not only impossible but unhealthy advice. From this wrong starting point, one easily dismisses the entire sequence as misguided or impossible. However, what Jesus is actually doing is showing clearly the causes of murder: anger against a brother or sister that leads to insult (dehumanization) and begins the cycle of violence. Rather, Jesus says, “leave your gift there before the altar and go; first be reconciled to your brother or sister, and then come and offer your gift” (5.24). The reordering of priorities that places the reestablishment of just relationships among people before the former act of worship echoes what we heard so often in the prophets (e.g., Isa 58; Amos 5; Micah 6). The way of empire has always been to justify the escalation of the cycle of violence, as seen so tragically in the aftermath of 9/11. The Romans made an art of the kind of “scorched earth” policy that “taught a lesson” to people who would dare to resist imperial authority. Jesus reverses this completely. Nothing is more urgent to God than the healing of broken relationships! 
The remainder of the Sermon continues in this way, systematically dismantling any patterns of domination over others that have come to seem “divinely ordained,” including male power over women. For those who are on the receiving end of domination, Jesus counsels what Walter Wink has called a “third way” between fighting back and running away. Wink has shown how the context of 5.38-42 is specific Roman practices over subjugated peoples.
 In each instance, Jesus calls disciples neither to submit to oppression nor to fight back in kind. Rather, he creatively offers ways to maintain one’s dignity and even to shame the would be oppressor without resorting to violence. For instance, the soldier’s “legal right” to impress a civilian to carry his heavy pack one mile was meant to make the oppression appear moderate than the complete enslavement of a local. The willingness to “go also the second mile” seizes the initiative from empire’s agent and forces him to beg for his pack back rather than being placed in a position of having broken the law. 
Matthew 5 ends with a notorious mistranslation that threatens to undermine this whole way of understanding the Sermon: “Be perfect (Gk, teleioi), therefore, as your heavenly Father is perfect” (5.48). It is obviously impossible to “be perfect,” and certain not to be perfect as God is! Fortunately, Jesus is not at all counseling perfectionism. Rather, the word ordinarily means “complete” or “mature,” as we hear, for example, in Paul’s word to the Corinthians: “Yet among the mature we do speak wisdom, though it is not a wisdom of this age or of the rulers of this age, who are doomed to perish” (1 Cor 2.6).
 The Sermon ends with two analogies that sum up the result of living the Sermon or resisting its message: that of good/bad fruit trees and that of a house build on sand or rock. The fruit tree comparison fits 5.48 exactly: the tree which bears fruit is not “perfect,” but mature: it has grown into what God intended it to be, and now is providing as gift food for others. So disciples are to be fruit-bearers, building their “house” on a solid foundation. It is empire’s house which is built on sand, guaranteeing that it will collapse sooner or later. 
One more aspect of the Sermon’s anti-imperial path is important to note. 6.19-34 addresses the question of true “treasure.” Traditional misunderstandings of Jesus’ message here make the contrast be between “worldly” wealth and postmortem reward “in heaven.” Of course, we’ve seen all along that “heaven” does not refer to afterlife as to the realm of God’s power and authority. The contrast is thus between the “rewards” of Caesar’s false empire and those of God’s authentic empire. The focus is on singleness of purpose
 and direction: “no one can serve two masters/lords (Gk, kuriois)” (6.24). 
The emperor, of course, was specifically referred to by this title, a theme Paul counters directly at Philippians 2, as we’ll see below. The “lord” was the one at the top of the patronage system, the structure of loyalty/reward upon which the Roman Empire was built.
 At the top, of course, was the emperor and his court. Below were layers of sharply divided and circumscribed classes, such as senators and equestrians. The Roman elite developed patron/client relationships with local elites in the provinces, just as each elite did with people “below” them in their own cities. Through this process, networks of loyalty were created through which both sides competed. The Latin word for the bond holding this together was fide, rendered in Greek as pistis. We translate this into English as “trust” or “faith.” To “trust” in the Empire was to remain loyal in exchange for the provision of what one needed, especially, the provision of national security known as “salvation” (Greek, sōteria).
Matthew 6 establishes a counter-loyalty to the true Lord, Israel’s God, the Creator of heaven and earth. It begins with the “Lord’s prayer,” itself as clear and sharp an anti-imperial statement as there could be. It calls on God as “father,” a title claimed by Caesar. It is God’s name which is to be “hallowed,” i.e., set apart as sacred. It is God’s kingdom which one prays to come, “on earth as it is in heaven.” It sets up the theme of treasure by calling on disciples to ask God for “daily bread.” This recalls the manna episode at Exodus 16 and reminds readers that one of the central “benefits” of empire has always been the provision of “bread.” In the Roman world, this meant the annona, the dole provided first only of grain to Roman citizens, then later expanded to include olive oil and offered to all.
 The prayer to rely exclusively and daily on God for food rejects the blandishments of imperial provision that would instill a divided loyalty.
 In ends with the call for mutual forgiveness, key to the understanding of “church” in Matthew 18. 
It is the Creator God to whom Jesus directs disciples’ attention in making his contrast between imperial and divine treasure. Birds do not engage in surplus agriculture (6.26), but are fed directly by God. Flowers do not manufacture clothing, but “even Solomon in all his glory was not clothed like one of these” (6.28-29). Perhaps Jesus’ satirical slap at empire is more evident after our earlier engagement with the reign of Solomon. That is, Jesus calls upon the most “glorious” of Israel’s own kings to say that an ordinary flower is in fact more wonderfully “clothed” by God! 
The point is driven home with Jesus explicit contrast between his way and the way of “the Gentiles, who strive for all these things” (6.32). The way of Caesar’s empire was a constant jockeying for status and honor amidst a world  of scarcity. It leads to being endless anxious (Gk, merimnaō, 6.25, 27, 28, 31, 34 [twice]) over having “enough.” The way of God’s empire, though, is a striving for justice, in which all one’s needs are “given” (6.33).
Finally, Matthew’s Gospel presents a series of parables designed to focus disciples’ attention on the final outcome of the battle between God’s empire and Caesar’s empire. Repeatedly, the apocalyptic language is drawn from the Enoch tradition. Consider, for example, the parable of the weeds and wheat which Matthew uniquely adds after retelling the Markan parable of the seeds and soils (Mt 13.24-30, 36-43). Jesus interprets it to the disciples after leaving the crown and going “into the house” (13.36). It is a straightforward allegory, translating the agricultural images into an eschatological scenario in which the “children of the kingdom” are planted amid the “children of the evil one.” At the “end of the age,” 
The Son of Man will send his angels, and they will collect out of his kingdom all causes of sin and all evildoers, and they will throw them into the furnace of fire, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth. Then the righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdom of their Father. Let anyone with ears listen! (13.41-43)

The imagery is almost precisely that of Enoch’s Parables (1 En 54.1-6; 58.3). But, of course, for readers of Matthew’s Gospel, the “Son of Man” is no longer an enigmatic figure, but has been embodied in Jesus. 

Similarly, the final parable in Matthew is one frequently called on by those engaged in acts of solidarity with the poor, such as Catholic Workers and folks involved in Two Thirds World liberation movements, the story of the sheep and goats at Mt 25.31-46. What is not always noticed is that the choice of sheep to symbolize those who care for Jesus echoes Enoch’s Animal Apocalypse within Dream Visions, where the “sheep” escaped from the oppressive reign of the seventy shepherds to live within the house of the “Lord of the sheep.” At the end of Matthew’s parable, the sheep “inherit the kingdom” of Jesus’ Father, while the goats are sent into the “eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels.” The image of evil angels being punished in eternal fire also is found in the New Testament letter of Jude, where it is explicitly linked to the prophecy of “Enoch” (Jude 1.6-15; 1 Enoch 67). The reason for the eternal punishment is behavior that is the flip side of that which caused the anxiety in Matthew 6. There, it was striving for food and clothing that was condemned as the way of “the Gentiles.” Here, it is failure to provide food and clothing to those in desperate need which is earns condemnation. Again, the contrast between the “two religions” could hardly be more stark. 
Neither 1 Enoch nor Matthew’s Gospel make membership in God’s kingdom a matter of ethnicity or place. Rather, it is a function of practicing justice toward others than leads to the treasure that is the inheritance of God’s people. But Matthew, unlike 1 Enoch, understands this to be taking place within the community of discipleship which only Matthew among the evangelists refers to as ekklēsia, “church” (Mt 16.18; 18.15-21). We will await our discussion of Paul to consider the cultural context of this term and how it expresses the embodiment of an alternative community to that of Roman imperial associations. It is this “church” which has the internal mission of practicing forgiveness and the external one of going to “make disciples of all nations… teaching them to obey everything that I have commanded” (28.19-20). As it was in the beginning, the Creator God yearns for all people to recognize their solidarity as a single human family. It is Jesus’ teaching, accompanied by his risen presence “with you always, to the end of the age” (28.20), that defeats the lies and violence of empire and enables it to be “genesis again.” 
Chapter Twenty Four: Proclaiming Jubilee: Luke’s Gospel and Acts of the Apostles
The Third Gospel, and its companion, Acts of the Apostles, refer more specifically to Roman people and the Empire than any other New Testament text.
 The paired work has also been long read as offering a compromise position in relation to the Roman Empire, and perhaps even an apologetic accommodation to it.
 A recent author who challenges the entire scholarly movement which sees anti-imperial elements in the Gospel bases his claim largely on such a reading of Luke’s gospel.

The common basis for this position is the (correct) perception that Luke portrays some individual Romans as open to Jesus or as courteous to Christians. However, as we saw with Matthew’s Gospel, the question of whether a text is proclaiming God’s way in opposition to empire is much broader than simply examining specifically Roman elements to see if they exhibit explicit hostility. From the first chapter of the gospel to the end of Acts, Luke presents the Way of Jesus as the antithesis of the Roman way. As with Mark and Luke, he gives Jesus titles which otherwise belong to the emperor. But more than the previous evangelists, Luke systematically announces in and through Jesus the fulfillment of the biblical promise of jubilee: the great “fresh start” which releases debts of all kinds. He repeatedly mocks the pursuit of wealth and patronage relationships, lampooning or harshly criticizing those who have obtained wealth at the expense of others. He portrays the first, concrete response to the Pentecost outpouring of the Holy Spirit as the joyous, communal sharing of goods. His message, in fact, is perceived rightly as “a way of salvation” which is “not lawful for us as Romans to adopt or observe” (Acts 16.17, 21). His characters are frequently in jail, threatened with, and sometimes receiving, harsh punishment, for proclaiming this Way. The survey of Luke’s narrative below will show that, contrary to the view that Luke is somehow more “moderate,” his Gospel is as explicitly anti-imperial as any other. His Good News is the fulfillment of the same set of texts we have been exploring, and is expected to draw people from the bottom and from the top of society to form a new community in which all hierarchies are leveled. 
Luke’s audience was most likely comprised of Roman citizens and other gentiles who had been formed in paideia, the educational and cultural system that produced elite members of urban society. The process “linked [the elite] with one another in a universal brotherhood,” that combined with the patronage system to produce the basic social structure of Roman city life.
 The gospel’s vocabulary and sentence structure are at a level we might categorize as “collegiate.” Luke’s parables and other imagery are from the world of the wealthy leaders of society: generals planning war; landowners with excess surplus; people planning huge banquets; business people with numerous debtors. Richard Purvo has shown how these elements, combined with a rather dark humor, was meant to provide “profit with delight” for young adults being formed to take their places among the elite, in accordance with manuals of instruction.
 Luke’s goal is to convince them that the Way of Jesus will actually provide what the empire promises but cannot deliver: peace, justice and abundance for all. 
Luke, like Matthew, begins with a narrative of Jesus’ birth. As different as Luke’s story is from Matthew’s,
 they share a basic theme: the birth of Israel’s messiah is a threat to the imperial status quo. His opening chapters overflow with characters from the margins of Roman society who are portrayed as righteous before God. Thus, the contrast is immediately established between the empire’s and God’s ways of evaluating one’s life. 
One of Luke’s favorite techniques is offering paired stories that provide a destabilizing contrast. The first one of these is the priest, Zechariah, and the young woman, Mary. Both experience an encounter with the angel Gabriel, making an immediate connection with the Daniel and 1 Enoch traditions. Zechariah, though, is temporarily silenced for his lack of faith, while Mary has “found favor with God” (1.11-20, 26-38). Zechariah is not a “villain,” like many of the other male leaders in the gospel. His silencing provides an opportunity to repent, which he does, and becomes “filled with the Holy Spirit.” 
Between Zechariah’s silencing and the freeing of his tongue, Luke narrates what has become a familiar story, but which still has the power to shock us with its bold, counter-cultural presentation. Mary hastily takes a trip away from Nazareth in Galilee, apparently by herself, to visit a kinswoman in the Judean hill country, Elizabeth, whom Gabriel told her was also surprisingly pregnant. Everything about this “visitation” is utterly amazing. First, that Luke chooses to place the narrative focus on an encounter between two women is shocking indeed. How rarely biblical narrative has shown us such an event!
 Second, Mary’s solo adventure is culturally unimaginable. For a young woman, betrothed in marriage, to take off alone would bring enormous dishonor on the family. Third, the exchange between the women is practically a “womb to womb” conversation, increasing the startling nature of the narrative. Finally, Mary’s Magnificat poetically proclaims a radical reordering of society as God’s salvific plan. The words of her song weave together numerous biblical verses, but most especially, Hannah’s song at the birth of Samuel (1 Sam 2.1-10). Samuel, we recall, became the bridge figure between the stories of judges and those of kings. His role included warning the people of the perils of kingship. Mary’s own song echoes Hannah’s central theme of God’s exaltation of the poor and powerless and the casting down and out of the rich and mighty. It also brings together numerous images from the psalms which speak to God’s care and compassion for the lowly.
 It serves as an overture to the ministry of Jesus and the outcome of God’s mighty deeds in and through God’s and Mary’s son. 
The Magnificat is the first of numerous ways in which Luke proclaims God’s ending of the old, unjust social order and the beginning of the new age. Zechariah, the patriarch representing the old Temple system, is silenced, while ordinary women speak stirring words about God’s power. Caesar Augustus exerts his authority by ordering a census that requires all to return to their hometowns. But Jesus’ birth in a manger evokes an angelic “host” to proclaim God’s glory and peace in place of Caesar’s. 
And once John and Jesus are grown, Luke provides one of the sharpest possible contrasts to open the narrative of Jesus’ adult ministry. He names each of the imperial office holders, placing Herod and his brother Philip within the coterie of Roman agents and the Jerusalem high priests along with them (3.1-2). But, again shockingly, Luke draws our attention away from the centers of power to the marginal space of the Jordan desert, where the Word of God comes to John, son of Zechariah. It is as if the CNN cameras switched suddenly from the White House to cover a street preacher out in the sticks. Luke’s audience was well trained—as we are—to look to those “at the top” for “the news” we need to know. John’s wilderness word continues Luke’s overturning of imperial social expectations. 
The Word that John offers is one of warning: to avoid the “wrath to come” people are admonished to “bear fruits worthy of repentance” (Gk, metanoia). They cannot presume that having Abraham as a father is enough. Two-thirds of the Gospel uses of the noun or verb for “”repentance”/repent” are found in Luke/Acts.
 John calls for a “different” or “change of mind,” the literal meaning of metanoia. It begins by listening to the voices on the margins, continues by finding God’s Word in non-imperial space, and then bears tangible fruit. In particular, the fruit that John calls for is economic justice: sharing of clothes and food with “anyone who has none”, not profiting off one’s imperial authority as a tax collector or soldier (3.10-14). 
Some have suggested that because John does not tell tax collectors or soldiers simply to give up their professions, he is accepting the basic Roman structure as a given. However, for tax collectors to “"collect no more than the amount prescribed for you” is to turn it into a nonprofit enterprise. Similarly, for a soldier to forego the many opportunities to extort captive peoples would be to accept the payment provided by the imperial government and discourage long-term service.
 Luke’s narrative does not reveal a compromising attitude, but rather, a “hidden transcript” that would be clear to those “in the know.”
 That is, if Luke were to show John demanding that people completely quit their imperial posts, his work would likely be banned from distribution within his likely audience.
 Instead of rendering his writing useless and putting his own life at risk, Luke develops an effective strategy for conveying his radical message by covering it with a thin veneer that shields some of its implications from prying eyes. We see this strategy employed throughout Luke-Acts. 
Sometimes, though, Luke’s radicality breaks out into the open. He inserts just after Jesus’ baptismal, apocalyptic experience his own genealogy. Matthew’s takes Jesus back to Abraham, but Luke takes him back to Adam: Jesus is “son of humanity,” not merely a child of Israel. At the same time, he concludes his ancestry with a blatantly anti-imperial ending: “son of God.” Luke’s Gentile audience would certainly have immediately associated this title with the emperor, whether Claudius (who reigned at the time of the narrative) or Domitian (who reigned at the probable time of Luke’s writing).
 
Jesus, “full of the Holy Spirit,” is then led by that Spirit into the wilderness, where he is confronted by the Devil precisely over the meaning of this title (4.1-13).
 The three temptations unmask the central issues at the heart of empire: control of the food supply, worship of the source of the “kingdoms of the world,” and “peace and security” (cf. 1 Thes 5.3). The devil frames the first and third of his challenges with the conditional, “if you are the son of God…”. In other words, “Caesar provides food and security in God’s name; can you?” Jesus responds to both by refuting the devil’s premise. There is more involved in caring for people’s true needs than simply guaranteeing bread and national security. The middle challenge is grounded in an astoundingly anti-imperial premise. The devil shows him “all” the world’s kingdoms and claims that their glory and authority “has been given over to me.” There is certainly not much of a veneer over the claim that the Roman Empire’s power is in the hands of the devil, a point also made by John of Patmos (Rev 13). Jesus’ response here gets at the core of what has always been at issue in the people of God’s compromise with empire: the contrast between monotheism and polytheism. The devil does not ask for exclusive allegiance, but YHWH does, as Jesus quotes from the Shema (Deut 6.13). 
Jesus leaves the devil and returns to Galilee, “filled with the power of the Spirit” (4.14). In his hometown of Nazareth, he turns to the text from Third Isaiah (61.1-2) and proclaims what is in effect his “mission statement”: 
"The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me to bring good news to the poor. He has sent me to proclaim release to the captives and recovery of sight to the blind, to let the oppressed go free, to proclaim the year of the Lord's favor….” Today this scripture has been fulfilled in your hearing. (4.18-19, 21)

It is the announcement that the time has come for the “year of the Lord’s favor,” i.e., the jubilee year in which all things are begun anew, providing relief from the burden of what we might call “the four Ds”: disease, debt, demons and death. That this is meant to be the center of Jesus’ messianic ministry is reinforced when John the Baptist sends word from prison
 to ask, “Are you the one who is to come, or are we to wait for another?'" (7.20). Jesus’ answer summarizes his ministry to date: "Go and tell John what you have seen and heard: the blind receive their sight, the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, the poor have good news brought to them” (7.22). He then adds: “And blessed is anyone who takes no offense (Gk, skandalisthe) at me." John, like so many, is shown to have been “scandalized” by the kind of messiah Jesus shows himself to be. He will not take on the Romans on their own terms. Rather, he continues to free people from the various forms of oppression which empire imposes, calling them into the new community of those who live by a different “gospel” than that of Caesar. 
We hear this message boldly proclaimed by Peter in Acts 3. Peter’s transformation from frightened denier to courageous proclaimer is itself a key way in which Luke portrays the “power of the Holy Spirit” to overcome empire. Trust in the resurrection power evident in and through Jesus banishes the fear that flows from empire’s threats. Peter’s speech directly accuses the people of Jerusalem of rejecting “the Holy and Righteous One” and killing “the Author of life, whom God raised from the dead” (4.14-15). But in spite of this horrible crime, he continues, the people are called to “Repent therefore, and turn to God so that your sins may be wiped out, so that times of refreshing may come from the presence of the Lord” (4.19-20). The double image of “wiping out” sins (i.e., blotting them out of the record)
 and “times of refreshing” conveys the invitation to start again with a “clean slate” and a “fresh start.” 
The announcement and embodiment of jubilee flows throughout Luke-Acts from beginning to end. One of the ways in which Luke shows the embodiment of jubilee is in paired stories which show the overcoming of various boundaries between people, established either by the imperial social order or the Jerusalem-centered perspective on “foreigners.” For example, near the end of Jesus’ long journey to Jerusalem (Lk 9-19), Luke pairs the story of the healing of a blind beggar with the “coming down” of the rich tax collector, Zacchaeus. The beggar is found sitting “beside the way” outside Jericho. His sight regained because of the saving power of his own faith, he follows Jesus into the city. 
Immediately, the narrator shifts perspective to that of Zacchaeus. He is precisely the kind of person whom John the Baptist commanded to “collect no more” than necessary. Zacchaeus’s “unclean” wealth has left him marginalized in Judea, unless he abandons his heritage and seeks inclusion within the Roman community. But he has not chosen this path. Instead, because of his “shortness of stature”—a double entendre which emphasizes his lack of status as much as lack of physical height—he climbs a “sycamore tree (Gk, sukomorean).” Jeff Dietrich has shown how this tree is a “fake fig”: from a distance, it looks like a tree which bears “good fruit,” but upon close examination, its fruit is revealed to be small and bitter.
 It is thus a symbol for Zacchaeus himself, as we hear echoed in his reply to Jesus’ call to “hurry and come down” from the tree: “Look, half of my possessions, Lord, I will give to the poor; and if I have defrauded (Gk, esukophantesa) anyone of anything, I will pay back four times as much." The term for “defraud” literally means, “fig informer,” referring to people who curried favor with those above by tattling on those who illegally exported figs. It’s meaning was quickly extended to any kind of extortion or false accusation. Zacchaeus confesses his “false fig” stature and seeks to restore justice. Jesus in turn responds by announcing that “"Today salvation has come to this house, because he too is a son of Abraham” (19.9). That is, salvation doesn’t come from “above,” but involves instead those are “above” coming down and joining those who were “beside the way.” Healed blind man and saved tax collector are now together in the jubilee community. 
Another example of paired jubilee stories is Peter’s encounter with the Roman centurion, Cornelius (Acts 10). Cornelius is not only an officer in the occupying army, but is a member of the “Italian cohort,” an elite archery contingent.
 His table-fellowship with Peter in Caesarea would be as shocking to his own peers as Luke tells us that even a hint of it is to Peter’s peers in Jerusalem (Acts 11). Cornelius embodies Luke’s hope for the conversion of members of the Roman elite in his audience. He has been a patron to the “whole Jewish nation” but now is “baptized in the name of Jesus Christ” (10.22, 48). Peter gets the message loudly and clearly, announcing it with an anti-imperial conclusion: 
I truly understand that God shows no partiality, but in every nation anyone who fears him and works justice (Gk, ergazomenos dikaiosunen) is acceptable to him. You know the message he sent to the people of Israel, announcing (Gk, euangelizomenos) peace by Jesus Christ--he is Lord of all. (10.34-36)

The claim that Jesus is “Lord of all” explicitly rejects the imperial claim of Caesar’s lordship. Peter’s brief word interprets his encounter with Cornelius in Isaiac and Enochic tones, for example: 

How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of the messenger who announces peace, who brings good news (LXX, euangelizomenos), who announces salvation, who says to Zion, "Your God reigns." (Isa 52.7)

Peace, peace, to the far and the near, says YHWH; and I will heal them. (Isa 57.19)
Although there is not a specific Enochic reference echoing in Peter’s word, central to the entire Enochic book, especially the Epistle of Enoch, is the criterion of membership among God’s people as the works of justice. The expression of that justice is the breaking down of all social barriers built up by empire and the restoration of a “level” playing field for all people.
Luke continues to present this theme in his sermon “on a level place” (6.17-49), the counterpart to Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount. Unique to Luke’s version is the series of “woes” which follow his beatitudes. Hear we find a more explicit echo from the Epistle of Enoch: 
woe to you who are rich, for you have received your consolation. (Lk 6.24)

Woe to you, ye rich, for ye have trusted in your riches, and from your riches shall ye depart, because ye have not remembered the Most High in the days of your riches. (1 En 94.8)

This theme appears again in the New Testament Letter of James. As James Kloppenburg notes, the “catalogue of vices of the rich is remarkable for its resemblance to that of the EpEnoch.”

Luke’s harsh polemic against the rich—the “winners” in the Roman economy—continues in parables which reveal the arrogance and foolishness of those whose status is grounded in wealth. The first is that of the landowner whose problem is an abundance of surplus (12.16-20). Its only character is one whom the Romans would have honored as not only successful but prudent. But as Joseph Fitzmyer notes, it is Luke 9.25 “cast in narrative form.”
 Key to the lampooning portrait is the constant use of the first person voice, used eleven times in three verses. Kenneth Bailey writes: “He trusts no one and has no friends or cronies with whom he can exchange ideas. We begin to get Jesus' picture of the kind of prison that wealth can build. He has the money to buy a vacuum and live in it."
 In other words, he is like Zacchaeus “before.” Unlike the tax collector, however, the man dies a “fool” (Gk, aphron). In the Septuagint, the term was used “to signify a person who rebels against God or whose practices deny God”.
 His self-enclosed wealth put him among those who, since Cain, turned their backs on God to live in a world of their own creation. In the end, when God’s sovereignty is finally revealed, it is too late. 
The other parable castigating the rich is that of the man with poor Lazarus at his gate. It presents an all-too-realistic picture of the stark divide in this world between those who dress in “purple and fine linen and who feasted sumptuously every day” and the poor, “covered with sores,” licked by stray dogs, longing for the rich man’s scraps. At death, though, the divide is reversed, with Lazarus “in the bosom of Abraham” and the rich man “tormented” and “in agony in these flames.” The imagery, as George Nickelsburg notes,
 is adapted from Enoch’s Book of the Watchers, as we can hear in this excerpt 
Then I asked about all the hollow places, why they were separated one from the other. And he answered me and said, ‘These three were made that the spirits of the dead might be separated. And this has been separated for the spirits of the righteous, where the bright fountain of water is. And this has been created for <the spirits of the> sinners, when they die and are buried in the earth, and judgment has not been executed on them in their life. Here their spirits are separated for this great torment, until the great day of judgment, of scourges and tortures of the cursed forever, that there might be a recompense for their spirits. (1 En 22.8-10, emph added)
Jesus’ concluding comment that “'If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, neither will they be convinced even if someone rises from the dead” anticipates the hope of salvation that comes in the Emmaus story at the end of the gospel, as we have heard. Refusal to hear the scriptural story that Jesus proclaims and embodies leads the unrepentant rich into the fiery pit out of which there is no escape. 
Yet another of Luke’s ways of painting the Gospel as the reversal of the Roman social order is through his stories of inclusive table fellowship. Within the gospel, there are seven such scenes during Jesus’ earthly lifetime, with the Emmaus meal as the eighth, expressing the beginning of the new age that starts with Easter.
 Within the Roman world, table fellowship was a means of exhibiting and reinforcing the carefully contained social hierarchy. A parallel exclusivity was practiced by the Pharisees, keeping “sinners” away from the “righteous.” Luke explodes both these perspectives, showing Jesus eating with tax collectors and other “sinners,” and explicitly taking on the privileges of patronage, as we hear at the Last Supper. For the second time in the gospel, the disciples, confronted with Jesus’ prediction that the Son of Man will be betrayed, proceed to argue amongst themselves about “which one of them was the greatest” (9.44-46; 22.22-24). Jesus’ response strikes directly at the cultural assumption behind their dispute: 
But he said to them, "The kings of the Gentiles lord it over them; and those in authority over them are called benefactors (Gk, euergetai). But not so with you; rather the greatest among you must become like the youngest, and the leader like one who serves. For who is greater, the one who is at the table or the one who serves? Is it not the one at the table? But I am among you as one who serves.

Luke replaces Mark’s “tyrants” (Gk, katexousiazousin) with the Roman word for “patrons.” Jesus’ community is not to be organized around the patronage system! Jesus’ Word rejects everything that the paideia in which his audience has been formed has taught. 
An earlier meal scene offers an illustration that reveals the predictable social cost of following Jesus’ word for the elite who comprise Luke’s audience. At 14.16-24, Jesus’ tells a story of a “great banquet” to which wealthy people are invited. As Richard Rohrbaugh and Jerome Neyrey explain Luke’s context: "For many rich Christians their social position in elite circles was no doubt shaky enough that preparing a banquet for their peers might seem like a good way to solidify it. As a way of reassuring their friends that they had not broken faith with the system, they would invite only the right people”.
 However, the guests each and collectively
 offer transparently absurd excuses, designed to dishonor the inviter. The angry host orders his slaves first to go “into the streets and lanes of the town and bring in the poor, the crippled, the blind, and the lame”, i.e., those for whom the message of jubilee is good news. When this is not sufficient to fill the banquet hall, the host tells the slave to go to the “narrow places” (Gk, phragmous; cf. 13.24), i.e., outside the town gates, to “compel” the lowest of the low to come in. 
The story is followed by two illustrations of the social effect of not “counting the cost” (14.28) of discipleship before one begins. Both illustrations are from the context of the urban elite: building a tower and waging war. Being known as one who invites the poor into one’s home—and thus reneges on the “social contract” to abide by the hierarchical patronage system—gets one cast out from “polite” society.
 
Luke completes his warnings about the uncompromising nature of discipleship in the parable which precedes his entry into Jerusalem. The narrator explains in advance Jesus’ purpose: “because he was near Jerusalem, and because they supposed that the kingdom of God was to appear immediately” (19.11). Like Mark’s “widow’s mite,” the story of the “pounds” has been hideously misinterpreted by defenders of the specifically capitalist status quo as a lesson in “good investment.” Within both Luke’s narrative context and the Roman imperial cultural context, however, the parable can be seen for what it is: a sober warning against expecting immediate results when one confronts empire for its injustice, other than the “result” of being rejected and punished.

The opening scene is a rather obvious retelling of Herod Archelaus’ embassy to Rome in 4 BCE to seek imperial confirmation of his authority.
 Local hostility to Roman puppet is clearly expressed: “the citizens of his country hated him and sent a delegation after him, saying, 'We do not want this man to rule over us’” (19.14). We hear nothing further about this protest for now. Instead, the parable turns to the story of the nobleman’s slaves and what they have done with the money entrusted to them. The first two have produced enormous profits of 1000 and 500%, only possible through gross exploitation. This, of course, gains the nobleman’s favor and the reward of rule over a corresponding number of cities. The final slave, though, has resisted the nobleman’s oppressive ways and taken the money out of circulation, at least temporarily. Further, he denounces his owner in strong terms: “you are a harsh man; you take what you did not deposit, and reap what you did not sow” (19.21). Not surprisingly, this bold act of resistance gains an equally strong rejoinder and the turning over of the money to the most “cooperative” of the slaves. But then, the story ends with a gruesome twist: the nobleman orders the slaughter “in my presence” of those who resisted his reign. We now can hear another historical echo: that of the Hasmonean high priest, Alexander Jannaeus’ slaughter of 800 resisters to his own reign a hundred years earlier.
 The point isn’t to decide between these, or perhaps other, parallel cases. Luke warns his audience that regardless of the specific historical moment, this is the fate of those who choose to throw a spoke in the imperial wheel. 
We see through all these examples that Luke is hardly offering a “compromise” version of the gospel’s relationship with empire. His narrative thoroughly denounces every component of the imperial way, and presents the gospel as a diametrically opposed counter-Way. The empire, he warns, will certainly see it this way, too, and seek to dispose of any who would proclaim or embody this alternative Way. It is in his second volume, Acts of the Apostles, that Luke continues to hammer this point home. 
Acts, more than any other biblical text, directly engages the Roman Empire. It ends with Paul under imperial house arrest in Rome, after a long series of spine-tingling adventures.
 Recently, a very helpful series of books has highlighted many aspects of this Roman context.
 Reading any and every scene in the narrative in this light reveals how consistently and thoroughly Luke shows the members of the Way standing in opposition to the Roman imperial order. That some of the officials they encounter are less than thoroughly hostile does not evidence “compromise,” but rather, the possibility of conversion. After all, many Roman historians and other intellectuals of Luke’s time who were not Christians were highly critical of the exploitative and brutal nature of the empire. For example, we hear Tacitus place in the mouth of a conquered Briton, Calgacus, this bitter critique: 
Robbers of the world, having by their universal plunder exhausted the land, they rifle the deep. If the enemy be rich, they are rapacious; if he be poor, they lust for dominion; neither the east nor the west has been able to satisfy them. Alone among men they covet with equal eagerness poverty and riches. To robbery, slaughter, plunder, they give the lying name of empire; they make a desolation and call it peace.

At the same time, Luke’s portrait of Roman officials more often than not reveals them to be indifferent to violence in the streets (Achaian proconsul, Gallio, 18.12-17), willing to torture to gain evidence (an anonymous chiliarch, 21.24), seeking to be bribed (Judean procurator, Felix, 24.22-27), and beholden to the patronage system (Judean procurator, Porcius Festus, 25.1-9). This is hardly a catalogue designed to lead readers to be impressed with the justice of the Roman system and its representatives. 
Acts shows the followers of the Way repeatedly under arrest, beaten, and threatened with death for their proclamation and behavior, both by the Jerusalem and Roman elites.
 They respond throughout by maintaining their dignity, fearlessly and boldly standing firm to their positions, and embodying love of enemies. We find Peter so confident on the eve of his supposed execution that an angel has to strike him (Gk, pataxas; cf. 7.24; 12.23) to wake him up (12.7)! 
This stance is a function of their receiving of the Holy Spirit, starting with the Pentecost outpouring (Acts 2). Luke is certainly not suggesting that this was the beginning of the Holy Spirit’s influence. We saw Jesus  and others “filled with the Holy Spirit” earlier (e.g., Lk 1.67; 3.22; 4.1) and Luke also understands the Hebrew Scriptures to have been composed under that same influence (e.g., Acts 4.25; 7.51). It is this power of God that replaces the other, demonic spirits that animate empire, which the disciples and apostles are charged with casting out (Luke 10.17; Acts 8.7; 16.16-18).
Above all, it is the Holy Spirit that enables people to take up the invitation to practice jubilee, as Jesus had preached and practiced. The first, concrete response of those who receive the Pentecost Spirit is to interweave worship with an economic and social fresh start: 
They devoted themselves to the apostles' teaching and fellowship, to the breaking of bread and the prayers.  Awe came upon everyone, because many wonders and signs were being done by the apostles. All who believed were together and had all things in common;  they would sell their possessions and goods and distribute the proceeds to all, as any had need. Day by day, as they spent much time together in the temple, they broke bread at home and ate their food with glad and generous hearts, praising God and having the goodwill of all the people. (2.42.47a; also, 4.31-35)
It is God’s ancient vision for God’s people brought to reality, right in the midst of empire, the expression of the metanoia announced by John the Baptist (Luke 3.7-14). The Qumran community practiced a similar sharing of goods, but they did so, as with later monasteries, apart from the imperial economy. Luke, on the other hand, presents the new community’s actions as a witness which inspires further defectors: “And day by day the Lord added to their number those who were being saved” (2.47b).
“Being saved” is Acts’ term for rejecting the “salvation” of the Pax Romana in favor of that which flows from the Pax Christi. It was Peter’s exhortation to “"Save yourselves from this corrupt generation” (2.40) which generated the response we have just seen. We hear Peter proclaim later the radically anti-imperial announcement, There is salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under heaven given among mortals by which we must be saved” (4.12; cf. 11.14; 16.30-31). It is this claim that is explicitly rejected as “not lawful for us as Romans to adopt or observe” in the Roman colony of Philippi (16.21).

It is Acts that, in a powerful political cartoon, portrays the impossibility of compromise in this regard. Just after the second summary of the community’s joyous sharing of goods at the end of chapter 4, Luke narrates the story of Ananias and Sapphira, a married couple who sold a piece of property and, while laying some of it at the apostles’ feet, held back part of the proceeds. Peter confronts Ananias immediately: 
"Ananias," Peter asked, "why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit and to keep back part of the proceeds of the land? While it remained unsold, did it not remain your own? And after it was sold, were not the proceeds at your disposal? How is it that you have contrived this deed in your heart? You did not lie to us but to God!" (5.3-4)

No one forced Ananias to join the Way, but to join is to be all in. As Jesus had said, one cannot serve two masters (Lk 16.13). Empire is always polytheistic, encouraging the “diversified portfolio” that is presented as simple prudence, then and now. Why put all one’s eggs in one basket? But for radical monotheists within the tradition of Israel, one must love God with “all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your strength, and with all your mind” (Lk 10.27; Deut 6.5). If Jesus and his Way are the expression of this God’s will, then one must be fully committed to seeking only that will and walking only that Way. It is thus ironic that Luke is often characterized as presenting a “both/and” approach to God and empire: the confrontation with Peter leads Ananias immediately to drop dead, with his wife falling in his footsteps (5.5-10).
 Following with half a heart leads no more to the fullness of life than conforming completely with empire. 
Luke’s portrayal of the first communities of the Way is not a compromise, but it is also not an idealization. He shows the fledgling group struggling to discern God’s will amidst numerous pastoral challenges, including the assurance of adequate “daily bread” to people of a minority language (6.1-6); the relationship between the law of Moses and the Gospel (15.1-31) and how to “translate” the Gospel for those who embody other worldviews, such as indigenous religions (14.8-20) and Greek philosophy (17.15-33). 
Most of all, Acts shows the apostles and disciples struggling with opposition from defenders of the Jerusalem Temple and other Jewish collaborators with Rome. This is what ultimately leads to Paul’s arrest and transport to Rome. This is no more a “purely religious” dispute than any other controversy in Luke-Acts. Saul/Paul’s “conversion” is paradigmatic, as we’ll explore more in the section on Paul below. For now, we can simply note that the shift is not at all from “Jew” to “Christian” but from defender of the establishment status quo to radical defender of the Way of Jesus as the fulfillment of “the promise made to our ancestors” (26.5-7). As with the disciples on the Emmaus Road, Paul on the Damascus Road discovers that the story of Israel has gone not according to the Jerusalem-centered script, but according to the Genesis-Exodus-prophets version that we have been exploring. His conversion, in other words, is from the religion of imperial collaboration to that of imperial resistance. 
His opponents regularly seek to use Roman power—both the military and elite patrons—to try to stop him (e.g., 13.50; 17.5-7; 18.12-13; 24.1-9; 25.1-3). In Thessalonica, their agenda is announced openly. After dragging some of the believers before the city magistrates,
 the Jewish accusers proclaim: “"These people who have been turning the world upside down have come here also…They are all acting contrary to the decrees of the emperor, saying that there is another king named Jesus" (17.6-7). If Roman officials sometimes see this as a merely internal dispute (e.g., 18.14-16), it is because they are not alert to the consequences of the Gospel. 
Paul, though, spells it out clearly, if apocalyptically, in his final defense before the Roman procurator Festus and the client king, Herod Agrippa (Acts 26). After summarizing his Damascus Road experience, Paul quotes the Risen Jesus telling him: “I will rescue you from your people and from the Gentiles--to whom I am sending you to open their eyes so that they may turn from darkness to light and from the power of Satan to God…” (26.17.18). Note that “your people” and “the Gentiles” are presented as a united reality, just as those before whom Paul stands embody the highest authority of both groups. It is to both that Jesus sends Paul, to “open their eyes” (recalling Enoch’s Animal Apocalypse) to be turned from “the power of Satan to God.” It is quite plain that “Satan” is the source of empire’s authority, and of its collaborators (e.g., Lk 10.18; 22.3). The combination of apocalyptic images leads the procurator to tell Paul “You are out of your mind.” Paul ignores this, though, in one last attempt to lead the Jewish king away from satanic glory and toward the light of God. Agrippa understands what is at stake, but demurs to the procedural question of Paul’s legal fate (26.28-32). 
[add brief conclusion about Acts’ ending, using Gempf]
Chapter Twenty Five: “Savior of the World”: the Gospel of John
The Gospel of John has often been misunderstood to be somehow “spiritual” and thus removed from the struggles of such “worldly” concerns as politics. It has been the least considered among the gospels by those exploring anti-imperial perspectives.
 However, as I have written at length,
 the “Fourth Gospel” stands in equally radical opposition to the way of empire as the other gospels.  And as I hope to show in this brief overview, it does so while standing fully within the “religion of creation” that we have been exploring throughout this book. 
The key to any understanding of John’s gospel is the Prologue (1.1-18). Serving as a poetic overture, the opening verses present the themes and theological claims that unfold in the gospel narrative. The central section is the often mistranslated 1.12-13: 
But to all who received him, who trusted in his name, he gave power
 to become children of God,  who were born, 
not of blood or of 
the will of flesh or of 
the will of a man, 
but of God.

The metaphor of birth and rebirth runs throughout the gospel. It is, unfortunately, most familiar to readers because of the association with “born again Christians,” for whom “accepting Jesus as personal lord and savior” is a once and done event, with little relationship to the rest of one’s life or to the world “out there.” The gospel message, on its own terms, is far removed from this kind of simplistic interpretation. 
For the evangelist,
 “birth” expresses both one’s original creation by God and also one’s free choice to claim Jesus as the full embodiment of that God and to respond by walking with him in discipleship to the cross and beyond. Jesus’ death is itself portrayed as a birth, seen in the blood and water flowing from his side as a result of the Roman spear’s penetration (19.34). His death releases the Spirit, a.k.a., the Advocate/Comforter (Gk, parakletos), who accompanies disciples as they continue Jesus’ mission of being “light” in the “darkness” of “the world.” 
But perhaps this is getting ahead of ourselves. Within the Prologue, birth is seen as a matter of choice. On one side is birth “out of God.” On the other, are three alternatives. Each symbolizes an aspect of empire that Jesus comes into the world to oppose. Each confrontation is dramatized in one of the major passages within the narrative. 
Throughout the story, we find the gospel blurring any distinction we might make between “us” and “them” in the traditional sense of “Israelites” and “Gentiles.” Rather, like texts we have seen such as Third Isaiah and 1 Enoch, John’s gospel presents the “us” and “them” not in “ethnic” terms but in terms of one’s behavior. This is itself an expression of one’s allegiance to God or to the Devil, a.k.a. “the evil one” (Gk, poneros). One might characterize the gospel’s approach as “realized apocalyptic.” That is, what texts such as 1 Enoch, Daniel or the New Testament’s Revelation present as visions of “the other side of the veil” (“heaven”), our evangelist shows embodied in people “on the ground.”
 Thus, Jesus and those who would be his disciples are born “from above” (3.3, 7; cf. 19.11) or “from heaven” (3.31) while his opponents are “from below” (8.23) or “from earth” (3.31). Being “from below” is directly associated with being children of “the devil” (8.44; cf. 6.70; 13.2). Those who are “born from above” walk in truth (e.g., 8.32; 14.6) and love one another (e.g., 13.34; 15.12, 17), while those “born from below” are liars and murderers (8.44, 55), constantly seeking to kill Jesus (e.g., 5.18; 7.19; 8.37; 11.8) and threatening to kill his disciples (12.10; 16.2).
John’s gospel puts this contrast in the starkest possible terms because it is akin to Matthew’s and Luke’s question of serving two masters. The religion of empire is not simply “another way” for those who might “prefer” it, but a diabolic lie rooted in the sin of Cain (cf. 1 John 3.12). That it purports—whether from a Roman or Jerusalem-centered perspective—to be divinely ordained requires all the more a sharp and clear Word that reveals what the truth really is. 
The three “not births” in 1.13 each express one component of this false religion, one pillar that supports the edifice that Jesus has come to destroy (cf. 2.19-21). The first is to be “born of blood” (Gk, aimatōn), literally the plural “bloods.” This is an ancient idiom for “bloodshed,”
 which refers to the use of “sacred violence” to bond people against a common enemy as a “scapegoat,” a theme explored in detail by Rene Girard.
 It is dramatized in the gospel’s life-and-death struggle between Jesus and the “Judeans,” his primary opponents, especially in the contrasting attitudes toward Lazarus in John 11-12.
It is essential that we clarify the question of who these opponents are and whom they are not. The Greek Ioudaioi is commonly translated biblically as “Jews.” Not surprisingly, in the post-Holocaust era, many Christians have found this an embarrassing and politically incorrect association between Jesus’ opponents and Jews today. This has sometimes resulted in the alternative “Jewish leaders” (CEV; NET Bible) or the scholarly “the Jews,” as if the quotation marks somehow took away the anti-Semitic sting.
Both of these attempts completely miss the point, however. First, Shaye Cohen has shown how the term Ioudaioi had multiple meanings during the New Testament era, the primary of which was “Judeans,” i.e., people from or in the geographic region of Judea.
 Second, within the specific narrative and ideological context of John’s gospel, it begins with this geographic meaning but then builds up another, deeper meaning. The “Ioudaioi” are anyone—whether among the elite or the lowly, whether ethnically/religiously “Jew” or “Gentile”—who uphold the imperial status quo embodied by the Jerusalem Temple. Only when one consistently reads each and every use of the term in John’s gospel
 this way can one see clearly who Jesus’ opponents are. The fight is not against “the Jews,” but against anyone who upholds the religion of empire, grounded as it is in lies and murder. From this perspective, one can hear what is at stake in Pilate’s seemingly rhetorical question to Jesus, “I am not a Judean, am I?” (18.35). Of course, Pilate is not a “Jew,” but he would be a “Judean” if he responds favorably to the chief priests’ cry for Jesus’ crucifixion. 
This recognition brings the heart of the gospel home to readers throughout the ages, regardless of ethnicity or geography. “Judeans” are those who are “born of blood,” i.e., whose religious identity is grounded in the murder of anyone who stands in opposition to empire. It is the basis of the identity counseled by Caiaphas, in the emergency Sanhedrin meeting that follows from Jesus’ raising of Lazarus (11.47-53). The evangelist takes us inside the conspiracy to overhear those whose “foul deeds” are done in darkness so as not to be exposed (3.19-21). Their political fear is brought into the light: “If we let him go on like this, everyone will believe in him, and the Romans will come and destroy both our place (Gk, topon, cf. Deut 12.14ff, viz, “Jerusalem”) and our nation (Gk, ethnos)." Their plea has nothing to do with God, but is simply a matter of holding on to the puppet power delegated by the empire. That they identify themselves as an ethnos is a terrible confession in itself: it is the word used throughout the Septuagint to translate the Hebrew, goyim, “Gentiles.” Caiaphas’ response pronounces the essence of the principle of “sacred violence”: “You do not understand that it is better for you to have one man die for the people than to have the whole nation destroyed" (11.50). In seeking to incarnate the scapegoat mechanism, they reveal themselves to be loyal to the religion of empire, a confession which Pilate will extract in a more public forum (19.15). Regardless of geography or ethnicity, “Judeans” are shown to be those who depend on imperial violence to maintain their identity.
The second “not birth” is of “the will of flesh (Gk, sarx).” Translators face another seeming embarrassment here: the long history of Christian denial of “the flesh” as in sexuality and, more generally, embodiment itself.
 However, as we’ll see, both the author of John’s gospel and Paul use the term sarx in the same way: not in denial of the body, but as a symbol of a human being not centered in God’s Spirit, as created at Genesis 2.7. That is, the “true” human being, one who reflects the “image of God,” is one in whom the “flesh” and God’s spirit are fully integrated. To be “born of flesh” is to seek to live independently from God, once again, echoing Cain’s futile attempt to move “away from the presence of YHWH” (Gen 4.16). We have seen this path followed throughout biblical history in the sad story of the rise and fall of one empire after another, each grounded in the same effort to “build” something lasting to “make a name” for the builders apart from God. Whether Tower of Babel or Jerusalem Temple under Roman rule, each manifestation is doomed from the start. 
We see this path dramatized both negatively and positively in John’s gospel. The encounter between Jesus and Nicodemus (John 3) confronts a “ruler of the Judeans” who is also a Pharisee to be “born again/from above” (Gk, anōthen) of “water and spirit.” For Nicodemus, this would mean—as it did for another Pharisee, Saul of Tarsus—seeing all his worldly accomplishments as worthless and beginning life all over again “from above.” This challenge proves too much for him, though, despite what we later discover to be his “secret discipleship” (12.42-43; cf. 19.38). He will not “come out” as a follower of Jesus and thus is last seen giving Jesus a royal burial rather than being found as one of the disciples (19.38-42). 
The positive response is found in the one born blind (John 9). His acceptance of Jesus invitation to “wash in the pool which means sent” after receiving from him the symbols of new creation (Jesus’ saliva mixed with soil; cf. 7.37-39, embodying Gen 2.7) leads to a series of challenges which result in his being thrown out of the synagogue, only to be “found” by Jesus on the outside. What the man identified with the Jerusalem state could not do, the former blind beggar can. The Way of Jesus seems to be bad news for those who have been richly rewarded by the imperial status quo, but good news for those who have been abandoned on the margins. 
The final “not birth” is that of “will of a man” (Gk, andros). Many translations, seeking to use inclusive language, render this something like “human will.” Ironically, this undercuts the point: the gospel is rejecting claims of identity grounded in various forms of patriarchy. The male-specific Greek word is only found in John’s gospel in a few places: 1.13; 1.30 (referring to Jesus); 4.16-18 (five times, referring to the Samaritan woman’s “man”) and 6.10 (referring to the 5000 “men” symbolic of a gathered army). Elsewhere, the gospel uses the gender inclusive “human” (anthrōpos). When it refers specifically to males, it is drawing attention, largely negatively, to the dominant role of men within the religion of empire. Jesus stands consistently against this kind of male power on which empire has always been founded. 
This is dramatized in the gospel in four ways: two negative, one positive, and one which moves from negative to positive. The negative stories are of the Judeans’ claim that “Abraham is our father” (8.33-58) and the implicit role of Caesar as father/”our man” among the Samaritans and the Judean high priests (19.15). The positive one is the role of God as “Father” to Jesus and his disciples. The transformative story is the Samaritan shift from “our father Jacob” to worship of the Father of Jesus and the anti-imperial proclamation that Jesus is “truly Savior of the world” (4.42). At stake are questions of empire, ethnicity, and patriotism that highlight the sharp contrast between “the two religions.” 
The theme of rejecting mere ethnic descent from Abraham is consistent among Matthew, Luke and John, and will recur in the writings of Paul. But it is not Abraham himself who is being rejected. Again, the question is shifted from ethnicity to behavior, as we hear Jesus tell the Judeans: “"If you were Abraham's children, you would be doing what Abraham did, but now you are trying to kill me, a man who has told you the truth that I heard from God” (Jn 8.39-40). The murderous desire makes them children of a different “father,” the devil (8.44). The devil is the source of the religion of empire, echoing the kind of imagery found in 1 Enoch’s Book of the Watchers and explicitly in line with the book of Revelation (Rev 12-13). 
Starting with Julius Caesar, Roman emperors claimed the title parens patriae, “father of the nation.”
 History shows the pattern of “father(s) of the nation” across a wide range of cultures and periods. At stake is not only origin (birth) but allegiance (faith/loyalty). Jesus “outs” the Judeans for their loyalty to their “father,” the devil. In a parallel way, Pilate outs the high priests in extracting from them the confession, “we have no king but Caesar (19.15). In the background is the prayer in preparation for passover, in which one hears, “we have no king but you, O God”.
 In reality, neither Abraham nor YHWH are the source of the Jerusalem elite’s religion. Their loyalty is to “the evil one,” the source behind all human projects of domination, exploitation and violence, not least of which is the Roman Empire. 
On the other side of the balance is Jesus’ encounter with a woman at a well in Samaria (John 4). We recall the history of Samaria and the Samaritans going back to the Deuteronomistic History’s condemnation of the northern kingdom in general and in particular, the “mixed marriages” resulting from Assyrian relocation (2 Kg 17.24-41). This “us” versus “them” was taken up by Josiah and later by Ezra-Nehemiah, continuing with the building of a temple on Mt. Gerizim to rival the Jerusalem temple on Mt. Zion, eventually destroyed by John Hyrcanus around 129 BCE.
 By Jesus’ day, the divide between Judeans and Samaritans was so deep that pilgrims traveling to Jerusalem for the festival were reported to take the long way around across the Jordan valley rather than set foot on Samaritan soil. But for John’s gospel, it was “necessary” for Jesus “to go through Samaria” (4.4). The story, like most in John’s gospel, uses individual characters to represent social groups. The woman at the well embodies the Samaritans as a people, as we hear from her initial comments which identity herself as a Samaritan and wrongly perceive Jesus to be a Judean. She continues in response to his seemingly cryptic comment about “the gift of God” and “living water” by invoking her national claim: “Are you greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well, and with his sons and his flocks drank from it?” (4.12). What follows has seemed to some interpreters a disjointed series of non sequiturs. It is, in reality, a tightly coherent conversation that continues on the one question at issue between them: who are God’s people and where do they call home? 
In 4.16-18, we hear five times about “man” or “men.” This has nothing at all to do with the woman’s supposed flawed character or inability to “keep a man.” Such readings only continue the very patriarchal assumptions that the narrative is designed to undermine. That she is not an outcast among her people is made clear by their response later in the story to her word of witness, to which they respond by dropping their daily tasks and going out to the well to see the one she claims might be the messiah. Rather, Jesus’ question about her “man” is a matter of ascertaining her political-religious loyalty. That she claims to have “no man” is an expression of her/their rejection of the “fatherhood” of Caesar and the Romans, a historical detail backed up by Josephus’ own account of the Samaritans at the time,
 in contrast to the “five men” who represent the peoples placed in Samaria by the Assyrians centuries earlier with whom the Samaritans had intermarried. This interpretation explains why the conversation then moves directly to the question of “which mountain” is the proper place on which to worship God: the woman understands exactly what the topic is and pushes it to the next level. 
Jesus, expressing the religion of creation, rejects totally the notion of a correct “place” for worship. It implicitly echoes the experience of the Samaritans’ “father,” Jacob: “God was in this place and I didn’t know it” (Gen 28.16). Just as Genesis throughout its narrative reveals that YHWH can be known and worshipped anywhere and everywhere, and that all people comprise one human family, so Jesus seeks to lead the Samaritans to reject place and ethnicity as markers of holiness. 
The story’s conclusion finds the Samaritan people welcoming Jesus and proclaiming him “truly Savior of the world” (4.40-42). This title, not found elsewhere in the New Testament, was claimed both by the emperors Nero
 and Domitian, the latter who reigned at the most likely time of the gospel’s writing. It parallels another title attributed to Jesus within John’s gospel that was also claimed by Domitian: “lord and God” (20.28).
 The Samaritans, rejected outsiders from the perspective of the upholders of the religion of empire, are thus the first to recognize fully who Jesus is. Their shift from claiming a human father (Jacob) as the source of their identity to Jesus, the representative of the Creator God of Israel, exhibits precisely the transformation that the Judeans cannot make. 
The recalling of Abraham and Jacob is part of the gospel’s evocation of Genesis throughout the narrative. Its opening phrase, “in the beginning was the Word,” echoes Genesis 1. Its opening scenes count out the first week of re-creation, culminating in the celebration of an outpouring of wine at a wedding in Cana of Galilee.
 It is no accident that this experience of divinely-provided abundance replaces the dryness of the Judean ritual jars which Jesus orders to be filled (2.6-7). It is a symbol of the arrival of the messianic banquet, in which “mountains shall drip sweet wine” (Joel 3.18; Amos 9.13). But unlike the prophets, John’s gospel does not place this amidst dwelling of YHWH “in Zion, my holy mountain” (Joel 3.17) or the “rais[ing] up [of] the booth of David that is fallen” (Amos 9.11). Rather, it is fulfilled in the land of the former Israelites, in a place of natural fertility.

Instead of celebrating Jerusalem as the goal of the messianic mission, Jesus immediately goes there to proclaim his opposition to his “Father’s house” (Gk, ton oikon tou patros) having become a “buying and selling house” (Gk, oikon emporiou) (2.16).
 The temple, rebuilt by Herod with Roman funding, is replaced by the living temple of Jesus’ body. Again, this is not a matter of “Christian” supersession of “Jewish” symbols, but of Jesus’ proclamation and embodiment of the true religion of Israel against the urban, centralized, hierarchical, imperial counterfeit. 
Another aspect of the Johannine Jesus’ rejection of Jerusalem because of its accommodation to empire is his Word about peace. Within the Farewell Discourse (John 13-17), Jesus speaks twice of a peace that is radically different from that of ‘the world”:

Peace I leave with you; my peace I give to you. I do not give to you as the world gives. (14.27; cf. 20.19, 21, 26)

I have said this to you, so that in me you may have peace. In the world you face persecution. But take courage; I have conquered the world!" (16.33) 

The “world’s” peace is that maintained by the twin pillars of lies and violence, the tools already ascribed in John’s gospel to the devil. More specifically, in the gospel’s time, this meant the Pax Romana. We must pause briefly to consider the nature of this “peace” so that the contrast presented in the gospel can be most clearly heard. 
The single, overarching claim of the Roman Empire was that it brought peace to the Mediterranean out of the long history of ethnic warfare and imperial conquest that had plagued it for centuries. Klaus Wengst writes: 

No war devastated the land and destroyed the cities: arts and crafts could unfold and agriculture developed; vines were grown even by the Rhine; trade and commerce flourished; new cities came into being, and old ones were redeveloped in splendor; the same law applied everywhere. We can understand why Aelius Aristides resorted to superlatives: “Cities now gleam in splendor and beauty, and the whole earth is arrayed like a paradise.”

This peace was a gift of “the gods.” It could not have happened if the gods were not “with” Rome. The emperor Octavian, having defeated his main rival, Mark Antony, in 31 BCE, had unified the Empire. He took up the title, Augustus, and became a visible, devout worshiper of the Roman gods. Cultural expressions of this victory were everywhere, in monuments, public inscriptions, patriotic ballads and poems, and in the material details of private life, such as cups, plates and wall paintings. The Roman philosopher, Seneca, put it like this: “For [Augustus] is the bond by which the commonwealth is united, the breath of life which these many thousands draw, who in their own strength would only be a burden to themselves and the prey of others if the great mind of the empire should be withdrawn.”
 

This would have been experienced differently by people living in the major cities of the Empire, such as Rome, Alexandria, Antioch and Ephesus, then it would have in a hinterland such as Palestine. Wengst observes that a key principle of the Pax was “transferring war and its evil consequences to the periphery”.
 He notes that the poet Horace names this “with astonishing openness”: the Pax “shall ward off tearful war, wretched plague and famine from the folk and from our sovereign Caesar, and send those woes against the Parthian and in the Briton.”
 

Jerusalem’s elite, like the urban provincial elite throughout the empire,
 had accepted this “peace” as a “divine gift.” However, ordinary people did not see it this way, as is revealed by the constant acts of rebellion and resistance reported by Josephus.
 Luke’s Gospel has Jesus explicitly denounce Jerusalem’s imperial collaboration as not knowing “the things that make for peace,” which will lead, as with the first Jerusalem, to its downfall at the hands of enemy armies (Lk 19.42-44).
John’s gospel accomplishes the same result by a different route. We hear not only does Jesus “give” peace differently from “the world,” but also that Jesus has conquered the world. This statement is made before his death and resurrection, while speaking at the Last Supper. It is thus not the Passion events that first reveal this “conquest,” but the very fact that Jesus stands in God’s truth and embodies God’s love rather than in the lies and violence of the devil. The book of Revelation also speaks of this in its repeated rhetoric within the messages to the churches of Asia of conquest in the present (e.g., Rev 2.7, 11, 17, 26, 28; 3.5, 12, 21). 
In both John’s gospel and Revelation, Jesus is “the Lamb.”
 One could hardly imagine an animal image less evocative of imperial might! It stands, as part of this gospel’s “realized apocalyptic,” in contrast to the predatory animals portrayed as embodiments of empire in Daniel and 1 Enoch’s Animal Apocalypse. The “conquering Lamb” speaks this contrast in his often misunderstood testimony before Pontius Pilate: 
Jesus answered, "My kingdom is not of  this world (Gk, ek tou kosmou). If my kingdom were of this world, my underlings (Gk, hupēretai) would be fighting  (Gk, egōnizonto) to keep me from being handed over to the Judeans. But as it is, my kingdom is not from here." (18.36, emphasis added)

The phrase ek tou kosmou is found thirteen times in John’s gospel, ten in the Farewell Discourse,
 where Jesus repeatedly prepares his disciples to be “in the world” but not “of the world.” Jesus is not contrasting an “earthly” kingdom with the “afterlife,” but two sources of power. From the beginning, people have sought to legitimize merely human power with claims to divine authority, developing what we’ve been calling “the religion of empire.” Jesus’ kingdom is not yet another human power project. It is, in contrast both to that of Rome and Jerusalem, a truly divinely authorized realm of power. And Jesus illustrates this contrast with one, simple, yet definitive criterion: kingdoms which are ek tou kosmou exert their power by “fighting”
 for power rather than, as Jesus does, loving to the end (13.1). 
This is further illustrated by two dramatic connections elsewhere in the gospel. The word translated above literally as “underlings”
 is used elsewhere in John’s gospel to refer to those who do the will of the Jerusalem elite (7.45-46; 18.3, 12, 18, 22; 19.6). It is these who engage in violence in defense of their own “kingdom.” The other connection is at Jesus’ arrest, where it is Simon Peter—who will momentarily deny being one of Jesus’ disciples—who draws a sword and strikes at the high priest’s slave, only to be sharply admonished by Jesus (18.10-11). The conjoining of Peter’s words and actions could hardly be more clear: his swordstroke is evidence that he is not at that moment a disciple of Jesus. It is only after Peter experiences this and Jesus’ resurrection that Jesus, for the first time, calls him to discipleship (21.19). Only then is Peter “born of God” into Jesus’ kingdom, one with no relationship to the kingdoms of “the world.”
The choice of “birth” throughout the gospel expresses each person’s response to the presence of the Light of God in and through Jesus shining amidst the darkness of empire. The gospel positions this at the heart of the Prologue to highlight its overall purpose: not to generate “Christology” but discipleship. As the narrator sums up at the end of John 20, at the hinge between resurrection stories, the gospel has been “written so that you may come to trust that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God,
 and that through trusting you may have life in his name” (20.31). 
The particularly Johannine phrase that expresses this gift is “eternal life” (Gk, zōē aiōnion).
 It echoes one of only two Septuagint uses of the term,
 Daniel 12.2: “Many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to eternal life…” As the Daniel quote makes clear, the promise is not for “unending” life in the sense of a clock that ticks forever (whether on earth or in heaven), but for what the term literally means, “life of the age.” That is, Daniel’s vision is of a world made right by God through the final destruction of all “beastly” empires and the rule of God through the Human One. John’s gospel claims that this promise has been fulfilled in and through Jesus, now. One example illustrates the point: “Amen, amen, I tell you, anyone who hears my word and believes him who sent me has eternal life, and does not come under judgment, but has passed from death to life” (John 5.24).
 “Eternal” Rome’s “Golden Age” proclaimed by its poets may be in the past, but the age of God’s reign has come and is here now. 
As we’ll see in Chapter 22, John’s gospel, under the influence of Greek thought and imperial inclinations, eventually became used as a “source” of “proof” of creedal statements designed to unify the newly “Christianized” Roman Empire under Constantine. However, read on its own terms, it reveals a God whose power to create and to restore life trumps the Roman and any other empire’s death threats. Its Jesus, consistent with the one portrayed in the synoptic gospels, comes into the world to denounce claims which associate Israel’s God with empire, and to lead people away from this darkness and death into the fullness of God’s true Light and Life, which no empire can give nor take away. 
Chapter Twenty Six: “Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God”: Paul’s counter-imperial gospel
With our consideration of the apostle Paul, we move simultaneously backward and forward in time in relation to the gospels. Paul’s life and letters precede the writing of the canonical gospels, but, of course, follow the death and resurrection of Jesus (see “New Testament Timeline,” p. ___). We also move a great distance spatially, as we consider Paul’s thousands of miles traveled around the Mediterranean, proclaiming the Gospel, founding and building up communities “in Christ” which he called ekklēsiai. Finally, we also travel culturally, as we leave behind the homeland of “indigenous” Israelites and Judeans and engage the cities and countryside in which numerous local cultures have been overlaid in varying degrees with both Greek and Roman culture. 
The first section of this chapter noted the paradigm shift that has increasingly come to recognize the centrality of the Jewish and Roman cultural contexts of the New Testament. Nowhere is this more important than in the interpretation of Paul, the man and the letter writer. The simplistic, catechism-style formula that imagines a Jew named Saul who became a Christian and changed his name to “Paul” disappears entirely upon the most superficial examination of the actual situation.
 To understand Paul’s radically anti-imperial Gospel requires listening to him speaking from deep within his “hybrid”
 cultural context.
Pauline studies, as a subset of New Testament studies, has taken its own course in taking into account these “new” aspects of Paul’s situation. The so-called “New Perspective”
 began as an outgrowth of the 1963 landmark article by Krister Stendahl, “The Apostle Paul and the Introspective Conscience of the West.”
 Stendahl challenged the prevailing paradigm in which Paul was interpreted from the perspective of Martin Luther’s personal struggle to achieve “justification” before God. Over the centuries, this approach led to the question of “faith versus works” taking center stage, with (the Protestant) Paul on the “side” of faith and the (Catholic) epistle of James’ allegedly on the side of “works.”
 Stendahl demolished this false dichotomy as a foundational misreading of the New Testament cultural context, and called for a thorough reexamination of Paul’s writings in light of his Jewish situation. 
This new perspective was first developed in the landmark book by EP Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism.
 Sanders envisioned, within the variety of first century Jewish practices, a core “Judaism” he called “covenantal nomism.” However, as we have seen, especially in the immediately preceding chapters, there was no such thing as “Judaism” in the first century, but rather, were a wide range of theologies and practiced that we have shown to be attracted in different ways to the two poles of “imperial” and “creation” religion.
 
A leading scholar who has pushed this New Perspective further into the soil of first century Judaisms is NT Wright.
 He has shown how Paul’s theology stems from his rereading of the biblical story of Israel in light of his apocalyptic relationship with the Risen Christ, as portrayed both by Luke in Acts
 and by Paul himself.
 Far from “starting a new religion,” Paul, as Luke reports him saying in Acts, has come to believe that in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus the Messiah, “the promise made by God to our ancestors” has been fulfilled (Acts 26.6). 
Wright has humbly acknowledged, however, that his own, early work from the “New Perspective” had not taken into the other key component of Paul’s context: the Roman Empire.
 It was the work of various scholars gathered under the leadership of Richard Horsley
 that awakened Wright to the centrality of listening to both the Jewish and Roman imperial contexts to understand Paul corrects. The collection, Paul and Politics (2000), in which Wright is a contributor, was specifically addressed to responding to Stendahl’s challenge from the perspective of empire. 

Horsley’s work has coincided with that of Neil Elliott, whose 1994 Liberating Paul: The Justice of God and the Politics of the Apostle dismantled the historical use of Paul “in the service of death” (e.g., as apologist for slavery and the repression of women) and began the process of listening anew to Paul as a staunch opponent of Roman claims to provide “salvation,” “justice,” “peace and security” and “Good News.” Recently, Elliott has used this approach to reread Paul’s letter to the Romans.
 
Not surprisingly, this approach has been challenged both from the “right” and from the “left.” Conservatives have sought to “restore” the “spiritual” Paul who shows no interest in “politics” and counsels allegiance to governmental authority. At the other end of the spectrum, feminists such as Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza have challenged Horsley and Elliott for allegedly overlooking some of Paul’s “reinscribing” of empire in the name of God/Jesus.
 Further, some scholars continue to maintain a dichotomy between Paul’s “Jewishness” as the “center” of his work (i.e., about “religious” questions) and the Roman imperial context (i.e., about “political” questions).

Readers seeking to understand Paul generally and individual letters specifically cannot avoid taking these questions into account. I hope that this book, in both the material preceding this chapter, and in the brief section on Paul to follow, can contribute in some way to overcoming these polarities. One need not and should not pit Paul’s “religion” against his “politics,” nor his “Jewish” context against that of the Roman Empire. Similarly, it is a deadend to position him as moving “away” from “Judaism” and “toward” a “Christianity” that is somehow unmoored from its biblical matrix. Rather, Paul, like the gospel writers who followed him, comes to see through his ongoing, apocalyptic relationship with Jesus Christ that the “true” religion of Israel was the one fulfilled by and in Jesus, i.e., the religion of the Creator God. Thus, his critique is always both against the ideas and people who support the Jerusalem-centered, imperially-collaborating religion and the way of empire itself. 
Seeking to provide a brief, synthetic picture of Paul’s perspective is both risky and dangerous. Paul was not a “systematic theologian” offering a universal understanding of the implications of the death and resurrection of Jesus. In his own words, he sought to “become all things to all people, that I might by all means save some” (1 Cor 9.22). This doesn’t mean at all that he would water down the Gospel or compromise it to be popular. Rather, as we see Luke dramatize in Acts, Paul sought to “translate” the Gospel into terms understandable by specific audiences. He also, with perhaps the exception of his monumental letter to the Romans, wrote in response to specific pastoral needs of local communities. Even in Romans, as many have pointed out recently,
 Paul is responding to the specific challenge of following Jesus within the imperial capital during the reign of Nero. Thus, any interpretation of Paul must take into account not only the general, overarching Jewish and Roman contexts, but also the specific situation in the local place to which Paul is writing. 
There is also the unavoidable issue of comprehensiveness. How can one claim “Paul’s position” on a given issue without taking into account all of his writing? Given that two recent commentaries on, respectively, Romans and First Corinthians are each over a thousand pages,
 such a task would exhaust even the most dedicated reader. However, it is also clear that the opposite approach, in which one or two texts are used to “prove” Paul’s viewpoint, is unsupportable. For instance, the question of “Paul’s attitude toward the Roman Empire” often seems to begin and end with the brief text at Romans 13.1-7. Whatever Paul might be saying in these few verses about the relationships among God, Rome and the Christian community, it cannot be used as the hermeneutical box which contains all his other writings that exude such anti-imperial passion. Similarly, his texts that sound, to our ears, to be “anti-women,”
 cannot alone overrule his ringing proclamation at Galatians 3.28, “There is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longer slave or free, there is no longer male and female; for all of you are one in Christ Jesus.” We must at least survey some kind of “representative sample” of his writing to be able to claim anything about the direction in which Paul is seeking to guide the first generation of Christians. 
Finally, we must take some account of the vexed question of authorship. Virtually no modern scholar takes as a given Pauline “authorship” of all the New Testament texts which bear his name. Most would agree that a few such letters (1-2 Timothy; Titus) are demonstrably later than Paul’s lifetime, and express a perspective on many questions that is very different from that found in the undisputed Pauline letters. However, some others, notably Colossians and Ephesians, occupy a middle ground in which scholarly disagreement is intense. For our purposes, it seems best to confine our examination to those texts which are most likely to reveal Paul’s own viewpoint. Readers are certainly encouraged to expand this study to test further the thesis presented. 
Paul’s “conversion”
For I want you to know, brothers and sisters, that the gospel that was proclaimed by me is not of human origin; for I did not receive it from a human source, nor was I taught it, but I received it through a revelation (Gk, apokalupsis) of Jesus Christ. (Gal 1.11-12)

My speech and my proclamation were not with plausible words of wisdom, but with a demonstration of the Spirit and of power, so that your faith might rest not on human wisdom but on the power of God. (1 Cor 2.4-5)

I know a person in Christ who fourteen years ago was caught up to the third heaven--whether in the body or out of the body I do not know; God knows—  And I know that such a person--whether in the body or out of the body I do not know; God knows— was caught up into Paradise and heard things that are not to be told, that no mortal is permitted to repeat. (2 Cor 12.2-4)

…as to the law, a Pharisee; as to zeal, a persecutor of the church; as to righteousness under the law, blameless. Yet whatever gains I had, these I have come to regard as loss because of Christ. More than that, I regard everything as loss because of the surpassing value of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord. For his sake I have suffered the loss of all things, and I regard them as crap (Gk, skubala), in order that I may gain Christ and be found in him (Phil 3.5b-9a)
Indeed, to this very day, when they hear the reading of the old covenant, that same veil is still there (Gk, anakaluptomenon), since only in Christ is it set aside. Indeed, to this very day whenever Moses is read, a veil lies over their minds; but when one turns to the Lord, the veil is removed. (2 Cor 3.14-16)
These brief passages reveal the essence of Paul’s “conversion.” From the moment of his first encounter with the Risen Christ, Paul remained in ongoing communion with his God and Lord, Jesus Christ. His writing is replete with the language of intimate knowing. The reality he named as being “in Christ” informed, shaped, and determined the goal of everything he said or did. Much like the disciples on the Emmaus Road, Paul’s experience “converted” him to a radical, new understanding of Scripture and of God’s means of reestablishing justice among God, people, and all of creation. As Alan F. Segal writes, "Mysticism in first-century Judea was apocalyptic, revealing not meditative truths of the universe but the disturbing news that God was about to bring judgment.... Paul is a first-century Jewish apocalypticist, and as such, he was also a mystic."

Segal also makes an important link between Paul’s experience and the Enoch tradition we’ve been exploring. Specifically, although Paul does not speak of Jesus as “the Son of Man,” he does present his own spiritual experience in relation to Enoch’s Parables. As Segal writes:
1 Enoch 71 gives us the experience of an adept undergoing the astral transformation prophesied in Dan.12:2, albeit in the name of a pseudipigraphal hero.... Paul gives us the actual, confessional experience of the same spiritual event, with Christ substituting for the Son of Man.

Segal, in considering how this central feature of Paul’s life has often been ignored or downplayed among scholars, notes that the “scholarly reticence to ascribe spiritual experience to Paul may be rooted in theological embarrassment with the nonrational aspects” of the human person.
 An implicit corollary is the scholarly hesitation to place the “converted” Paul where he belongs, among the apocalyptic advocates for God’s inbreaking judgment on the imperial order and its collaborators in Jerusalem. Segal acknowledges that “[e]cstatic religion represents a peripheral strategy in first-century Judaism; it was an oblique attack against established order",
 but doesn’t draw out the anti-imperial implications.
That task has been initiated by Neil Elliott, Richard Horsley and others cited above. Both Elliott and Horsley begin from the same premise as Segal: that Paul’s conversion was a thoroughly apocalyptic one. They then pick up where Segal left off, connecting Paul to the hopes and expectations of Israelites who had been marginalized because of their experience of a God whose reign stands over and against all human systems of dominating power. Horsley writes, 
the apocalyptic visionaries were able critically to demystify the pretensions and practices of the dominant imperial regime…[and] they insisted on the integrity and independence of their own society and its traditional way of life, over against attempts by the imperial regime to impose a dominant metropolitan culture and/or politics. …were able, through their revelations, creatively to envision a future for their society in freedom and justice beyond their present oppression under imperial rulers and/or their local client rulers.
He then links this with Paul:

…the fundamental counterimperial agenda of Judean apocalyptic literature—martyr death and vindication, renewal of the people and divine judgment of imperial rulers—appear as the underlying structuring components of Paul’s arguments

Elliott explains that, as a Pharisee,
 Paul was already committed to an apocalyptic worldview. As we saw earlier, the Pharisees, in contrast to the Sadducees and other members of the Jerusalem aristocracy, had taken up the book of Daniel and its hope in bodily resurrection.
 That perspective explained the brute fact of Roman rule as something allowed by God for a time for the sake of Israel’s repentance, until God’s judgment swept it away. Elliott writes that, before his conversion,
Paul heard in the proclamation of the crucified messiah an apocalyptic announcement and htus a direct challenge to Rome. If one crucified by Rome had been vindicated by God—vindicated by being raised from the dead already—then the ‘time given to Rome’ was at hand. The proclamation of the crucified was a declaration that the changing of the ages was at hand.
The logic of the message would have been immediately clear. But Paul disagreed with its content, for reasons apparent enough to anyone with eyes to see: Pilate’s vicious policies continued undisturbed…

So the messianists were not only wrong about what time it was; they were dangerously wrong…they threatened to provoke further violence from the Romans, thus aggravating Israel’s misery…

Paul’s apocalyptic encounter with the Risen Christ utterly reversed this logic. Elliott continues: “in the cross Paul saw his own willingness to ‘sacrifice’ Jesus…to the violence of Rome, in order that the whole nation be ‘saved’ from that violence.”
 In this, he thought precisely like the Sanhedrin portrayed in John’s gospel, articulated in Caiaphas’ infamous pronouncement of the need for a scapegoat. 
Paul tells the Galatians that, following his world-shattering experience, he “did not confer with any human being, nor did I go up to Jerusalem to those who were already apostles before me, but I went away at once into Arabia, and afterwards I returned to Damascus” (Gal 1.16-17). Only after three years did he make a brief, two-week visit to Jerusalem, and did not return again for another fourteen years. The decision to avoid Jerusalem underscores what becomes clear throughout his letters: that the heart of the meaning of what God had done in and through the death and resurrection of Jesus was the final fulfillment of God’s ancient plan to bring forth a people through whom God’s blessing would become available for all peoples. As NT Wright has argued, Paul’s “gospel,” flowing out of his conversion and ongoing life “in Christ,” expresses the “climax of the covenant.”
 His conversion meant that the long-awaited “end of exile” had finally taken place, and that the power of empire had been definitively broken. As we hear him say passionately to the church in Corinth: 
"At an acceptable time (Gk, kairō dektō, following LXX)  I have listened to you, and on a day of salvation I have helped you” (Isa 49.8). Behold! Now is the truly acceptable time (Gk, kairos euprosdektos); Behold! Now is the day of salvation! (2 Cor 6.2)

The Isaiah passage which Paul declares to be fulfilled continues with an exuberant description of the joyous celebration that is to break out amidst the movement out of Babylon and back home.
 Paul’s conversion leads him to write the final chapter in the story of God’s journey with Israel, a chapter which reveals a tremendous “twist” in the narrative logic as Paul had previously understood it. Wright suggests that Paul’s note of a long sojourn in Arabia and return to Damascus may be meant to invoke his shift in self-understanding from embodying Elijah’s righteous “zeal” and violence to following Jesus in the role of Isaiah’s Suffering Servant.
 Whatever scriptural echoes may be heard in Galatians 1.13-17, it is abundantly clear that Paul’s conversion meant the movement from persecutor to persecuted; from one who seeks to destroy one’s enemies to one who seeks to love them (e.g., Rom 12.14-21). It moved him to a life of fearless and ceaseless effort, under the most brutal and harrowing of circumstances, oriented completely around a single goal: the announcement of God’s victory and the incarnation of new, inclusive communities that would embody that Good News.
Forming and nurturing communities of the “called out” (ekklēsiai)

Paul refers to these communities “in Christ” as ekklēsiai, literally meaning “[the] called out.” Only Matthew among the evangelists has Jesus used this term.
 Apart from Acts and Revelation 2-3, Paul’s uses the term 62 of the remaining 72 times in the New Testament. It has a double resonance for Paul. On the one hand, it refers to the “assembly of YHWH “ or “of Israel” named in Deuteronomy (but not elsewhere in the Pentateuch).
 On the other hand, it was the term used by the Greeks to refer to the “assembly” of ancient Athens that gathered as the demos to do the city’s work.

Both of these ancient echoes can be heard in Paul’s usage, but the meaning is also radically transformed as Paul applies it to the communities “in Christ” which God forms through his parental care and nurture exercised through Paul. That is, the vocation of the “churches” is both to be the “Israel” of “the new age” inaugurated by the death and resurrection of the Messiah, Jesus, and to be the assembly of those “called out” from the Roman Empire, as Israel was called out from Egypt and Babylon. Careful studies of Paul reveal how clearly Paul sees these new communities taking up where “Israel in the flesh” left off. 
At the risk of redundancy, it is crucial that one hears clearly what Paul is not doing. He is not denouncing and replacing “Judaism” with “Christianity.” He is not taking the concrete and specific provisions of the torah and “spiritualizing” them so that faithfulness is no longer about the stuff of daily life. He is not replacing a “torah of works” in which one “earns” God’s approval with a “gospel of grace” in which God’s approval is a gift.  All of these historical misunderstandings have been systematically refuted in light of the thorough Jewishness which Paul retained to the end of his life.
 Rather, he is serving as an “angelic” herald of the Good News of the God of Israel: the reign of sin and death, and the succession of empires in which that reign is embodied in “flesh,” has been definitively broken by the power of God revealed through the death and resurrection of Jesus, the Messiah, Son of God, and true Lord of all. The vocation of the ekklēsiai is to continue to bear witness to this Good News as “light to the nations” through their own embodiment of a radically different way, that of God’s peace, justice and love. 
Paul’s sense of participation in these ekklēsiai shares John’s gospel’s sense of what I called earlier “realized apocalyptic.” That is, the churches are the earthly embodiment of the reality on “the other side of the veil” where God reigns. One clear example of this is Paul’s frequent designation of church members as hagioi, i.e., “saints” or “holy ones.”
 In the LXX, hagioi is regularly used to refer to the heavenly beings that accompany YHWH, e.g., Ps 88.6-8 (Eng. 89.5-7): 
Let the heavens praise your wonders, O YHWH, 
your faithfulness in the assembly of the holy ones.
For who in the skies can be compared to YHWH? 
Who among the heavenly beings is like YHWH,
a God feared in the council of the holy ones, 
great and awesome above all that are around him?

The hagioi are central to Daniel’s vision of the reign of the Human One that follows after the destruction of the final beast: “the holy ones of the Most High shall receive the kingdom and possess the kingdom forever--forever and ever” (Dan 7.18). For Daniel, the hagioi are the heavenly counterpart of the maskilim, the “wise” who stand firm in the face of the onslaught of the beasts. This sense continues in the Enoch Parables, where the hagioi “who dwell in the heights of heaven” intercede to the Lord of Spirits on behalf of the “righteous and holy and elect” on earth (47.2-48.1). As noted, for Paul, Parables’ vision has become reality in and through Christ, and so the people who are now “in Christ” are themselves both “the righteous” and the “holy ones.” 
This is not a judgment on their moral qualities, as one might hear in the later sense of being “a saint.”
 Rather, it is an expression of the vocation of those who have “come out” from empire and committed, through baptism, to participate in the death and resurrection of the One who is now exalted above all else as “Lord.”

To strengthen this vocational sense, Paul wrote occasional letters to the ekklēsiai. He knows, from his own experience, the ongoing challenge of living against empire in a public way. His criticism of Israel’s failure to do this is no more “anti-Jewish” than was that of the great prophets of antiquity. Walter Brueggemann presented the now classic expression of the ongoing prophetic function as both “critical” and “energizing.”
 Paul was certainly critical of Israel’s failures, as he was critical of the failures of the ekklēsiai, as we hear so strongly stated in First Corinthians. But he also pulled out all the stops to speak in a way that was not mere rhetoric or “persuasive words of wisdom” but rather, a “demonstration of spirit and power” (1 Cor 2.4). It is this Spirit of God, as he says, which “energizes”
 the various gifts given to the “holy ones” to carry out their vocation.
It is this Spirit, embodied in the baptized through the resurrection of Jesus, which enables the “veil” over Scripture to be removed so as to hear its true meaning and purpose (2 Cor 3, esp. vv. 13-18). It is the same reality that was revealed on the Emmaus Road in Luke 24. It remains the key, more than any possible merely scholarly “insight,” to understanding the truth embedded in the biblical narrative. Only through the energizing, empowering, clarifying presence of God’s Spirit can even the most brilliant mind have “ears to hear” the apocalyptic Word. Paul continued to live by this power throughout his life, and committed every ounce of his energy to guiding others to this liberating encounter with the Risen Lord. 
Paul’s Gospel of the Victory of the Creator God over the gods of empire

The introduction to this section on Paul noted the outburst of scholarship in recent years which has shown how specific aspects of the Roman imperial order are echoed, only to be denounced, in Paul’s letters. What has not been addressed as fully is how Paul’s “gospel” takes sides with the Hebrew Scriptures’ “religion of creation” and against its “religion of empire.” Many of the traditional Pauline themes, heard through the perspective established throughout this book, come together as part of Paul’s consistent understanding of how Jesus’ death and resurrection bring the long biblical battle to a definitive conclusion. The discussion here can only suggest possibilities for closer engagement with Paul’s writings. 
One of the most misunderstood of Paul’s messages is the one first challenged by Stendahl, the supposed antithesis between “law” and “gospel” understood as the contrast between “justification by works” and “by faith.” No one has done more than NT Wright in revealing what Paul was actually talking about in Romans and Galatians when he makes these contrasts.
 It is not an abstract doctrine about how a person is “made right” (i.e., “justified”) by God, but rather, a redefinition of how one knows that a person is, right now, is one of God’s people. Key to Wright’s conclusion is his interpretation of the Greek term, pistis Christou,
 “not to human faith in the Messiah but to the faithfulness of the Messiah…to the divine plan for Israel.”

Paul’s understanding of the “divine plan for Israel” fulfilled in and through the death and resurrection of Jesus can be seen throughout his writings. It is nothing other than the Story which begins in Genesis and continues through Isaiah in the texts of the “religion of creation” we’ve been exploring. At each opportunity, Paul pounds home his passionate conviction that the apocalyptic event lifts the veil on Scripture and reveals once and for all time the true nature of Israel’s God and of God’s salvation. 
Paul turns to Genesis again and again as his foundational source. In Galatians 3 and Romans 4, Abraham is Paul’s faith hero. Paul twice quotes Genesis 15.6: "Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness." The immediate issue is the role of circumcision, a ritual which only comes to be in Genesis 17. 
Three aspects of Paul’s decision to ground his argument in Gen 15.6 are important. First, Abraham’s trust in YHWH comes before the initial covenant by which YHWH promises the land of Canaan as the specific expression of the earlier promise at Gen 13.15. In fact, it comes even before the description at Gen 15.18-21 where the land is specified as extending “from the river of Egypt to the Great River, the River Euphrates” and including the land of ten peoples already in the land of Canaan. Most discussions highlight Abraham’s pre-circumcision trust, but take little notice of the land question. 
Second, Abraham is neither “Israelite” nor “Jew,” but is rather, a Babylonian called out of empire. Thus, his trust in YHWH stands for all those caught up within empire who trust in the interior Voice of the Creator God rather than the exterior mandates of “divine” kings. This establishes the primal basis for Paul’s mission to the Gentiles to become part of the newly redefined communities of the “called out.” 
Finally, and what is usually the focus of commentators, Abraham’s trust in YHWH precedes the giving of the torah (law) through Moses on Mt. Sinai. What Paul so adamantly objects to in claiming torah obedience as the basis for the recognition of one’s membership in the people of God isn’t that it is “legalistic.” Rather, in continuity with earlier apocalyptic visionaries such as the authors of 1 Enoch, Paul sees how torah has become an instrument for collaboration between the Jerusalem Temple elite and the series of empires which have dominated God’s people since the time of Babylon. In other words, he roots his radical, anti-imperial gospel in the Scriptural narrative at the beginning of YHWH’s call to “come out.” It is Abraham’s trust in this call that establishes his right relationship with the Creator God, and launches the journey into a Promised Land free from imperial domination under the lordship of YHWH alone. He thereby becomes the paradigm for those throughout the ages who hear this Word and do it. 
That the battle over torah is part of the battle against empire can be seen in another attempt to call upon Abraham’s faith, that of the defender of the torah-empire state, Ben Sirach. In his litany of “praise [of] famous men” in Sir 44-50, he recalls Abraham as one who “kept the law of the Most High, and was taken into covenant with him” (Sir 44.20).
 That is, Sirach reverses the Genesis text to suggest that Abraham was already a faithful torah adherent! Paul, unlike Sirach, takes the Genesis text on its own terms to underscore YHWH’s original call out of empire, audible by anyone anywhere who yearned to live in accordance with the ways of the Creator. 
Romans emphasizes throughout the interconnectedness between the sinful oppressiveness of human empires and the effects on creation itself. The first chapter of Paul’s letter contrasts the truth of the order of the Creator God with “the lie” of empire.
 Romans 1.20-25 presents a powerful, concise summary of this contrast: 
Ever since the creation (Gk, ktiseōs) of the world his eternal power and divine nature, invisible though they are, have been understood and seen through the things he has made. So they are without excuse; for though they knew God, they did not honor him as God or give thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their senseless minds were darkened. Claiming to be wise, they became fools; and they exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling a mortal human being or birds or four-footed animals or reptiles. Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, to the degrading of their bodies among themselves, because they exchanged the truth about God for the lie (Gk, tō pseudei) and worshiped and served the creation (Gk, te ktisei)  rather than the Creator, who is to be praised forever! Amen.

It is because of this “exchange of the truth about God for the lie” that the creation itself has been “in bondage” to empire. Creation’s hope is that the “revealing (Gk, apokalupsin) of the children of God” will “set free” creation, which “has been groaning in labor pains until now” along with the children of God (Rom 8.19-23). In other words, it is the embodiment of the Creator’s ways among the followers of Jesus that will put empire to an end and restore creation to its original, sacred state. Paul’s gospel is thus deeply ecological, linking creation’s rebirth with humanity’s. 
Paul, of course, understands the apocalyptic “birth pangs”
 to be an expression of the death and resurrection of Jesus, which begins the process of undermining empire and revealing the Creator God’s eternal reign. As he tells the Corinthian church: “Therefore, if someone in Christ: new creation!” (2 Cor 5.17)
 This “new creation” means that those “in Christ” are to live the Gospel of the Creator God in resistance to the way of the gods of empire, including the aspects of religious manifestations of Israel’s historic understanding that Paul now can see clearly conflict with that Gospel. As he says to the ekklēsia in Rome: “Do not be conformed to this world, but be transformed by the renewing of your minds, so that you may discern what is the will of God--what is good and acceptable and mature
” (Rom 12.2). 
What follows this exhortation is a litany of commands that individually and collectively reveal what this Gospel is to look like in practice. Christians are to see and experience one another as “one body in Christ,” using their gifts “according to the grace given” for the sake of the life of the entire ekklēsia (cf. 1 Cor 12, 14). Many commentators have noted how this image, in Romans and in First Corinthians, is designed to undermine the prevailing Stoic “fable of the body.” As Halvor Moxnes writes, “the purpose of the fable was to make the plebians repent and to realize that strife was dangerous to all. Thus, the fable was used by the most powerful group with the aim of restoring harmony."
 Paul’s use, in contrast, exhorts each member of the community to “love one another with mutual affection; in regard to honor prefer the others to yourselves.”
 (Rom 12.10). Such a practice would undermine the hierarchical order upon which the Roman Empire was grounded.
Paul continues with admonitions which resonate with Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount: “Bless those who persecute you…do not repay anyone evil for evil…never avenge yourselves…if your enemies are hungry, feed them…” (Rom 12.14, 17, 19, 20). In other words, Paul’s Gospel is far from some “Gnostic redeemer myth” presenting a Christ far removed from the one revealed in the Gospels, but is of a piece with them. Of course, writing as he is to largely urban audiences, his metaphors often differ from the earthy imagery of Jesus as he is portrayed moving through Palestinian towns and villages. But the anti-imperial way of life into which he forms his ekklēsiai is identical to that of Jesus’ own teachings. 
One important difference, of course, is that Jesus is shown anticipating his death and resurrection, while Paul lives in that apocalyptic reality. This enables him to speak of God’s victory as an act which puts Jesus Christ in a position of power and authority “above every name” (Phil 2.9). He is, in direct opposition to the imperial claims for the emperor, the true Lord at whose name “every knee should bend, in heaven and on earth and under the earth” (Phil 2.10). Peter Oakes writes, 
If Christ has replaced the Emperor as the world's decisive power then we are no longer in the established Graeco-Roman social world. Instead of a world under the high-status man, whose Roman Empire has commanded the hardening of an already stratified Mediterranean society into stone, the world is under a new lord…one's position in Roman society is not a safe basis for confidence since Roman society is now no longer the social order commanded by one who rules.

Each element of the Philippians “hymn” (Phi. 2.6-11) presents a form of lordship that completely overturns imperial notions of authority.
 Paul offers it to the ekklēsia at Philippi, as he does all his “theology,” to provide a model for their own lives: “Let the same mind be in you that was in Christ Jesus” (Phil 2.5). It is a “mind” that is completely aligned in obedience to the Creator God, and not to any human authority or source of wisdom. 
The antithesis between God’s wisdom and various prevailing forms of human “wisdom” is a key theme in Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians. Yet again, Paul’s message offers an apocalyptic contrast to both Jewish and Greek “wisdom.” His purpose is not simply to trump competing worldviews, but to gauge them by the one criterion that matters to him: the death and resurrection of Jesus. He claims that “none of the rulers of this age understood” the reality of God’s wisdom, proven by their crucifixion of “the Lord of glory” (1 Cor 2.8). The opening chapters of First Corinthians relentlessly pound home this contrast, to set up Paul’s series of pastoral responses to their ongoing embodiment of patronage status-seeking rather than the Gospel he has taught them. 
In so doing, he reveals his alignment with the radical, anti-temple faction of Jewish thought that we have explored. For example, he tells them that “you are God’s temple,” a subversive thing to write in the 50s, more than a decade before the Jerusalem Temple’s destruction. His recognition of the radicality of his statement can be heard in his words which follow: “If anyone destroys God's temple, God will destroy that person. For God's temple is holy, and you are that temple” (1 Cor 3.16, 17). Paul knows well that the Jerusalem Temple was the centerpiece of the dominant Jewish religion. Yet his Gospel, consistent with 1 Enoch (and the New Testament gospels), replaces the building with the human ekklēsia. 
Paul’s anti-Jerusalem Temple stance is all the more radical given his perspective that his Gospel of the “end of exile” is the fulfillment of the hopes expressed in Second Isaiah and means the inclusion of the Gentiles among God’s people. Consider, for example, this passage from Romans 10.11-16:
The scripture [Isa 28.16] says, "No one who believes in him will be put to shame." For there is no distinction between Jew and Greek [as Gal 3.28; Col .311]; the same Lord is Lord of all and is generous to all who call on him. For, "Everyone who calls on the name of the Lord shall be saved." But how are they to call on one in whom they have not believed? And how are they to believe in one of whom they have never heard? And how are they to hear without someone to proclaim him? And how are they to proclaim him unless they are sent? As it is written [Isa 52.7], "How beautiful are the feet of those who bring good news [Gk, euangelizomenōn, making the LXX’s singular plural], !" But not all have obeyed the good news; for Isaiah says [Isa 53.1], "Lord, who has believed our message?"

In 10.17-21, Paul continues with quotes from Psalm 19.4 and Deuteronomy 32.21, completing his argument with Isaiah 65.1-2. Paul interweaves these texts as part of his explanation to the ekklēsia in Rome of why Israel has not been rejected by God, but is being made “jealous” by the Word’s proclamation to the Gentiles. In the course of his argument, we see how he moves steadily through Isaiah.
 The specific reference to Isa 52.7 continues, however: “…who announces salvation, who says to Zion, "Your God reigns." As we saw in Chapter 15, Second Isaiah’s call out of Babylonian Exile exhorts its audience to participate in the restoration of Jerusalem and the Temple. Paul’s quote specifically omits this reference and those in Isaiah’s following verses to Zion/Jerusalem. This can hardly be an accident, given his quotation in his own next verse of Isaiah 53.1, just eight verses down from 52.7.
 
Paul’s use of Isaiah 53.1 links him with other Second Temple writers, just as Daniel and the New Testament evangelists, who interpreted God’s response to the overwhelming injustice of empire in terms of the Suffering Servant. Paul not only sees this in the radical reversal revealed in Jesus’ death and resurrection, but also sees himself—and all other Christians—as called to continue to embody this stance until empire’s defeat is completed. As we noted above, he has “converted” from the tradition of “zeal” manifested in “sacred violence” against enemies to that of suffering service, manifested in love of enemies. As he tells the Corinthian ekklēsia, “Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ” (1 Cor 11.1). This admonition comes at the conclusion of his criticism of the Corinthians for seeking to parade their “freedom” as yet another occasion to gain status advantages over others. Rather, he tells them, “Let no one seek for themselves, but for the other” (1 Cor 10.24). To imitate Paul who imitates Christ is to become servants to one another, willing to face rejection and persecution in the Roman world. As Isaiah’s Servant and Jesus Christ were mocked by the upholders of imperial religion, so will all who choose to walk in the ways of the Creator God. 
Of course, for Paul, the essence of this is expressed in the oft-abused word, love. Together, Paul uses the verb agapaō and the noun agapē nearly one hundred times.
 It is the glue which holds together the God-given gifts and manifestations of the Spirit found with the ekklēsia (1 Cor 12-14). As he says to the Galatians, in a close echo to the synoptic Jesus: “the whole law is summed up in a single commandment, ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself’” (Gal 5.14). It is this individual and communal indwelling love of God that enables the ekklēsiai to live in radical opposition to the competitive, self-seeking that characterizes the imperial way. 
Our discussion of Paul’s proclamation of an anti-imperial gospel, in continuity with the Genesis, prophetic and apocalyptic traditions of Israel, would not be complete if we did not at least acknowledge the existence of texts which have been cited as proof of Paul’s collaboration with, rather than resistance to, the structures of imperial society. One is Romans 13 and the other is the set of so-called “household codes” calling for familial submission to patriarchal authority (Col 3.18-22; Eph 5.22-6.9). 
Perhaps by listening to Paul in the order presented here rather than starting with Romans 13 as many do, we can hear that Romans 13’s call for submission “to the governing authorities” is an anomaly rather than the heart of Paul’s message. The passage has provoked a huge volume of commentary, perhaps revealing as much about the predispositions of interpreters as about Paul’s actual intention.
 We cannot engage Paul’s overall theology of “the Powers”
 nor the specific details of the cultural and narrative contexts of Romans 13. We can say, though, that whatever Paul meant to convey to the Christians at Rome in the 50s, it was not a general principle of subservience to imperial authority. How would such a conclusion explain Paul’s own repeated resistance to Rome which led him to imprisonments, beatings and likely eventual execution? Furthermore, we’ve seen how Paul’s letters regularly insist on attributing to Jesus titles and authority which his audience would certainly have heard as “plagiarized” from Roman sources. Finally, we have explored how thoroughly Paul’s Gospel instilled a worldview and way of life that would have been the opposite of “normal” attitudes and behavior.
 The most likely explanation of Romans 13 is that it was a message addressed to specific concerns of Roman Christians under Nero. That Paul never says anything like this to any of the other ekklēsiai is further evidence that it did not form a plank in his theological foundation.
The “household codes” in Colossians and Ephesians raise similar questions. Many have assumed that these letters do not express the mind of Paul, but rather, someone later seeking to begin the process of conforming Christian behavior to that of the Roman social order.
 Others have attempted to play down what to our relatively gender-emancipated ears sounds like blatant sexism into “love patriarchalism.”
 Thomas Yoder Neufeld has highlighted Ephesians’ sense of “mutual subordination to Christ” between husbands and wives that reorients the issue away from a one-way sense of domination and submission.
 
Whether one can explain either letter’s household code as consistent with Paul’s otherwise radical sense of gender equality or must suggest a “reversion” or retreat from this radicality may be again be putting too much weight on two brief texts amidst Paul’s much wider message. It may simply be that socially generated gender roles had yet appeared to Paul as clearly to be functions of imperial structures of domination as they came to be seen later. But before we criticize Paul for “blindness,” we must note how relatively recently our society has grappled with such long-established social roles and assumptions. It is unfair to expect that Paul, working in relative isolation, without the benefit of either generations of thoughtful and prayerful reflection or many “mature” companions in faith, could foresee every counter-imperial implication of his own Gospel. It is perhaps ironic that letters written to address specific situations set in time and space have been held up both positively and negatively in the “culture wars” in our own time. I imagine that Paul would have more confidence than commentators sometimes do in the power of the Holy Spirit, present and active in love-based Christian communities throughout the ages, to guide people in such decisions beyond arguing endlessly over details of Paul’s rhetoric and grammar. 
The larger pattern of Paul’s writings and personal witness is clear, even if these few passages may seem to muddy the waters. Paul was proposing no Gnostic redeemer myth nor a new religion divorced from his Jewish roots. Rather, he was seeking to articulate and to embody what he understood to be an apocalyptic fulfillment of the core biblical message and of the long course of salvation history. The Exile had not truly ended with the coming of the Persians and the building of the second Jerusalem Temple. Rather, it was the powerful act of Israel’s God in the resurrection of Jesus which overturned an apparent imperial victory and turned it into the final victory of the Creator God’s love for all of creation.
Chapter Twenty Six: “Come Out My People”: The Book of Revelation
Commentators who resist the anti-imperial thrust of the New Testament generally acknowledge that the book of Revelation expresses a vehement and urgent call to Christians to separate themselves from the seductive and beastly nature of the Roman Empire.
 However, what many still seem to miss is that for John of Patmos, the seer whose apocalyptic vision is presented in the text, Rome is simply the then-current manifestation of the empire itself.
 His vision calls his audience in the ekklēsiai of the province of Asia not to avoid Roman influence because there is something unusually demonic about this particular empire. Rather, its constant echoes of the texts of the religion of creation reveals the deeper truth: the Roman Empire is one expression among many over the ages of “the great city,” a biblical phrase referring to the social, political and economic manifestation of a human system of power apart from the presence and guidance of the Creator God. 
One of the great challenges to many readers today in hearing Revelation’s radical call to God’s people to “come out” of empire is the popular culture “noise” generated by the plethora of “end of the world” or “prophecy” readings not only of Revelation but of the Bible generally.
 Such efforts do not take seriously the specific cultural contexts of ancient writings. Further, they utterly misread the purpose and function of apocalyptic literature over the centuries. As we have seen, these texts are neither predicting “the end of the world” in the sense of the demise of the space-time continuum, nor are they expressing literal descriptions of events. Apocalyptic literature, from the Enoch tradition through Revelation, expresses a “God’s eye” perspective on events “on the ground.” This view from “the other side of the veil” is intended to encourage resistance (Greek, hupomenē)
 to empire and full trust in the reality of the Creator God’s powerful reign.
Earlier apocalyptic texts such as 1 Enoch and Daniel offered visions of God’s victory over imperial evil confined to the “heavenly” side of the veil. They inculcated trust in the God whose judgment would bring an end to empire, but did not envision a specific context in which this judgment would become manifest. With New Testament apocalyptic, however, as we’ve already seen in Paul, this promise has become reality in the death and resurrection of Jesus. John of Patmos’ vision reveals how this tangible event has both brought the entire biblical Story to its conclusion and generated, in and through the ekklēsiai, “a kingdom and priests serving our God, and they will reign on earth” (Rev 5.10; cf. Rom 5.17). 
Another struggle many have with Revelation is what appears to be a reversion to the God of violent “holy war” against God’s enemies, after Jesus had taught and practiced love of enemies. John’s vision is undeniably drenched in blood. God’s victory over empire does not, in the short term, mean the conclusion of the violence perpetrated throughout the ages by the imperial “beasts.” Key to understanding Revelation’s portrayal of destruction and violence is its repeated representation of Jesus as the Lamb.
 
The first time we hear Jesus as “Lamb” reveals how John of Patmos understands the relationship between “the two religions.” The narrative context is John standing within the heavenly throne room as he sees a sealed scroll in the “right hand of the One on the throne.” A fruitless search is made for one “worthy to open the scroll and break its seals,” leading John to weep bitterly. However, one of the heavenly elders tells him, "Do not weep. See, the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David, has conquered, so that he can open the scroll and its seven seals” (Rev 5.5). But when John looks he sees not a Lion but “a Lamb standing as if it had been slaughtered”. What John hears expresses the biblical religion of empire, anticipating a warrior messiah to win God’s victory. When he actually looks, though, he sees the reality: a Lamb whose own death and resurrection embodies God’s victory.
 
We see this again in Rev 7, where John hears that those sealed as God’s servants are twelve thousand from each of the twelve tribes of Israel. This expresses the ethnically exclusive perspective of the Jerusalem elite and its supporters. But when John looks, he sees “a great crowd that no one could count, from every nation, from all tribes and peoples and languages” (7.4-9). The reality is not of a restored ethnic Israel, but of a multicultural, multinational, multilinguistic multitude!
 This vision follows from that of Third Isaiah and 1 Enoch, where inclusion among God’s people was grounded not in ancestry but in obedience to the Creator God.  The religion of creation again is portrayed as triumphant over the religion of empire. 
John’s apocalyptic vision of God’s defeat of empire through the victory of the Lamb presents a “plot” which unfolds with the story of the two scrolls. The first of these scrolls, as we’ve seen, is in the hand of God and is sealed with seven seals. Only the crucified and risen Lamb is “worthy” to penetrate the mystery of the scroll, which is the Word of God. What so often leads readers astray is the equation of what emerges from the Lamb’s breaking of the seals with divine actions. The images of the “four horsemen” reveal, however, not God’s actions, but the imperial lies that prevent God’s Word from being heard and known by the “inhabitants of the earth.”
 The key to the imagery and thus, to understanding the violence portrayed, is to recognize that the seals are not the scroll. The seals express various ways in which empire generally, and the Roman Empire in particular, cast a “shroud” over the peoples within its influence.
 
Table 23: The Seals on the First Scroll

	Image
	Meaning in Roman Empire
	What is revealed

	White horse, with mounted archer, conquering
	Parthian army, outside the eastern imperial boundary
	Empire does not control all the earth.

	Red horse, permitted to “take peace from the earth” so that people “slaughter one another” with “a great sword” (Gk, machaira)
	Civil war and capital punishment against those resist imperial authority
	Imperial peace is constantly threatened by and threatening violence.

	Black horse with scales, and the cry, "A quart of wheat for a day's pay (denarius), and three quarts of barley for a day's pay, but do no injustice to the olive oil and the wine!"
	Huge agricultural estates (latifundia) run by the elite for profit are in competition with the needs of Rome to provide basic food to the hungry masses
	Imperial economics cannot provide abundance for all.

	Pale green horse, ridden by Death and Hades, with power of sword, famine, and pestilence, and beasts of the earth.
	The constant state of violence and suffering that makes up daily imperial life for most people
	God’s judgment against empire.


Thus, the violence that is unveiled is that of empire, not God. Jesus’ death and resurrection reveal the lies of imperial propaganda for what they are.
The scroll itself is revealed to contain a series of seven “trumpet plagues.” Each and every detail of John’s imagery takes up elements of Hebrew Scripture. There is indeed much violence in this part of the vision, and, as the “contents “of the scroll, we cannot write it off as the violence of empire. Key here is how the story of the trumpets ends in Rev 9.20-21:
The rest of humankind, who were not killed by these plagues:
Did not repent of the works of their hands or give up worshiping demons and idols of gold and silver and bronze and stone and wood, which cannot see or hear or walk. 
And they did not repent of their murders or their sorceries (Gk, pharmakōn) or their fornication (Gk, porneia) or their thefts.
The parallel phrasing underscores John’s message: the outward worship of “the works of their hands” expresses the religious legitimation of the acts of empire. Each of the four actions is shown to be a basic component of how empires work: violence, illusion/propaganda, unholy “intercourse” among the elite and economic exploitation of the provinces. The pattern extends all the way back to the beginning in ancient Babylon. 
And yet, the passage ends with the failure of repentance. All of God’s threats and plagues did not end the imperial pattern that dominates history. This leads immediately in Rev 10 to a second scroll. This one is open and is given to John to “eat.” It reveals another road to repentance, as narrated in chapter 11 with the story of the “two witnesses.” They offer prophetic testimony “in the street of the great city,” but the “inhabitants of the earth,” embodying the “beast from the abyss,” rise up to kill them and then celebrate their deaths. But the story does not end there: the “breath of life from God entered them and they stood on their feet…” (11.11). This re-creation (echoing Gen 2.7) leads some of the celebrants to “give glory to the God of heaven.” 
What we have in the two scrolls is the story of the “two religions.” In the first scroll, divine threats of violence fail to bring people to repentance (metanoia), the “different mind” that leads people to “come out” of empire to live in God’s eternal reign. The second scroll tells the counter-story of the prophetic Suffering Servant, those who accept violence rather than inflicting it, who speak God’s truth fearlessly regardless of consequences, trusting in the God of Life to triumph over death, as God did in the resurrection of Jesus the Lamb. 
What is initially shocking, however, is the series of historical names given to “the Great City.” We recall that the “Great City” first appeared in Genesis 10, built by Nimrod, first warrior-king to face-off against YHWH in the battle for authority and allegiance.
 In Rev 11.8, John was told that the “Great City” was “called in the spirit (Gk, pneumatikos) Sodom and Egypt, where also their Lord was crucified.” As GK Beale notes, this “"shows that the city is not to be understood in a literal, earthly manner, but figuratively through spiritual eyes … The city is …any ungodly spiritual realm on earth."
 Its equation not only with traditional Israelite enemies such as Sodom and Egypt is to be expected, but the “twist” is that the angel applies it to Jerusalem. Indeed, Jeremiah had done likewise: 
For thus says YHWH concerning the house of the king of Judah: You are like Gilead to me, like the summit of Lebanon; but I swear that I will make you a desert, an uninhabited city. I will prepare destroyers against you, all with their weapons; they shall cut down your choicest cedars and cast them into the fire. And many nations will pass by this city, and all of them will say one to another, "Why has YHWH dealt in this way with that great city?"   And they will answer, "Because they abandoned the covenant of YHWH their God, and worshiped other gods and served them." (Jer 22.6-9)
In other words, when Jerusalem and Judah’s royal elite practice the religion of empire, YHWH will treat them the same as any other empire doomed to fall. John’s vision, consistent with the apocalyptic condemnation of Jerusalem in the synoptic gospels, plays no favorites in either direction. Condemnation is not limited to gentile empires, nor is salvation limited to ethnic Israel. All the “inhabitants of the earth” will be judged equally unless, in Paul’s words to the ekklēsia at Philippi, they find their “citizenship in heaven” (Phil 3.20). 
John’s understanding of these opposing futures is seen powerfully in the portraits of the fallen “whore,” the “great city” Babylon and the emerging “bride,” the “holy city” New Jerusalem (Rev 17-18; 21-22). The Bible and related literature contain no more stark and clear contrast between the embodiments and fates of the “two religions” than in John’s picture. Babylon-as-empire is seductress and beast, with whom the “kings of the earth” “fornicate” (Gk, porneia, Rev 18.3). It is built on violence, economic exploitation and lies, and collapses of its own rotten foundation. New Jerusalem-as-God’s-kingdom is the bride of the Lamb. It is pure gift of God. It has no need for temple or an elitist priesthood, for the Creator God is its temple and its citizens are all priests (21.22; cf. 20.6). It is no ascetic cell, but radiates with the beauty and abundance of God’s creation. 
We are told at the beginning of Revelation that John is directed to address his written vision to seven ekklēsiai in the Roman province of Asia. What follows is no promise of pie-in-the-sky-when-you-die, but a spectacular expression of the reality, here and now, of what life in God’s reign looks and feels like to those who embrace it. The original recipients of the book were, like Daniel’s maskilim or 1 Enoch’s audiences, small communities of resistance that struggled to hold firm to the “eternal Gospel” (Rev 14.6) amidst the seductions and threats of the Roman Empire. The “reality” all around them was the Pax Romana, emanating from the “eternal city” which proclaimed the gospel of Caesar.
 It took​—and continues to take—courage and faith, in short, hupomenē, not to give up on the hope of an alternative, a more real “reality” than the one packaged and sold by empire’s marketing teams. Only by “coming out” further and further each day, moving steadily into life “in Christ,” New Jerusalem, God’s kingdom, can one truly know what is real, know who God is, and know how to live as joyous, loving members of God’s intimate family. 
Place diagram from Douglass, p. 151, here, as modified





New Testament Timeline





Table 17: Structure of Ezra-Nehemiah (according to Tamara Eskenazi)�


Decree to the community to build the house of God (Ezra 1.1-4)


The community builds the house of God according to the decree (Ezra1.5-Neh 7.72)


Introduction (Ezra 1.5-6)


First movement: the altar (Cyrus) and temple (Darius) built (Ezra 1.7-6.22)


Second movement: the community built (Artaxerxes) (Ezra 7.1-10.44) 


Third movement: "house of God" built by restoring walls (Artaxerxes) (Neh 1.1-7.5) 


Recapitulation: list of returnees (Neh 7.6-72)


The community celebrates the completion of the house of God according to Torah (Neh 8.1-13.31)�
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� Stulman, 297, as some others, sees Jer 37-44 as the Baruch Narrative with chapters 36 and 435 as “bookends.”


� For example, Jer 39.1-10 follow almost verbatim the narrative of 2 Kings 25.1-12; see also Jer 52.4-16. 


� Brueggemann (1998) 3, 5. 


� Stulman 299.


� The Hebrew text contains a three-way pun (via the roots, qr` and qr’) linking the words “read” and “cut” (the scroll) with “tear” of the garments, inviting readers to meditate on the relationship between the three acts. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 46.


� Cf. the secret meeting between Jesus and Nicodemus, John 3.


� Stulman 312.


� A theme that runs throughout John’s gospel as an expression of unwillingness to do what one knows is God’s will, 7.13; 9.22; 19.38; 20.19.


� See Part IV, chapter ___. 


� [add reference]


� See Jer 29.1ff; also, 51.59-64.


� See chapter ____, below. 


� Isa 42.6; 49.6; cf. 51.4; later, Matt 5.4; John 8.12; 9.5 adapt this role to apply to Jesus’ disciples, as discussed in chapter ___ below. 


� E.g., Jer 11.2-10; 22.8-9; 


� Compare, e.g., Jer 2.6 and 2.17-18.


� Thanks to Stuart Scadron-Wattles for this suggestion. 


� Odell 35-36. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 48. 


� Id 56.


� Id 67-68. See Ezek 44.20.


� See also Neh 11.1 and Chapter 16 below on the postexilic designation of Jerusalem as “holy city.” 


� See also Isa 31.3, where the same phrase is used about the Egyptians. 


� Callender 187 suggests “you have made your mind like the divine mind" (emphasis in original), which recalls Gen 3.22, “the ‘adam has become like one of us…” 


� The quoted phrase is repeated at 28.2, 6, linking the claim to divinity with economic power. Cf. Babylon at Rev 18.


� Callender 122, n. 276 notes that the “reference to trade and violence is considered by most critical scholars a later explanatory gloss.” However, this begs both the questions of “later when” and “who” would make this link between the portrayal of Tyre as the Primal Human and the practice of unjust and violent trade. Cf. the textual chain linking Nimrod as founder of Babylon with similar behavior, Gen 10.8-12; Hab 2; Rev 17-18. 


� Callender 87-135; 179-189.


� Compare the similar imagery drawn upon in the parable of the trees choosing one among themselves to reign over them as king, Judges 9.7-21, as well as the subversive overturning of this tradition in the parable of the mustard seed at Mark 4.31-32.


� Note the numerous parallels to Gen 2 in Ezek 31, including the mention of Eden, the “garden of God,” and the rivers which flow out from around the tree. 


� Odell 393.


� The brief book of Habakkuk shares in the divine condemnation of Babylon, using traditional prophetic imagery denouncing wealth and status gained by violence (Heb, hamas, six times), bloodshed (Heb, dam, three times) and economic injustice. However, it does not take up the more cosmic perspective of YHWH as Creator nor in its three chapters does it look toward a future restoration. 


� Scholars have long debated the relationship between parts and whole in the canonical book of Isaiah. It is clear to virtually all that the 66 chapters were written over a long period of time. Earlier form critics not only separated the book into three sections (“Isaiah”: chapters 1-39; “Second Isaiah”: chapters 40-55) and “Third Isaiah” (chapters 56-66), but further subdivided each section into numerous, smaller units. More recently, many scholars have begun to reread Isaiah as a unit, regardless of how and when the various parts were composed. I accept that Isa 40-55 is an exilic composition within the tradition of Isa 1-39 and that Isa 56-66 (see pp. ____ below) is a similar composition from the time of Persian restoration. However, Christopher Seitz (2004) shows convincingly the importance of interpreting “Second Isaiah” within the wider narrative of canonical Isaiah, especially for Christians. 


� Mk 1.3; Lk 3.4-6; Mt 3.3.


� Recall the discussion in Chapter 1 on the questions arising from the experience of exile. 


� Perdue (2008) 146.


� Cite sources.


� Isa 52.7; the LXX uses euangelizō for “good news,” a verb key to the New Testament’s proclamation of Jesus; see chapter ____.





� The Hebrew, b`l, is more literally translated “lord.”


� For a recent collection of helpful essays, see Janowski and Stuhlmacher. For a detailed comparison of the Masoretic (Hebrew) and Septuagint (Greek) versions, see Ekblad (1999). 


�Isa 40.9; 41.10, 13, 14; 43.1, 5; 44.2, 8; 51.7; 54.4. 


� Cf. Isa 51.2: “Look to Abraham your father and to Sarah who bore you; for he was but one when I called him, but I blessed him and made him many.”


� Seitz (2004) 126.


� Hermisson 36. 


� See Barre 20-21 for discussion of the interpretative options. 


� Hengel 97.


� Note the combined use of Hebrew radah, “rule,” (as in Gen 1.26, 28) and prk, “violence/harshness” (as in Ex 1.13-14, pharaoh). 


� Odell 423-425, noting that the title "shepherd" is used about Israel’s leaders only for David and Joshua, and then only for leading the people in and out of battle, e.g., 2 Sam 5.2; Num 24.17. cf. Jer 6.3; 12.10, interpreted by 22.22; 25.34; see also Zech 11 and Zech 10.3, which refers back to Ezekiel. The concern of Zechariah  "is thus not to purge Judah of corrupt leadership, but to restore self-rule."


� See, e.g., the discussion below about the role of Zadokite priests. 


� See, Ezek 40.46; 43.19; 44.15; 48.11.


� Blenkinsopp (1998) 41 suggests that the Zadokite passages are “probably interpolated” into the Ezekiel text. See the extensive discussion in Cook (1995), regarding the relationship between the wider Ezekiel trajectory and that of Ezek 44 in relation to the Zadokites; Cook notes “Ezekiel 44's positive presentation of the Zadokites represents a radically different view of them than that in Ezekiel” (204). 


� Cook (1995). Scholars have long sought to unravel the historical referents associated with these texts. For another view, see Boccaccini (2002).


� Fishbane (1985) 138-143.


� The concern of Isa 56, as shown below.


� This would run counter to Boccaccini’s view, which sees Ezekiel as the ancestor of “Zadokite Judaism” which he systematically contrasts with “Enochic Judaism.” This question will be addressed below in Chapter 17. 


� On Persian rule in general in the province of Yehud, see Grabbe (2004); also, Berquist (1995) and (2007). 


� Seow (2008) 193-199. 


� Id 199-217. 


� Grabbe (2004) 156-162.


� Id 274.


� Kessler (2002) 248 shows how the common interpretation of Hag 1.2 as a matter of reference to a “divinely appointment moment” misunderstands both the Hebrew wording and the way “such a prophetic text may be used to reconstruct an historical context". 


� Boda (2000-2001). 


� Known in Ezra-Nehemiah as “Jeshua.”


� Grabbe (2004) 147-148.


� Zechariah uses this cosmic-military term for God 53 times (of 286 times in the Hebrew Scriptures). 


� Boda (2005) 36-40; quote at 40. 


� Kessler (2007) 163. 


� Id 158-159.


� Id 165.


� Ancient Hebrew texts contained both Ezra and Nehemiah as a single book. Modern scholars have argued at great length that this unity was editorially forged from a variety of different, older texts; see, e.g., Grabbe (1998) 104-105. However, such approaches generally have created more problems then they’ve solved, including questions of chronology, authorship, historical accuracy and so forth. These problems demonstrate the futility of seeking to look “behind” the canonical texts for some earlier documents that might provide keys to the historical truth value of the narrative. Instead, this book largely follows Eskenazi’s (1988) narrative reading, at least insofar as it provides a clear, coherent interpretation of the combined book. See also Japhet (2003 and 2006) for a programmatic reconsideration of the chronology as a “periodization”: Ezra 1-6, “the story of the rebuilding of the temple,” and Ezra 7-Neh 13, the “combined Acts of Ezra and Nehemiah.” (2006 496).


� Japhet (2003) 80-81.


� Heb, miktav, used at Ex 32.16 and Deut 10.4 for the “tablets” of the Ten Commandments! Also, Isa 38.9 (Hezekiah); 2 Chr 21.12; 35.4; 36.22.


� As far as I have determined, Ezra-Nehemiah is never quoted nor referred to anywhere in the New Testament. Neither main character is ever referenced outside the combined book in another canonical text, although “Ezra” becomes the personification of a revelatory message in New Testament times; for an overview of the “Ezra tradition, see Kratz. 


� Japhet (2006) 502-503; see also (1994) 208-216.


� Id 503-504.


� The repetition of terms makes the point unavoidable. In Ezra-Nehemiah, we find the following usage: “house of YHWH” (9 times); “house of God” (35 times), “house of our God” (14 times), “house of your/their God” (4 times). 


� Brett (2000) 5; his specific premise is that Genesis throughout opposes Ezra-Nehemiah’s ideology of “the holy seed” (Ezra 9.2) as the basis for determining membership in the people of YHWH.


� [editorial note: this is a pair of people, not a hyphenated name]


� Eskenazi-Judd (1994) 268-271.


� Douglas 75-76.


� Note the parallel Deuteronomic flavor of Ezra’s summary of salvation history at Neh 9.6-31. The highly selective retelling interweaves references to Exodus and Deuteronomy, much as one would expect a revised compromise text to do. However, it omits altogether the monarchy, with not a single reference to David or Solomon. The reason, shown below, is that the Davidic covenant has been replaced by reliance on Persian imperial oversight instead. Ezra-Nehemiah has little interest in reminding people of the eternal promise of an occupant on the throne of David, 2 Sam 7. 


� Douglas 77, observing Shecaniah’s relative youth (his father was still alive to sign the pledge document, Ezra 10.26), states “Ezra’s constituency would have been the younger, the men of the future”. In this way, they parallel Rehoboam’s young bulls, 1 Kings 12.10-14. 


� Cf. Smith-Christopher (1994) 264 who argues from sociological theory that Persians may have had reasons to encourage mixed marriages (as practiced by their elite) and thus, Ezra’s “breakup of foreign marriages must be understood as an act of political defiance." However, the article does not directly address the question of Persian control of the province’s leadership for their economic and political advantage. 


� Douglas 65.


� Fried (2006) points out that they are specifically the Persian-appointed officials of the neighboring satrapy; cf. Neh 4.7-13. See also Knoppers (2007) for an extensive discussion of these “enemies” as from “without” or “within.”


� Scholars note that the text appears chronologically confused at this point, given that Darius preceded Artaxerxes. See, e.g., Grabbe (1998) 21. 


� Eskenazi 79.


� E.g., Gen 18:21, 19:13; Ex 3:7, 9.  	


� Hoglund 214


� Eskenazi 41.


� Eskenazi 62 notes how this word is more appropriate to describe the list of Ezra’s ancestors in Ezra 7.1-5 because it is a matter of establishing his credentials as one who will lead the project at this point. 


� Cf. Matt 1, the “pedigree” of Jesus in three times fourteen generations. 


� Id 63. 


� Eskenazi 77. 


� Cf. Esther 1.2; Dan 8.2, which also locate their protagonists in the Persian capital city. 


� Although Grabbe (2004)  295 suggests that Nehemiah is “a glorified waiter,” the evidence of the text is strongly contrary. Nehemiah’s achieving an audience with the king which demands substantial authority (and funding) and his eventual appointment as governor of the province hardly suggests his role was of a menial servant. See also the only other biblical cupbearer, the one whose dream Joseph interpreted in pharaoh’s court, Gen 40.1ff., who is referred to as an “official,” Gen 40.2. 


� Nehemiah frequently prays aloud, but we never hear of YHWH responding. 


� See Scott (1987) and (1992) for the often unnoticed yet effective forms of hidden resistance to empire over the centuries. 


� Meyers (1995) 715.


� Hoglund 97-205.


� Id 209-211. He also notes that the letter written by the Samaritans in opposition to an unauthorized rebuilding project, recorded at Ezra 4.7-23, underscores the unusual nature of Nehemiah’s request (211-212). 


� See Kinzer (2007) _____ for the history of US relations with Hawaii before statehood. 


� Hoglund 234-235.


� Eskenazi 149.


� Hoglund 236. 


� Shaper 537.


� The extent to which the Ezra-Nehemiah regime reorganized the foundations of social life away from the ancient “father’s houses” (bayit ‘abot) is discussed by Williamson, who concludes that “the social structure of early Persian period Judah was more mixed than has generally been thought, were presenting within the single community elements of social orientation was based on the developed ‘fathers’ house,’ as well as elements who continue to reckon themselves by households grouped according to locality.” However, he does note that the clan-solidarity of the mishpachot seems to have been lost between the “fathers’ houses” and the “combination of regional authority and social hierarchy” at the top (480). 


� Hoglund 237-240


� Eskenazi 70 heaps praise on the “democratic” leadership of Ezra.


� Cohen (2006) 142 refers to the group behind Third Isaiah as a “proto-sect,” anticipating the full-blown sectarian groups which developed during the Hasmonean period: Pharisees, Sadducees and Essenes. 


� Gottwald (1985) 508. 


� See also Howard-Brook (1999) _____ for more evidence on Third Isaiah as a counter-Ezra-Nehemiah text. 


� E.g., Rev 5.9; 14.6


� Tracy (1981). 


� Brett (2000) 31.


� Heb, bnh, as the Tower of Babel; see also Chapter 7, Table 3. 


� Westermann (1995) 247.


� See pp. ___ above.


� Gen 16.3 refers to Hagar as Abram’s “wife” or “woman” (Heb, ‘ishshah). 


� “Wilderness” (Heb, midbar) is used four of seven times in Genesis in relation to Hagar and Ishmael: 16.7; 21.14, 20, 21; cf. 14.6; 36.24; 27.22


� The term is from Berger and Luckmann (1967) and Berger (1990). 


� NRSV renders the Greek palingenesis, “renewal of all things.”


� On the challenge of dating Zech 9-14, see Redditt (1994). 


� Meyers (1995) 718.


� E.g., Joel 1.15; 2.1; 3.14, 18. 


� Her view challenges the traditional scholarly perspective, that Leviticus consists of two parts, the supposed “P” section (chapters 1-16) and the “H” or “Holiness Code” (chapters 17-27). Rolf Rendtorff (1996) shows, however, that the traditional view was always more assumed than proven, and concludes: “…the so-called Holiness Code cannot be taken any longer as a basic structural element for Leviticus in general.” (28)





� Douglas 154.


� Recall the discussion at Chapter 10 above. 


� Douglas 153.


� E.g., all 32 uses of the word “nakedness” in Leviticus are in these two chapters; also, the prohibition on sacrificing children to Molech is only at Lev 18.21 and 20.2-5. 


� Matthew’s version has a Pharisee lawyer asking the question, Matt 22.34-40.


� See, e.g., resources gathered at the website of the Sabbath Economics Collaborative, � HYPERLINK "http://www.sabbatheconomics.org/content/page.php?section=1" ��http://www.sabbatheconomics.org/content/page.php?section=1�, especially Myers (2001), Lowery, Kinsler and Kinsler.


� E.g., yovel is found twenty times in Leviticus, all in chapters 25 and 27.


� Douglas 155.


� E.g., Japhet 1989, 1993, 2003 and the articles collected at 2006. This brief overview of Chronicles’ place amidst the biblical texts originating in the Persian period relies heavily on her work.


� Scholars who link Chronicles to the so-called “Priestly” redaction of Genesis often take the lengthy quotation of genealogies as “proof” of common authorship. However, Chronicles quotes or paraphrases the Deuteronomistic History in many places without scholars suggesting common authorship with the earlier historical account. Part I above attempted to show how the book of Genesis, especially the Primeval History (Gen 1-11), is perfectly coherent as a unified narrative from the time of Babylonian Exile, rather than as a pastiche of sources from different periods. Given Chronicles’ radically different perspective on YHWH’s plan for Israel from that of Genesis, it will be read here as a text independent of both Ezra-Nehemiah (Japhet) and the “Priestly source” of the Pentateuch. 


� Japhet (1989) 379.


� Id 386.


� Id 501.


� Id 310. 


� Id 400.


� Zaqen is used twelve times in Exodus, all but one referring to Israel’s “elders.” 


� Japhet (1989) 329.


� Id 333-334.


� See Baumert 58-59; also, Thistleton 530.


� Watts (2001) gathers a collection of essays reviewing the theory of Peter Frei, claiming explicit Persian authorization of the Pentateuch. Most of the authors are critical of Frei’s theory for a variety of reasons. For our purpose, it is sufficient to note that 1) the Persians were in political and economic control of the province of Yehud and 2) Ezra was working under Persian authority when he presented “the book of the torah of Moses” to the people. 


� Perdue (2008) 192-193.


� 


� Zevit 132.


� E.g., Cohn ____ and Grabbe (2004) 363-364. 


� Hölbl 9-10. 


� Id 11. 


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 26, referencing the work of Morton Smith. 


� Boccaccini (1998) and (2001)  divides texts into “Zadokite” or “Enochian” Judaism. We will benefit greatly from Boccaccini’s insight, while being aware of the caution of VanderKam (2007) 16 that this division is too neat and clean in a very complex situation, and does not take full account of the voluminous material from the Diaspora.


� Cohen (2001). 


� Sanders (1977).


� E.g., Neusner (1990); Collins (1999); Elliott (2000).


� Collins (2005) 25-26.


� However, as we’ll see in Chapter 19, the Hasmoneans who ruled from Jerusalem after the Maccabees’ victory presented themselves as engaged in such a struggle against “Hellenism,” even while they embodied much of what they purported to resist. 


� Gen 2.9, 17; 3.5; 1 Kg 3.9; 4.28; cf. 2 Sam 14.17. 


� Perdue (2008) situates at least the core of Job in the Babylonian exile (117-123).


� Id 1, 13. 


� Crenshaw 29, 31.


� Id 81-85.


� Bennett himself is a nearly perfect example of the kind of social location that produces such wisdom. As his book cover proclaims, in addition to serving within the Cabinet, he has a PhD and law degree from top universities, and is a Fellow with the elite, conservative Heritage Foundation and a Senior Editor of the neoconservative journal, National Review. 


� Perdue (2008) 114. 


� Crenshaw 55.


� Perdue (2008) 7.


� Id 101. 


� Crenshaw 98; Perdue (2008) 14. 


� Hölbl 78.


� Id 81.


� Id 91.


� Id. 


� Id 94. 


� Id 100-101.


� Id 106. 


� Lloyd 41. 


� Id. 


� Id 44. 


� Id 51. 


� Id. 


� Id. 


� Id 36; Hölbl 153. 


� Gruen. 


� Carr (2005) 253-276.


� Van Der Toorn 252-254.


� Id. 253-254.


� Id 256.


� Nickelsburg (2001) 1. This volume is the first of two by Nickelsburg offering a detailed exploration of the origins, language and themes in 1 Enoch along with a detailed commentary. All quotations from 1 Enoch are from Nickelsburg and VanderKam (2004), which is a companion to the 2001 volume. 


� Nickelsburg and VanderKam 13. 


� Boccaccini (1998) 104-112 argues for a “proto-Epistle” from the mid-2nd century that was then added onto later; see also Nickelsburg (2003a) and Boccaccini (2003) for further debate on this point. 


� Collins (1998) 39.


� Id 40. 


� Elliott (2000) 463.


� For a history of this use, see Howard-Brook and Gwyther, _____. 


� See generally, Collins (1998) 1-42. 


� See the programmatic volume edited by Wright and Wills (2005) growing out of the Society of Biblical Literature’s Wisdom and Apocalypticism Group; see also Horsley (2007) esp. 2-13, wherein he summarizes the insights of the Wright and Wills volume and proposes a new methodology for reading texts such as 1 Enoch, Sirach and Daniel.


� E.g., Boccaccini (1998) 99-100 and (2002) 77.


� VanderKam (1995); Nickelsburg (2001) 86-94. 


� Horsley (2007) 157.


� Id 158. 


� Cf. Id, 160. 


� Nickelsburg (2001) 170; also, Tiller (2007) 253; Collins (2005) 42.


� Id 43, emphasis in original.


� Horsley (2007) 161. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 91-92. 


� Elliott (2000). 


� Sneed 4. 


� Perdue (2003) 251. 


� For a detailed analysis of the linguistic evidence relevant to dating, see Seow (1996). 


� Id and Seow (2008). 


� Harrison 162-165; Perdue (2003) 245 and (2008) 221-224; Boccaccini (2002) 120.


� Perdue (2003) 245. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 122. 


� Sneed 7.


� Id 8. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 119. That same system continued under the Romans as we’ll see. 


� Hölbl 134.


� Horsley (2007) 41 notes, in contrast to Boccaccini (whom he does not cite), that there is “no evidence of well-defined parties before the events of the Seleucid takeover…much less that they were driven by distinctive ideologies.” 


� Collins (1999) 82-83. 


� Gruen 102-104; VanderKam (2004) 197-226 painstakingly sifts Josephus and 1-2 Maccabees to present a “plausible historical reconstruction” (219) of events in the crucial period of 175-162.


� For a more detailed narrative summary, see Horsley (2007) 33-51; Boccaccini (2002) 151-163; see also VanderKam (2004) for discussion of each in the sequence of Jerusalem high priests during the Second Temple, and pp. 112-239 for the Ptolemaic/Seleucid periods.


� Horsley (2007) 44. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 133.


� Perdue (2008) 262. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 133. 


� Perdue (2008) 260.


� Horsley (2007) 147.


� Id.


� Horsley (2007) 69.


� Boccaccini (2002) 137-150 lays out this opposition in helpful detail. 


� See, e.g., Nickelsburg (2001) 24; 336-337; 426; Boccaccini (1998) 104-113, arguing for Ap.Weeks as separate from the rest of the Epistle, and after Dream Visions, based on its similarities in outlook with Jubilees, which is clearly from after the Antiochus IV Epiphanes crisis. This question, difficult to answer with certainty, is not central for our purposes.


� Knibb (2005) 216; cf. Nickelburg’s response to Knibb (2005b 236), noting term “chosen” repeatedly used in Ap.Weeks but not in the main body of the Epistle, but concluding, “the apocalypse is integrated into the Epistle and that, in a way, it provides not only a time referent but also a polarized conceptual framework for the Epistle.” 


� Horsley (2007) 167.


� Klaus Koch 191-192 notes the double meaning of the Aramaic, qushta, as both “righteousness” and “truth,” contrasting with the Aramaic pair, shiqra (deceit) and hamsa (violence). He suggests the possibility that these opposing pairs are derived from Persian Zoroastrianism, as seen in the text, Bhaman Yasht. Of course, in Zoroastrianism, history unfolds with an open question of which will triumph, whereas in the Enochic texts, as in other apocalyptic texts (e.g., Revelation), God’s victory is assured. 


� E.g., John 1.5; 12.35 (light/dark); 8.40-46 (truth vs. deceit and violence). 


� Horsley (2007) 167.


� Boccaccini (1998) 109. The concluding stage of judgment and the revealing of a new heaven and earth are taken up at Rev 20-22, although Revelation’s New Jerusalem has no temple. 


� Nickelsburg (2003d) explores in depth the parallels between Epistle of Enoch and Luke; see also Kloppenborg. 


� See also 99.2: “Woe to you who alter the true words and pervert the everlasting covenant and consider themselves to be without sin; they will be swallowed up in the earth.” Horsley (2007) 171 notes how this echoes Num 16.23-35, where erring priests and their families are swallowed up by the earth.


� Id. 170.


� Id. 45. 


� VanderKam (2004) 191, notes that “[n]othing is said in the context to help the reader understand what the position involved.” 


� Horsley (2007) 46. 


� VanderKam (2004) 199. Jason also established an ephebeion, the vehicle for acculturation of youth into the ideals of Greek citizenship. Gruen 4 notes that the author of 2 Maccabees makes no objection to these Hellenistic institutions per se, but objects to Jason for his collaboration with the enemy; see also VanderKam (2004) 202. 


� Horsley (2007) 48. 


� Boccaccini (2002) 156. 


� Id 160. 


� E.g. VanderKam (2004) 213; Boccaccini (2002) 161-162.


� Boccaccini (2002) 162. 


� Id. 


� Phinehas is clearly a hero to the supporters of the pro-empire religion; see Josh 22.13ff; Judg 20.28; 1 Chr 9.20; Ezra 7.5; cf. Ps 106.30, which says that Phinehas “stood up and interceded” rather than slaughtering the supporters of the Baal of Peor. 


� Gruen 5; Josh 23.1. Gruen 6 also notes the use in 1 Maccabees of terms such as allophuloi, people of “a different tribe,” 1 Macc 3.36. 


� Anastasis is used in the LXX elsewhere only to refer to ordinary “rising” from sitting, Lam 3.63; Dan 11.20; Zeph 3.8. 


� In light of this report, we can understand Jesus’ disciples’ response at Matt 16.14 to Jesus’ question, “Who do people say that the Son of Man is?”: “And they said, "Some say John the Baptist, but others Elijah, and still others Jeremiah or one of the prophets."


� Jeremiah is only mentioned in the Bible outside the book bearing his name and these passages at 2 Chr 35.25-36.22; Matt 2.17; 27.9.


� Tiller (1993) 99.


� Bedenbender (2007) 77.


� Tiller (1993) 42-43. 


� Id 47. 


� Id 36; also, 48-50. 


� Id 55.


� Id 54. 


� Tiller (2005) 117.


� Id 118.


� Boccaccini (1998) 83.


� Tiller (2005) 118.


� Id. 119. 


� Id 120.


� Id. 121. 


� Kvanvig 109; also, Elliott (2000) 470.


� Horsley (2007) 165. 


� Tiller (2007) 254. 


� On Jubilees, see generally, VanderKam (2001) and Endres. For the “chain of documents” linking the sections of 1 Enoch with texts such as Daniel, Jubilees and the Dead Sea Scrolls, see Boccaccini (1998) and (2002). 


� However, the named successors are not historically accurate, but are chosen to correspond to the traditional “four kingdoms” schema which forms the framework of both parts of the book; see Collins (1998); see also Veleta on how this is part of Daniel 1-6’s use of the categories of “Menippean satire.” 


� Casey is the classic work on this.


� Boccaccini (2002) 171. 


� Id., 171-172. 


� Wills (1990) provides many examples of the underlying story pattern. 


� Horsley (2007) 175.


� Sweeney (2001); Smith-Christopher (1996). 


� Sweeney (2001) 125. 


� Id. 126-127.


� Valeta, relying on the work of Mikhail Bakhtin; see also Weinbrot for a survey of the use of this genre from the Romans to the 18th century. 


� Boccaccini (1998). 


� Collins (1994) 131; cf. 2 Kg 24.1; 25.1.


� Valeta 319.


� That this relatively minor figure is himself named highlights his humanity and hence, his own choice of how to serve or to resist empire.


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 42; also, Valeta 320. 


� Gruen (2001). 


� But compare Gen 2.16 and 9.1-3, making human meat-eating a concession rather than God’s original plan. 


� The stories are also linked by the unique use of the phrase, “torn limb from limb and your/their houses laid in ruins,” Dan 2.5; 3.29.


� Lions are only mentioned in Daniel in chapters 6-7; the stories are also linked by the proclamation that God’s “kingdom shall never be destroyed, and his dominion has no end,” 6.26; 7.14.


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 51 notes that this is a technical, legal phrase.


� Id. 52. 


� Id 54. 


� The term is used in the New Testament 82 times in the gospels, once in Acts (7.56) and at Rev 1.13; 14.14. 


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 61, translating and quoting Ton Veerkamp.


� Id 64. 


� Valeta 320. 


� Darius was a Persian, not a Mede, but the satirical nature of the story is not concerned with historical accuracy of this kind. 


� The writing of this law stands over against God’s writing on the wall in the previous chapter; Polaski 661. 


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 91 notes that the Aramaic text is passive (“the windows were open”) but the Old Greek translation renders it actively (“he opened the windows”), emphasizing Daniel’s willful disobedience. 


� Id. 94. 


� P. ___. 


� Cf. Jesus’ parable at Mark 4.32 (parallels at Mt 13.32; Luke 13.19). 


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 73, 75.


� Aramaic, lebab, “heart”.


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 75. 


� The title, “Babylon the great,” returns at Rev 14.8; 16.19; 18.2.


� Note how this boast also serves as a “confession” that Babylon is indeed a human building project, in contradiction to Enuma Elish’s claim that it was built by the gods for Marduk, and in accordance with Genesis 11’s Tower of Babel story; see pp. ____ above. 


� Horsley (2007) 178.


� Collins (1994) 234. 


� Historically, he was son of Nabonidus, and served as vice-regent under his father (Collins [1994] 243). 


� Polaski 651.


� Cf. Rev 9.20. 


� Gen 41.42-45.


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 84 notes that the “judgment takes place not so much in the courtroom as in the bank lobby!"


� Valeta 323-324. 


� E.g., Collins (1994) 377-390 correlates the details of Dan 11 with historical events. 


� Collins (1998) 105. 


� E.g., 7.15-16, 28; 8.17-19, 27; 10.7-12. 


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 137. 


� Id 138. 


� Collins (1994) 357-358 discusses the possibilities. 


� Id 385.


� Id 66. 


� The word maskilim is from the Hebrew verb root, skl, translated at Isa 52.13 as “shall prosper” (NRSV), but which can also mean “shall give instruction.” The Servant Song is discussed above at p. _________. 


� Following Horsley (2007) 188; NRSV has “lead many to righteousness.” 


� Id 190, against Collins’ [(1994) 386] understanding of this leaning toward individual salvation; see also Elliott (2000) for the developing sense within this period of the salvation of a “righteous remnant” rather than the nation/people of Israel. An example of a prophetic text expecting the restoration of Judah in imagery of restored life is Ezek 37’s vision of dry bones. 


� It is found only once in the LXX, at PsSol 3.12.


� Smith-Christopher (1996) 127 helpfully compares this prayer with those at Ezra 9; 1 Kg 8 and 2 Baruch 1-3. He further explains the true purpose of fasting in post-exilic texts: “Fasting was not merely a rite used to ask for forgiveness, but was an act of spiritual warfare that was presumed to have material results --- to invite the direct intervention of God." (126)


� Boccaccini (2002) 181-188 argues the case in detail. 


� Against Collins (1994) 360, who argues that its theology “does not represent” that of the wider book. 


� Of 42 times in the Hebrew Scriptures, charbah is used 33 times in Isaiah-Ezekiel; of nine times in Isaiah, all but one are in 2nd-3rd Isaiah, e.g., Isa 44.26; 61.4; cf. Ezra 9.9, where it is used as part of the Ezra-Nehemiah claim that Persian rule equals the end of exile. 


Daniel has two Greek traditions, “Old Greek” (OG) and Theodosian (Th), which match in most cases, but in 9.2, use different words to translate charbah: OG, oneidismos, “insult” or “disgrace” (elsewhere in OG at 9.16; 11.18; 12.2, matched by Th in each case); Th, eremōsis, “desolation” or “destruction” (elsewhere in Th at 8.13; 9.27; 12.11, matched by OG in each case, and also used in OG at 9.18; 11.31). Both words express elements of Jerusalem’s suffering as a result of breaking the covenant: the physical devastation and the insults of “the nations.” 


� Chesed is also used at 1.4. 


� Boccaccini (1998) 84. 


� The ideology of kingship from 165-63 BCE is summarized at Mendels 55-79; monarchy’s relationship with Jerusalem and the priesthood at Mendels 131- 159; the history of the high priesthood in the Hasmonean era is studied in detail by VanderKam (2004) 240-393.


� Although it is common to refer to these writers as “Jews,” it is at least partially anachronistic to use this term before the fall of the Jerusalem Temple and the collapse of national identity grounded in Judah/Judea. See Cohen (2001) for a thorough study of “the beginnings of Jewishness.” The Greek Ioudaioi first referred to people in or from the land of Judea.


� Schwartz 56.


� Carr (2005) 253-254. Collins (2005) notes that the gymnasium was never really the issue: “It was quite possible to have a gymnasium in Jerusalem without posing a threat to monotheism.”


� Schwartz 63.


� Id. 257.


� Gruen 6-40.


� Cohen (2006) 161.


� Ant. 13.5.9; 18.1.2-5. See generally, Saldarini; however, his book repeatedly confesses how little information there is about Pharisees and Sadducees. 


� Ant. 13.10.5.


� For the relationship between Pharisees and rabbis, see Cohen (2006) 154-159.


� The literature is enormous; see, e.g., Boccaccini (1998) and (2005); VanderKam (2002) 242-250; Nickelsburg (2003a). The “sectarian” texts are those which reflect the specific theology of the Qumran community, in contrast with biblical texts also among the Dead Sea Scrolls.


� Whether the Hasmoneans were actually from the genealogical line of Zadok (and thus, whether they were legitimate holders of the office of high priest) is much disputed; see Schofield and VanderKam, who conclude that “we  have  considerable  reason  to believe  that  the  Hasmoneans were a Zadokite  family  and no evidence to the contrary.” (87)


� VanderKam (2004) 246-250.


� Id 267-269.


� Mendels (1992). 60. 


� See discussion above at pp.____.


� VanderKam (2004) 278-282.


� Saldarini 85-89 interprets this episode in terms of patron/client relations: when the Pharisees’ challenged their patron, Hyrcanus, he shifted his patronage to the Saduccees. 


� Ant. 13.10.6


� VanderKam (2004) 319.


� Ant. 13.14.2


� VanderKam (2004) 362-330); Schiffman 265.


� Elliott (2000) 161.


� E.g., Rayback.


� E.g., the National Association for Year-Round Education, which presents its mission as “calendar reform,” http://www.nayre.org/. 


� The 364 day calendar obviously does not correspond to physical reality. It’s structure is of a symmetry of 52 weeks, such that feasts always fall on the same day, as befits a sense of the permanence and regularity of God’s creation and the place of religious feasts within it. The 354 day calendar, on the other hand, does not have an exact number of weeks, so feasts and other memorials shift dates over time, highlighting the “human” aspect of such a calendar. 


� Starting at Jub 3.10 and mentioned, by my count, some thirty-one times. 


� Boccaccini (1998) 96.


� Earlier scholarship referred to this as part of a specific genre, “rewritten Bible,” but more recent scholarship has critiqued the anachronistic sense of a clear distinction at this time between “the Bible” and non-“biblical” texts such as 1 Enoch and Jubilees; see, e.g., Horsley (2007) 117. 


� Boccaccini (1998) 89.


� VanderKam (2008) 418.


� Klawans 47.


� Id.


� Boccaccini (1998) 94.


� For the story of their discovery and the international politics at issue, see VanderKam and Flint 3-19. 


� Two solid surveys are VanderKam (1994) and VanderKam and Flint.


� VanderKam and Flint 103 note that 222 scrolls or fragments are biblical; 670 are nonbiblical.


� Scholars dispute the exact time of origin of the Qumran community; most settle for some time in the mid to late-second century. 


� Nickelsburg (2003b) 147.


� Id 141-42.


� Collins (2003) 100.


� See generally, Collins (1995).


� Collins (1997b) 78.


� Id 56-57.


� Id 108.


� Absent were the full Epistle of Enoch, the Parables, and the Enochic document collected apart from 1 Enoch, Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.


� Boccaccini (1998) 119-162 presents the specific causes of the schism.


� Id 127.


� Id See the helpful exchange between Nickelsburg (2003a) and Boccaccini (2003) on this topic. 


� Boccaccini (2005) gathers scholarly responses to this theory, with specific responses to this portion of Boccaccini’s theory at 329-345.


� VanderKam (2003); Schiffman (2001) 265. 


� Schiffman (2001) 266.


� Schwartz _____.


� For an interactive view of the actual scroll, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.imj.org.il/shrine_center/Temple_Scrolling/index.html" ��http://www.imj.org.il/shrine_center/Temple_Scrolling/index.html�. 


� Crawford (2000) 23-31. 


� Crawford (2008) 88.


� Crawford (2000) 39


� Id 34.


� Scholars are divided on whether the Temple Scroll’s “law of the king” is a direct polemic against the Hasmonean, Alexander Jannaeus; cf. Hengel, Charlesworth and Mendels with Wise (1990); also, Fraade (2003) 38, who writes, “While the Temple Scroll’s law of the king should be viewed in the historical context of sectarian discontent with the Hasmonean rulers and their successors, it should not be reduced to a simple polemical response to the specific behaviors of particular kings.”


� Fraade (2003) 35. 


� Id 39.


� Ant. 13.16.5. 


� Ant 14.3.2


� Ant 14.4.5.


� Questions of language, provenance and dating are engaged by Atkinson 1-13. Quotations used here are from Atkinson’s translation.


� Embry 102, 118.


� Id 111.


� See Collins (1995) 65-74; Atkinson 144-175.


� Atkinson 143.


� Atkinson 141-142, but see n. 25 revealing a wide range of opposing views; Collins (1995) 55. 


� Collins (1995) 55. 


� For the nature of biblical poetic parallelism, see Alter 1987 and 2007.


� Atkinson 4. 


� Boccaccini (2007a) 274.


� Recall how the Jacob cycle in Genesis 25-36 sought to replace this ancient hostility with a peaceful sharing of YHWH’s blessing on the descendants of both brothers; see pp. _____. 


� Charlesworth 1983 and 1985.


� See, e.g., Hollander and De Jonge, who note the likely compositional history stretching from the Hasmonean era to the 2nd century CE; see also Boccaccini (1998) 138-144, placing the Testaments ideologically between the Enochic and Qumran tradiions. 


� Boccaccini (1998) 144-149.


� Nickelsburg (2007b) 47.


� Knibb (2007).


� E.g., Ps 78.2 (LXX 77.2). 


� See also Ezek 17.2; 20.49; Knibb (2007) 48-49.


� VanderKam (2007) 86-90 shows numerous such links.


� Chialà 161.


� Nickelsburg (2001) 45.


� Cf. Kvanig 109.


� Taylor (2007). 


� Cite Wright____.


� The Catholic Church, of course, resisting the Reformation, also resisted the Enlightenment transformation of New Testament studies, not officially joining the movement until the 1943 papal encyclical, Divino Afflante Spiritu, affirmed and expanded in the Vatican II text, Dei Verbum. For a more recent statement of the Catholic approach to biblical studies, see the Pontifical Biblical Commission’s 1993 document, “The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church,” accessible at � HYPERLINK "http://catholicbibleresources.net/ChurchDocs/PBC_Interp.htm" ��http://catholicbibleresources.net/ChurchDocs/PBC_Interp.htm�. 


� Recently, even the passionately anti-Nazi martyr, Lutheran theologian and pastor Dietrich Bonhoeffer, has been shown to have been infected by this legacy; see the sensitive discussion of these challenging questions in Haynes.


� For the work of a towering figure from the last stages of this period, see Bultmann. His “existential” approach “demythologized” Jesus and the New Testament, rendering Christianity a set of answers to a series of philosophical, if personal, questions. Bultmann was a German Lutheran who spent the entire Nazi period in Germany, although he, like Bonhoeffer, was a member of the “Confessing Church” which stood against Hitler. His personal cultural context had no more relevance to his New Testament scholarship than did Jesus’ own. See also Shawn Kelley’s analysis of the anti-Jewish elements of Bultmann’s work and his relationship with the Nazi-sympathizing philosopher, Martin Heidigger; Kelly 129-164.  


� For the effects of the new understanding of language and texts on New Testament studies, see Moore 1992. 


� Stendahl 1963; Segal 1992 presents a Jewish perspective on Paul’s “conversion” in light of this paradigm shift. See Horsley 2000a for a recent discussion of the implications of Stendahl’s essay, and the collections at Horsley 1997, 2000 and 2004 . See also Elliott 1994, 1997, 2000; Wright 2009. For a feminist critique of this movement, see Schüssler Fiorenza 2000 and 2007; cf. Castelli 1991; Clark Wire 1995.


� Feminist biblical scholarship has produced a mountain of challenging texts. Key early works include Schüssler Fiorenza (Harvard’s Krister Stendahl Professor of Divinity) 1983 and 1988 (the 1988 programmatic presidential address to the Society of Biblical Literature); Radford Reuther 1983. 


� E.g., Cardenal; for a first-world liberationist approach to ancient Israel, see Gottwald 1979. 


� The foundational work of “black liberation theology” is Cone; for African American biblical interpretation, see, e.g.,  Felder, Blount et al.


� A landmark in this regard is Stringfellow; see also Wylie-Kellerman; Myers 1988, which laid the groundwork for my own work and that of many others. 


� Segovia and Tolbert (1995) and (2000). 


� Sugirtharajah (1993).


� E.g., Kim 2008, relying heavily on Bryan 2005, in a broadside attack on this movement.


� Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza (2007) has recently challenged this work to be more inclusive of feminist criticism. Needless to say, the work of examining scholarly assumptions continues. 


� This kind of fundamentalism, ironically, works both ways, leading many supposed “scientists” to criticize or reject the Bible and Christianity on the basis of the lack of conformity to scientific forms of “proof;” e.g., the “new atheists” such as Dawkins. 


� For example, the Seminar votes on the “authentic” sayings of Jesus by placing colored beads in a container; see Funk and Hoover. 


� See, e.g.,  Crossan (1993). For a strong critique, see Johnson (1997). For a response from the Jesus Seminar to its critics, see Miller (1999). See also the clarifying exchange between NT Wright and Crossan on the topic of Jesus’ resurrection (Stewart 2006) and between Wright and the more moderate Seminar member, Marcus Borg, on Jesus more generally (Borg and Wright 2000). 


� Crossan (2008).


� Cite Tertullian.


� Hays (2003) 216.


� Greek leros (24.11, NRSV: “idle tale”) is derived from a medical term connoting delirium caused by fever; Green (1997) 839, n. 14.


� Only elsewhere in Luke at 2.23, referring to “open” wombs.


� Cf. Rev 21.3, literally translated, “Behold, God’s tent [skēnē]  is with his people, and he will tent [Gk, skēnōsei]  with them and they will be his peoples and God himself will be with them.”


� An important aspect of this in Matthew is moving with Jesus “into the house.” See, e.g., 13.36; 17.25 and generally, Crosby (2004).


� E.g., 8.19; 12.38; 19.16; 22.24.


� E.g., Matt 9.28; 13.51. 


� E.g., John 15.5; 17.23. This is, of course, a central aspect of the Eucharistic passage in John 6.53-56, commanding disciples to “munch my flesh and drink my blood” to “abide in me and I in them.”


� Paul uses the term over seventy times. 


� Wink (1992). 


� For a systematic attempt to engage this call to discipleship through the use of Mark’s gospel, see Myers (1994).


� I am aware of the solid feminist reasons for eschewing such male language for God. As I will show, I use it, as the New Testament writers do, not because God “is” “Father” and not “Mother,” but because in a world of imperially generated patriarchy, the claim that God is “Father” stands in opposition to that claim being made by anyone else; see, e.g., Matt 23.9, where the denial of the right of any human to be called “father” comes as part of a series of rejections of patriarchal authority and status. 





� For good overviews, see Hanson and Oakman; Horsley (1985).


� The term is often used by New Testament scholars in reference to the model developed by Gerhard Lenski; see Lenski (1984). 


� E.g., Malina (2001), DeSilva; Malina has produced an entire series of helpful “social-science commentaries” on individual gospels, Paul and Revelation. 


� For a helpful clarification of terms and overview of the “logic” of historical empires from Rome to the U.S., see Münkler. 


� A sampling of work on the Roman Empire by nonbiblical scholars includes: Garnsey and Saller (economics); Huskinson (culture, identity and power); Zanker (role of visual imagery in Roman propaganda); Price (imperial cults); MacMullen 1966 (dissent), 1981 (social relations), 1983 (paganism); work by New Testament scholars includes: Myers 1988 (Mark); Carter 2000, 2001 (Matthew); Horsley 1997, 1999, 2004 (Paul); Elliott 1994, 2008 (Paul); Friesen; Howard-Brook and Gwyther (Revelation). To date, no full-scale work has been done on Luke-Acts from this perspective; cf. Cassidy 1978 and 1987 for early and preliminary studies. See also the programmatic series on Christian origins by NT Wright 1992, 1996 and 2003. Cf. Moore 2006 for a sympathetic, but critical, review of this movement. 


� Howard-Brook and Gwyther 162-184.


� We’ll see in Chapter 22 how the attribution of authorship linking each gospel with an “apostle” was part of the imperial process of legitimation in the time of the emperor Constantine. 


� Myers 1988.


� Greek euthos is used 41 times in Mark of 60 in the New Testament. 


� Dan 9.27; 11.31; 12.11.


� Found at Isa 40.9; 52.7; 60.6; 61.1.


� A point made passionately and repeated by the popular spiritual writer, Henri Nouwen, e.g., Nouwen 2002. For a selection of Nouwen’s writings with an introductory essay by one of his friends, see Nouwen and Jonas. 


� Myers (1988) ____. 


� Freyne (2004) 57.


� Id 51.


� The term is from Myers (1988) ____. 


� The only previous, explicit reference to the Roman Empire in Mark is the Gerasene demoniac’s statement of self-identity: “we are Legion,” an unequivocal reference to the imperial army (5.9, 15). Despite the utterly unambiguous nature of the reference, some scholars continue to resist the narrative’s claim that the people’s captivity to Rome is embodied in the man who lives among the dead and cannot be restrained. See Moore 2006, 24-29, for a postcolonial reading of this passage; also, Myers 1988 192-194.


� See, e.g., the work of conservative Catholic bishop Charles Chaput, entitled Render Unto Caesar (New York: Image, 2009). My informal research found ten books with that title or Render to Caesar at amazon.com. The scholarly literature on the question is immense.


� See also Myers (2001). 


� Gk, eikōn, which NRSV renders “head” at Mk 12.16, but rightly as “image” at Rev 13.14-15.


� The Greek lēstēs connotes a “social bandit” who would likely have been stealing from wealthy caravans of Jerusalem pilgrims to share among his fellow villagers; see Horsley and Hanson ____. 


� The Greek anōthen, translated “from above,” found only here in Mark, is used with similar double entendre at John 3.3, 7 and 19.11, 23.


� Davies and Allison 146-147 review numerous possibilities for the provenance of Matthew’s Gospel, concluding that Antioch “remains no more than the best educated guess.” 


� For an overview of Q from one of the leading scholars, see Kloppenborg 2008. There is a mountain of Q scholarship, which is focused on the material as more “original” to Jesus than the canonical gospels. As such, it has been very popular among members of the Jesus Seminar. The basic problem with this approach, of course, is that there is no such “thing” as Q. Not a single manuscript shred or a literary reference to such a source has ever been found. Needless to say, the way of Jesus followed in the early churches was grounded not in the hypothetical Q, but in the actual gospels for which we have countless texts and references. 


� For a general overview of the question of who “Matthew” is, see Davies and Allison (1989) 17-27.


� Carter (2005) 152-155.


� Cf. Titus 3.5, the only other use of the term in the Greek Bible.


� LSJ Lexicon, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/lexindex?entry=paliggenesi/a&display=Sgreek" ��http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/lexindex?entry=paliggenesi/a&display=Sgreek�. 


� Only Matthew in the New Testament uses the Greek onar, “dream.”


� Gen 6.9 LXX describes Noah as an anthrōpos dikaios, the only use of the term in the LXX about an actual person; the only other biblical use of the term is at Mt 23.28; Joseph is described as ho aner autes dikaios, lit, “her man, righteous…” Noah’s day is made an explicit topic at Mt 24.37-38.


� Horsley (1993) ___. 


� Carter (2000) 74.


� It is the final use of dikaios in Mt, and thus framing with the description of Joseph in 1.19, the first use. 


� See Mumford for the history of the physical suffering caused by urbanization. 


� Quoting Isa 42.1-4.


� Carter (2000) 125.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.bonhoeffer.com/thefilm.htm" ��http://www.bonhoeffer.com/thefilm.htm� for background, video clips and group study materials related to the film. 


� See generally, Lewy.


� Stassen and Gushee 125-  145; chart of the overall pattern is on p. 142. The chapter also has a very helpful review of earlier approaches to the Sermon on the Mount. See also Stassen 2006.


� Only Matthew links “scribes and Pharisees,” seeing their collaboration as the basis for the inability of people to recognize what kind of obedience God really wants from people; see Mt 23.13-39 for the harsh set of “woes” against them that leads to Jesus’ lament over Jerusalem, whose house has been left “desolate” (23.38). 


� Wink (1992) 175-194.


� See also 1 Cor 13.10; 14.20; Eph 4.13; Phil 3.15, and so forth. 


� The word at 6.22 translated by NRSV, if your eye is “healthy” (Gk, haplous), literally means “single,” and is contrasted with poneros, “evil.” In other words, the single-eyed person keeps focus on the kingdom (6.33) while the evil-eyed person gazes around covetously at others. 


� See generally, Garnsey and Saller 1987 and their summary statement 1997.


� Perkins 197-198.


� Cf. Fyodor Dostoevsky’s powerful parable of the willingness of people to exchange freedom in Christ for imperial bread in “The Grand Inquisitor” within The Brothers Karamazov, accessible online at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ccel.org/ccel/dostoevsky/brothers.v_4.html?highlight=brothers,karamazov,grand,inquisitor#highlight" ��http://www.ccel.org/ccel/dostoevsky/brothers.v_4.html?highlight=brothers,karamazov,grand,inquisitor#highlight�. 


� While most commentators agree that Revelation is the most vehemently anti-imperial text in the New Testament, it never mentions Rome explicitly. 


� See Walton for a review of recent perspectives; for a counter-perspective, see Cassidy 34-35.


� Kim 2008.


� Miles 48.


� Pervo. 


� For instance, Matthew’s focus is on Joseph, Luke’s is on Mary; Matthew has magi and Luke has shepherds; for an in-depth comparison, see Brown 1999; also, Horsley 1993. 


� Leah and Rachel speak, but not happily (Gen 30.14-15); Ruth and Naomi converse regularly; [is this all?]


� Images echo, in order of usage, Psalm 69.30; 35.9; 136.23; 111.9; 103.17; 89.10; 68.1; 107.9; 98.3.


� Thirteen in Luke, eleven in Acts, eight in Matthew, four in Mark, none in John. 


� See Alston for a detailed discussion of Roman army pay scales; Alston concludes: “In  the  imperial period, soldiers enjoyed a small surplus above subsistence” (122). As we’ll see in Chapter 22, it was the empire’s inability to pay soldiers because of an insufficient tax base and high inflation that contributed substantially to its collapse in the coming centuries. 


� The term is from Scott 1992; see Horsley 2003 for application to New Testament texts. 


� See Miles 44 for the severe retribution expressed against dissenting literature. 


� Mowery 102, 104.


� Matthew also has a set of temptations by the devil, so this passage is not strictly “Lucan,” but the details and place within Luke’s narrative context make it an important, initial component of Luke’s anti-imperial stance, against those who argue that Luke is offering a watered down, compromised gospel. 


� Although Lk 7.18 does not explicitly say that John was in prison as we hear at Matt 11.2, Luke has told readers in 3.20 that John was in prison, and in 9.9 that Herod had beheaded him, so there is no reason to think that John was released between these two events. 


� Gk, exaleiphō; cf. Col 2.14; Rev 3.5. 


� Dietrich ____. 


� Kroedel 189. 


� Nickelsburg 2003d 583.


� Fitzmyer (1985) 971.


� Bailey part 2, 65.


� E.g., Prov 14.1; Jer 4.22; Green (1997) 491.


� Nickelsburg (2003d) 566.


� 5.29-39; 7.36-50; 9.12-17; 11.37-52; 14.1-24; 19.5-27; 22.14-38; 24.9-33.


� Rohrbaugh and Neyrey 146.


� Lk 14.18: “they all alike” (Gk, apo mias), literally, “from one,” reveals the conspiratorial nature of their refusal. 


� Cf. Lk 7.36-50. 


� My comments are dependent on the work of Herzog 1994 157-168.


� Green 676; Josephus, JW, 2.2.


� See p. ____ above.


� See Pervo for parallels between Acts and Greco-Roman adventure stories. 


� Gill and Gempf, Winter and Clarke, Rapske.


� Tacitus, Agricola, 30.


� E.g., arrested: 4.3; 5.18; 12.3; 21.33; beaten or flogged: 5.40; 16.22-24; 21.32-33; killed or threatened with killing: 7.58-60; 9.23-29; 12.2; 21.31; 23.12-35. 


� See Oakes 2001 for the nature and history of Philippi, and the discussion of Paul’s letter, pp. ___ below.


� The scene is clearly meant to be a darkly comic cautionary tale, rather than a literal description of events, given the absurdly culturally inappropriate element of burying a man before informing his wife that he is dead.


� GHR Horsley 421 notes that the office of politarch was "a senior annual magistracy attested predominantly in cities of Macedonia after Roman intervention in the second century BC. It was a high-profile office in at least some of these cities".


� Recent efforts include Carter (2008) and Thatcher. Carter follows the traditional view that John’s gospel was composed in or for an audience in Ephesus. However, not only is there no internal evidence within the gospel to support this, John’s language was clearly meant to appeal—and soon did appeal—to followers of Jesus throughout the Roman Empire. Whatever specific resonance John’s gospel may have had to the situation in Ephesus was quickly eclipsed by its “universal” anti-imperial message. 


� Howard-Brook (1994); see also (1997) and (2003). 


� Richey 69-82 has made a speculative but convincing argument for translating exousia in John’s gospel as “power” rather than “authority,” based on its relationship to the Roman sense of the Latin, potestas, and how exousia is used narratively within John’s gospel. 


� The gospel is traditionally associated with John, brother of James, sons of Zebedee. However, there is no real evidence at all for the personal identity of the author, nor the location from which he wrote. My earlier work was greatly influenced by the late 20th century’s towering giant of John’s gospel scholars, the late Raymond Brown, in taking as a given the connection between the text and a specific group, the “Johannine community.” However, more recent work by Richard Bauckham (1997) has led me to rethink this association. Whatever particularities there may have once been between an individual author and a specific community were quickly subsumed into the gospel’s availability and use by Christians throughout the Roman Empire. Given the paucity of solid evidence for either authorship or audience, it seems best to focus on questions for which we do have something to go on. 


� Cf. Carter (2008) 127-129.


� See, e.g., Mic 3.10; Hab 2.12; Hos 4.2; 1 Kg 2.5 (LXX). 


� The literature on the topic, and on Girard in particular, is enormous; see, e.g., Girard (1979), (1989); also, Bailie. This theme will return in Chapter 22 of this book, as we consider the Roman Empire’s use of “Christian violence” against “pagans.”


� Cohen (2001). 


� The term is found 195 times in the New Testament, 71 of which are in John’s gospel and only 17 in the synoptic gospels combined (it is found 79 times in Acts, 26 times in the Pauline writings). It is also found 213 times in the LXX in late texts, clustered in the combined books of Maccabees (124) and Esther (44).


� See Brown (1988) and discussion in Chapter 22 below. 


� Kreitzer 82.


� Howard-Brook (1994) 412.


� Josephus, Ant. 13.9.1; VanderKam (2004) 292.


� War, 1.21. [check cite]


� Cite Nero book. 


� Jones 112.


� The days are sequenced at 1.29, 35, 39, 43; 2.1.


� Cana was a center for worship of Dionysus, the Greek god of wine and feasting. The gospel implicitly rejects the impurity of this form of “earth worship” in favor of the proper focus on the God who has created the earth and all its abundance. For the relationship between Galilee and the Creator God, see Freyne (2004). 


� For John’s gospel’s rejection of the imperial, money economy in favor of the divine, gift economy, see Howard-Brook (2009).


� Wengst 8.


� Seneca, De Clementia I, 1.4.


� Wengst 18.


� Quoted at id. 


� See e.g., Price for how this played out in the province of Asia


� For a helpful summary of this resistance, see Horsley and Hanson. 


� Jn 1.29, 36; 31 times in Revelation. 


� The only other use is 8.23.


� The Greek agōnizomai can include nonviolence struggle/striving as well as violent fighting; cf. Lk 13.24; 1 Cor 9.25; cf. Col 1.29; 4.12; 1 Tim 4.10. In context, however, it clearly envisions a physical fight to have Jesus released from Roman custody. 


� Sometimes misleadingly as, in NRSV, “police.” However, the ancient world knew nothing like a modern “police force.” 


� Richey 97-103 discusses the use of this title in John’s gospel in opposition to the “Augustan Ideology” of Caesar as “son of God.”


� Of 25 uses in the gospels, 17 are in John (of 37 total in the New Testament). See also the helpful discussion at Carter (2008) 204-227.


� Cf. Pss.Sol. 3.12.


� See also 3.36; 6.47, 54. Note how the verses which follow 5.24 continue to express the fulfillment of Daniel 12.2, especially 5.24-29.


� See, e.g., Segal (1992) for a Jewish scholar’s approach to the “apostolate and apostasy of Saul the Pharisee.” 


� Cf. Bhabha (1994). 


� See “the Paul Page,” which provides an enormous set of resources, both from the advocates of the “New Perspective” and its “neotraditionalist” critics, � HYPERLINK "http://www.thepaulpage.com/" ��http://www.thepaulpage.com/�. 


� Stendahl (1976). 


� Cf. Romans 3-4 and James 2.14-26.


� Sanders (1977).


� See also Neusner et al (1990) and Elliott (2000) for critiques of Sanders’ attempt to find a “core” first century Judaism. 


� See Wright (1993) and (2009). 


� Acts 9, 22, and 26 each present a version of Paul’s “Road to Damascus” experience. 


� Gal 1.12-16; cf. Eph 3.5.


� Wright (2000). 


� Horsley (1997); see also, the collections at (2000), (2004) and Horsley’s own work on 1 Corinthians (1998). 


� Elliott (2008). 


� Schüssler Fiorenza (2007); see also, Clark Wire (1995); Castelli (1991) for feminist challenges to Paul’s rhetoric of power before and apart from the work of Horsley and Elliott. 


� Cite.


� Elliott (2007); Wright (2002); Jewett (2006).


� Jewett (2006); Thiselton (2000). 


� E.g., 1 Cor 11.2-16; 14.34-35; or the “household codes” at Eph 5.21-33; Col 3.18-4.1.


� Segal (1992) 34.


� Id 47.


� Id 12.


� Id 15.


� Horsley (2000) 95, 98.


� Perhaps surprisingly, as Saldarini ___ observes, Paul’s reference to himself as a Pharisee at Phil 3.5 is the oldest extant written reference to the Pharisees, predating Josephus’ historical survey. 


� Josephus, Ant 18.1.3; Acts 23.6-8.


� Elliott (1994) 170.


� Id 172.


� Wright (1993). 


� See Hays (1989) for a full exposition of how Paul uses “echoes of scripture” to convey much more than he actually writes. 


� Wright (1996b); 1 Kg 19.


� Mt 16.18; 18.17. 


� Deut 4.10; 9.10; 18.16; 23.2-9; 31.30.


� See generally, Howard-Brook (2001). 


� E.g., Elliott (1994), (2008); Wright (1997), (2002), (2009).


� E.g., Rom 1.7; 1 Cor 1.2; 2 Cor 1.1; Phil 1.1; Eph 1.1; Col 1.2. 


� See, e.g., Brown (1982). 


� Add source for Paul’s use of “Lord” as replacement for “son of man.” 


� Brueggemann (2001). 


� 1 Cor 12.11, NRSV, “are activated,” Gk, energei. 


� Wright (1993), (1997), (2002), and (2009).


� Gal 2.16; Phil 3.9.


� Wright (2009) 112, emphasis in original.


� Witherington (2004) 49.


� Cite Elliott (2008).


� Romans 8.22, sunōdinei; Mk 13.8; 1 Thes 5.3, ōdinōn.


� There is no verb in the Greek text. Cf. Gal 6.15.


� Gk, teleios, cf. 1 Cor 2.6; 13.10; 14.20; Phil 3.15. 


� Moxnes 224.


� Id 225, provides this translation for the second clause of the quotation. 


� Oakes (2001) 206. 


� In addition to Oakes (2001), see Wright (2000). 


� See also his use of earlier parts of Isaiah in Romans, e.g., 9.20 (Isa 29.16; 45.9); 9.27 (10.22-33); 9.29 (1.9); 9.33 (28.16). cf. Rom 2.24 (Isa 52.5); 3.15 (59.7-8). 


� For Paul’s ways of using Scripture, see Hays (1989). 


� This depends, of course, on which letters one attributes to Pauline authorship. The two words are used a combined 259 times in the New Testament. 


� See, e.g., Elliott (1997b) and (2008) ___; Stringfellow (2004a); Winter (2002); Wright (2002). 


� See the landmark trilogy by Walter Wink (1984), (1986), (1992) on the “spirituality of the Powers.” 


� Cf. Walsh and Keesmaat (2004) for a creative exposition of how Paul’s message to the Colossians would have expressed a counter-imperial imperative. 


� See, e.g., Schüssler Fiorenza (1983). 


� Lincoln 355ff offers a careful review of the literature on Ephesians.


� Yoder Neufeld 279-289.


� E.g., Moore (2006). 


� Much of this chapter draws on the more complete presentation in Howard-Brook and Gwyther. 


� See Howard-Brook and Gwyther ____; also, Rossing.


� Rev 1.9; 2:2, 3, 19, 3:10, 13:10, 14:12; It is "translate[d] … correctly as 'resistance' and not 'endurance.' [It] is an active stance, implying engagement in history." Richard 50.


� Only John 1.29, 36 refer to Jesus as “lamb” outside of Revelation, using Greek amnos, whereas Revelation always uses arnion, itself elsewhere in the New Testament only at John 21.15.


� Cf. Bauckham (1999) 215.


� Sweet 150-151.


�  Rev 3.10; 6:10, 8:13, 11:10, 13:8, 12, 14; 17:2, 8. 


� Cf. Isa 25.7.


� Its only recurrence other than those mentioned here is in the book of Jonah, where it refers to Nineveh.


� Beale 592. 
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