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in the thousands to Jerusalem in order to witness and participate in
the festival rituals of the temple. Philo describes Jerusalem as the
“mother-city” of the Jews and went there on pilgrimage at least
once.2 The book of Acts mentions that Jews from virtually every part
of the world could be found in Jerusalem (Acts 2:5-11).

The mutual loyalty of Palestinian and diaspora Jews had political
implications too. During the second century B.C.E. tWO Jewish gen-
erals of the queen of Egypt refused to lead her army against the
Maccabean ruler, because, they said, it was impious for them o fight
their co-religionists. In addition, they warned that the Jews of Egypt
might rebel against the queen were she to attack their home coun-
try. When the last representatives of the Maccabean line were in
Rome in the middle of the first century B.C.E- in order to plead their
respective cases, the Jews of Rome turned out en masse to support
their favorite. During the war of 66-70 C.E. some diaspora Jews
supported the revolutionaries and sent them aid. The fact is re-
vealed by a Roman historian of the third century C.E. who wrote that
the rebels were assisted by “their co-religionists from across the
Euphrates (that is, Babylonia) and, indeed, the entire Roman em-
pire.”3

Thus, like the bumblebee which continues to fly, unaware that the
laws of aerodynamics declare its flight to be impossible, the Jews of
antiquity saw themselves as citizens of one nation and one religion,
unaware of, or oblivious to, the fact that they were separated from
each other by their diverse languages, practices, ideologies, and
political loyalties. In this book I do not minimize the varieties of

Jewish religious expression, but my goal is to see the unity within

the diversity.

2

Jews and Gentiles

Cu'll;‘l}::e ?s?lztlconshilp of J(_ews and Judaism to gentiles and gentile
i s 2 ::150 ixt .t(;in(c tha:l consists of three distinct but inter
: es: political (to what extent should the Jew it to
i‘(::ta)lg[':; g(ria(:lnil:ir;atlon?(‘j), cultural (to what extent shoui]d tliesj]lgfs“.'«l;)o
as and practices?), and social (to wh A
: A C s at ext

{ﬁwss mingle and interact with gentiles?). I shall exan)l(ir(::tesahc(l)lul(}
ese separately, beginning with the simplest, the political °

Political: Gentile Domination

From 587 B.C.E., the destruction of the first tem i
:)(} ?sz:‘:gor:;;, until 1?48 C.E., thg establishment of 5}: ::12)(:1:3}:1 :i(::ll;
i e;clusgf.?l’s o (li)oth the diaspora and the land of Israel lived
e 0! y 11m er forelgn domination. During extensive por-
o1 the t{) e-ex:l:c period, the northern kingdom suffered politi-
kingdo‘ln ga ! t(}):; ;t de hands of Aram a}nd Assyria, and the southern
at no point befor(aen thsei(:f;\?tlt?ar? h:;'{lréz}oiggpdt, 2_1:}11(1 Bl?lbymnia, o
; : : id either ki
:::)rnt;::,-l::rs;j (:lro its _no;mnal independence. The dissol:tgiggrgfl ?I'slg
i %n b:;:n( 12}? B.C.E. led to the ultimate disappearance
B core although the Samaritans would later claim
_'Eon o sou}{(;lto belthe descendants of these tribes). The disso:

e Juf;m kingdom, however, did not lead to the disap-
-tﬂn?::a_lpanle, o tsa:(;gzley returned to their land, rebuilt their
Bt ot independe::::s before—but without a king and

This political situati 3
all political situation raised religious questions: Why did God

allow the ;
ﬂﬁiﬁ-%ﬁpl{?&}? l‘;e subjugatf.:d by gentiles? Why didn’t God protect
fWers The s)l!weo the gentiles but not the Jews deserve temporal
Ts to these questions will be treated in the next
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chapter. Here our theme is the response of the Jews to the political
questions raised by the fact of subjection to foreign rule: How
should the Jews relate to the state? Should they support it, oppose
it, or adopt a neutral stance? Should their support or opposition be
active or passive?

The answer was provided by Jeremiah. This prophet had warned
the inhabitants of Jerusalem that their rebellion against the king of
Babylonia was also a rebellion against God. The prophet counseled
surrender. Nebuchadnezzar was performing God’s will in his assault
on the holy city, and the Jews were foolish to believe that they could
flout God’s will. The Jews were condemned to failure because of
their sins; Nebuchadnezzar was merely God’s agent for their pun-
ishment (Jer. 25). In this conception Jeremiah transferred to his own
day the prophetc interpretation of the fall of Samaria enunciated
by Isaiah generations before (Isa. 10).

But Jeremiah also added a different interpretation, a new concep-
tion not articulated by previous prophets. The fall of Jerusalem and
the triumph of Babylonia are the consequence not of sin and pun-
ishment but of immutable fate. God, who controls the destiny of
nations and empires, has for undisclosed reasons decided that
Babylon shall rise and that Judah and other states shall fall (Jer.
97:9-8). The dominion granted the Babylonians was only tempo-
rary; after a predetermined amount of time, whether the three gen-
erations of Jeremiah 27 or the “seventy years” of Jeremiah 25:12
and 20:10, the Babylonian empire will fall and/or the Jews will
return from exile in triumph and glory. The last two prophecies of
the book are visions of doom directed against Babylonia (Jer. 50 and
51). In the interim the Jews were powerless to change the divine
decree. Let them support their conquerors and pray for the welfare
of the countries in which they lived (Jer. 29:5-7).

How much of this was enunciated by Jeremiah during the dark
days of the 590s and 580s B.C.E., and how much was added by later
disciples and editors, is not easy to determine, but, whatever their
origin, these ideas had an enormous impact on subsequent Jewish
thought and practice. When the author of Daniel sought to under-
stand the meaning of the desecration of the temple by Antiochus

Epiphanes in 167 B.C.E., he turned to the prophecies of Jeremiah,

especially the prophecy concerning the period of “seventy years”

(Dan. 9:2). When the author of the Apocalypse of Baruch, Josephus,
and the rabbis sought to understand the meaning of the destruction

of the second temple by the Romans, they too turned to Jeremia.
Jeremianic influence is particularly noticeable in the apocalypses:

These texts, beginning with Daniel, regularly combine the two basi¢
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o s
Jéi?i?l;srgi :l:e poh_ncal theology of Jeremiah: the gentiles rule the
des Jend Je:~pum'5h {he_m for their sins; the gentiles will continue
iR vt :h t:;'m_ll gm immutable sequence of empires has run
s predetermined day of their destruction has ar-
The prophecies of Jeremiah als i i i
for l.he political behavior of the ]2»\?; ?:fﬁéﬁﬁiﬁegsg] c'a]clcomem
med_leval and modern times as well). When Cyrus t}; mGeed‘ o
II::;;:;; gf!(:;lgl‘l]e]‘ed Babylonia in 539 B.c.E. and issued hjseedil;a:)e:f
ews to return home and rebuild thei .
1:1-4), many Jews chose to remain. They h Jiu e _(EZl"a
Babylonia and were prepared to I‘(-E‘ Y x adJU?IEd s
redeem them. The Jews who n=:t1_lr'ﬂv:3,al (?r i?}?;ewt;?:;] ?eOd ?\’Ollld
return, to the land of Israel were reassured by anpa s o
prophet _Lhat an emancipation proclamation issued by a HO&WI;(?US
was precisely the redemption forecast by Jeremiah (Is;a 4g;t111 l(;- -
K)S(; Eizra l:lzi. Of all the n?tions exiled from their -lan;is by’ fl(::
s H};dz?zi flrrll (tihe Babylo_mans,_only the Jews returned to their
e ;):; ;roiﬂizzgu;;% g;exr grll_lces tral temple. For these Jews
emiah was to consi iati
Egdetcl;? renewal of_ the temple: cult; perhaps rrf::;[yoigeggga;(s}g
buf o 0:} :Z ::ito?ugp of t]-u_? kingship and political independence
e gia o :11 e}:l isappointed, The Jews who stayed behind in,
o d]_; nx & - the Jews of the diaspora communities that would
fi i d leI:E, (t1 51 subsequent centuries, were willing to forgo even
redemptign would E:v]:I:g -afxgtbflmth Comnjlmgti;-‘s, o b i
_ e promised day of the Lord.
Ye;:gtgleetlr;f;‘va:z?l; Uthqelfi [syug‘;r):drteddthe I:Q;Late.l For over a thousand
he Jew under the rule of the Persi
Elili::;;srili (l:mﬁgdoms of Egypt and Syria, the Romans anedrsalralgst’h[gii
e nr O:uit(;gs, and the F’arlhians. They seldom rebelled
oy of l}}:ej oked. The best illustration of this attitude is Lhe’
7 Rl moel:vls dlurlng the reign of Caligula (3741 c.e.). In
ey et loose by the Roman governor destroyed Jew-
ke C;i)ropﬁerty, and threatened the political existence of
Jews i dele;ﬁo&:}iﬁr tl?an rebel against the state, however, the
B e t}?e{ € emperor requesting him to listen to
B i oponcun si': events were taking place, the governor
A5tatue of the e 'gula’s instructions, was attempting to erect
Possibiliy thay 1 éaleor Iln tht_a- temple in Jerusalem. Faced with the
I @ﬁiﬂttmed - ﬁlznﬂ;: elrmght be desecrated, the Jews of Judea
ey selves massacred en masse by the soldiers.
ese Jews was not the elimination but the ame-
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lioration of Roman rule. Ancient Jewish history provides numerous
other instances of appeals to the imperial power for the adjudication
of some dispute or the bequest of some favor. The early Christians
adopted the same stance toward the state (Rom. 13:1-7).

During the period surveyed by this book only four exceptions
break the overall pattern: the revolt of the Maccabees against Antio-
chus Epiphanes (167-164 8.c.E.); the two major rebellions of the
Jews of Israel against the Romans, the first in 66-73 (or 74) C.E., the
second in 132-135 c.E; and the rebellion of the Jews of Egypt,
Cyrene, and Cyprus against Roman rule in 115-117 c.e. I shall

examine each of these separately.

The Maccabean Rebellion

The Maccabean rebellion began as 2 struggle for religious liberty.
Either King Antiochus, or a group of Jews acting under his author-
ity, desecrated the temple by erecting in the sacred precincts a
statue and/or an altar of a foreign god, and attempted to compel
the Jews to abandon their traditional religious practices (circumci-
sion, Sabbath, etc.). The goal of the king and his supporters was to
remove all the peculiar features of Judaism that made it different
from the other religions of the world. The religious persecution that
accompanied this forced “Hellenization™ (on this term see below)
provoked Judah the Maccabee and his followers to rebel against the
state. This was the Jews' first departure from the Jeremianic political
tradition, and it was prompted by the state’s first departure from a
policy of religious toleration. In antiquity religious persecutions
were something of a rarity. The polytheistic and polyethnic empires
of both Mesopotamia and the Mediterranean basin tolerated reli-
gious and cultic diversity. As long as the peace was maintained and
the taxes were paid, the state did not care much about the religious
life of its citizens. What provoked the persecution by Epiphanes
remains an enigma in spite of intense study by many scholars, but
a persecution there was, and the war it provoked is history’s first
recorded struggle for religious liberty.

At some point during the struggle the goals of Judah and his party
changed. He was no longer fighting for religious liberty but fo
political independente. He and his brothers after him sought (0
make Judea free and independent, under the rule of a new dynast}
that of the Maccabees themselves. Even after they regained the
temple and put an end to the persecution (164 B.C.E.), they did not
cease their fight. Some Jews supported them in the first phase of 1€
war, but abandoned them during the second and third phases.
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KZZZ c}))rr;;:pt:;lred to fight against their rulers for the sake of religious
tenSionS, fuththey were not prepared to support the dynalsticgrl re-
tensi 2.4; the Maccabees and to create an independent statg ¢!
ey .cre.ate?in:ez :13). Inde;d, the state and dynasty that the Macca
ers i 1 :
Ny ucceeded in garnering the total support of all

Social factors played an im in thi

: . portant role in th
thias, the patrla.rch of the clan, and his son Jltsl(r;r flfew;ll;clzdatl)tta-
were country priests who drew the bulk of their support frori tehe ,
'cl?hunglymde and fought against the well-to-do priests of Jerusale :
i e a(cic‘a‘bees expelled or killed many of the “old guard” arr::i

advanced ‘“‘new men” lik

e ike themselves to become the new aristoc-

The Rebellion Against the Romans (66-74 C.E.)

M;ll;lclebwar oli 66-74 is simila‘r in many ways to the rebellion of the
memzde;si,s wl;t als:l) very different. The revolutionaries who fo
r and saw it to its catastrophic conclusi isted
: It to clusion consiste
gf dlvelll“sgl groups, each with its own leaders, history, and ideolo :
lome‘é ailed from the countryside, others from the city of Jerug:
Sem. ﬁnzie we%"elprlests, others lay. Some were wealthy, others poor
ome had socialist or utopian goals, and ’ :
. . ‘ ] spent most of theli
in attacking the rich and the heredi i - motatly
editary aristocracy. Othe
; dita : TS, notabl
:,(;22 ;)Efttiile prle(;ts, fought to maintain and expand their traditiona};
es and power. Others were motiv 1
ated b
[ _ y an intense ha-
Cr()eliitaof thel\ldlomans and a desire to rid the holy land of forei an
WOUIdgxs(;r(l).n any of thed revolutionaries believed that the Messigh
come to redeem Israel and that
all the Jews had
o ' s had to d
g (‘)N gee:nt:e ball rolling; God and the angelic hosts would do th(e)
e y assume that the messianic theories which motivated
e ol 1olnarles were as numerous and diverse as the revolution-
these-gmusssvis'[Tﬁe Zealots and the Sicarii are the best known of
b , but t
e ere were many others (see chapter 5 below).
e yor reasons the Jews lost the war is that they were
e ount a united front against the Rom Th
much of their time killing each other rath B the eritey:
R rrather than fighting the enemy.
i Maccabean revol /
e Eas{vo ution and the war of 66-74 were
against Epiphanes was far?rl;i’rzlﬁrf 'l:ed ‘;131' s
; ; . 1 e 3 8 5]
b;.‘:hon Syl an the “war party” of
0 wars also had very di inni
B Spar?eglﬁerent begmnmg§ and conclusions.
not by a profanation of the temple
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and a religious persecution, but by the administrative incompetence
of the Roman procurators, by the fighting between Jews and pagans
in the cities of Palestine and Syria, and by the action of some Jewish
hotheads who suspended the temple sacrifice on behalf of the em-
eror. The two wars also had very different outcomes. The rebellion
of the Maccabees prevented Judaism from becoming just another
local variation of Syrian Hellenism, and thereby saved it from ex-
tinction. The war of 66-74 removed the institutional foundations of
Judaism, brought tremendous destruction upon the land of Israel
and its inhabitants, and endangered the status of the Jews through-
out the Roman empire; it threatened the very survival of Judaism.
In the eyes of the revolutionaries Roman rule was as oppressive
and intolerable as that of Epiphanes, but many Jews disagreed with
this assessment and participated in the war only in its initial chaotic
stages, if at all. For every peasant willing to give up everything in
order to fight the Romans, there was a peasant who did not want
to suffer the inevitable disasters inflicted by war. These Jews felt that
the Romans had done nothing to justify a departure from the
Jeremianic political tradition. Fighting against the Romans was fool-
ish at best and sinful at worst. God will redeem Israel by sending
the messiah, but Israel can do nothing to hasten the appointed time.
This point of view was advanced by Flavius Josephus in his The  Jewish
War, our major source for the history of the war and its antecedents.
The same perspective is ascribed by rabbinic literature to Rabban
Vohanan ben Zakkai, who is alleged to have left Jerusalem during
the siege and to have hailed Vespasian as a man destined to destroy
the temple and to become emperor.! At his meeting with the soon-
to-be-emperor, the rabbi quoted from Isaiah (10:34): “And the
Lebanon [= the Temple constructed from the cedars of Lebanon]
shall fall by a majestic one [= Vespasian].” The rabbi neglec ted to
inform the Roman that the next verse of the prophecy begins with
the messianic prediction “There shall come forth a shoot from the
stump of Jesse."” Had Vespasian known the Bible of the Jews he
might not have received the rabbi so kindly.

The Wars of 115-117 c.k. and 132-135 c.E.

The other two exceptions to the Jeremianic political tradition cafi
be treated briefly, not because they are less important than the wars
just discussed, but because their documentation is so poor. In 1132

117 C.k. the Jews of Alexandria, the Egyptian countryside, Cyprus
and Cyrenaica (part of modern-day Libya) fought the Romans. AR
chaeological evidence proves that this was a major uprising &
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causgd much destruction for both Jew and gentile. The Jewish
munity of Alexandria, one of the largest and most important OCfO[‘lTll‘
ancient world, was dealt a serious blow. The causes of this war are
most obscure. Apparently its root cause was the political tensi i
between Jews and gentiles in the cities of the Greek east, a tensign
that had. flared up many times in the first century Cl:l ,Messi e
speculatlor}s also played an important part. - -
Equally important and only slightly less obscure is the war of
1?52—135. The war of 115-117 was the revolt of parts of the Greek
diaspora; thf:re 1s no reliable evidence that the Jews of the land of
Israel participated. By contrast the war of 132-135 was the revo(;t
of the land of Israel, or, to be more accurate, the district of Jud
Its lf:’ader was Bar Kosiba, better known as Bar Kokhba (“Son 0‘?:
Star”), the name given to him by those who accepted his messianic
status.’ On his coins he styled himself “Simon the Prince (Nasi) of
Israel.. > One :jlqcient historian says that this war was provoked b
Hadrian’s de_c1510n to rebuild Jerusalem as a pagan city. The coina Z
of tbe new city, named Aelia Capitolina in honor of Hadrian (whoge
family name was Aelius) and Jupiter (the god of the capitol), show.
that the city was indeed established before the outbreak’of ths
rel?elhon, but whether the construction caused the rebellion is z
point that cannot be confirmed. Another ancient historian claims
that the war was provoked by a prohibition of circumcision. Castra
tion and other mutilation of the male genitalia had been 1<;n ro-
!'llblted by the Romans, but Hadrian extended the prohibit?og t
u}cl‘udfe circumcision, a step which the Jews found intolerable Rab0
binic hter.ature confirms that during and after the war the R(;man;
forbad_e circumcision as well as other Jewish practices (including th
recitation of the Shema, the public study of the Torah amdg thz
gfjsrvance of the Sabbath), but whether this persecuti,on was a
S€ or a consequence of the war is an important point which
._;gii;n, Lv;r]e cannot determine precisely. In any case, both historians’
"Jew:ﬁ Ina:hf{fhls bv;;_lr_w?s provoked by a Roman action against the
¢ emi_"la nic imagination Hadrian was another Epiphanes,
fﬂadﬁan‘fm i fe.mler who sought to destroy Judaism, but for us
oy otives, as well as those of Epiphanes, remain obs
The war of Bar Kokhba was the d i : el
; L was product of internal factors as well
ern scholars have highlighted th i i i
e gf lig the social and economic stress
e ar of 66-74 c.E. In the wake of that war the
s -;oldz‘l gljezjt‘d_eal of land, leasing or giving it to their
ndloss peasant:si 1c1(‘;. This process created a large number of
e l{oklr:ls]u ;‘a, and it is t.hls group which seems to have
a the bulk of his support. Another important
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factor is Bar Kokhba’s messianism. Little is known about this either,
but the timing of the war is very suggestive. Seventy years after the
destruction of the first temple the second temple was built in fulfill-
ment of Jeremiah’s prophecy. The Jews had no doubt that the
prophecy would be fulfilled again, but sixty years had already gone
and nothing had happened. By the 130s c.E. the Jews must have
been very restive as they contemplated the rapid approach of the
septuagintal year. Bar Kokhba was seen by some of his followers as
the anointed redeemer who would inaugurate the end by destroying
the Romans and rebuilding the temple. In the wake of his defeat we
may imagine the Jews of the second century C.E., no less than Daniel
in the second century B.C.E., contemplating with renewed intensity
the opaque words of the prophet from Anathoth.

Conclusion

I end this survey where I began, with Jeremiah. In spite of these
four exceptions, the basic political stance of the Jews of both the
land of Israel and the diaspora was not rebellion but accommoda-
tion. The Jews must support the state until God sees fit to redeem
them. This was the counsel of Jeremiah in the sixth century B.C.E.,
of Josephus in the first century C.E., and of the rabbis of the second
through the twentieth centuries c.E. This advice was accepted by the
masses of the Jews throughout antiquity. The only principled rejec-
tion of it was by the Sicarii and assorted other grouos in the first
century. Their actions contributed mightily to the war of 6674, but
as we have seen, that war was caused by many different factors and
was joined by many different groups. The revolt of the Maccabees
and the rebellion of Bar Kokhba were caused, at least in part, by the
hostile actions of the ruling power. Even Jeremiah might have ap-:

proved.

Cultural: Judaism and Hellenism

From biblical until modern times Jews have seen themselves, and
have been seen by others, as a distinct group. The world consists
of Jews and gentiles (“the nations”). God chose the Jews from
among all the nations and made them his special people. They aloné
possess his Torah and perform his will. God placed the sun, mook
and stars in the heavens for the nations to worship; but the Israelites
are permitted to worship only the true God alone (Deut. 4). B&
tween the “us” of Judaism and the “them” of paganism was £
boundary that separated the holy from the profane. The precist

ism”

!
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contours 'of‘ this boundary were never very clear, but one of th
characteristic themes of Jewish thought throughou’t the ages is th'e
sense of contrast between the “us” and the “them,” bet%veen "
and .gentlle, between the ideas of Judaism and tl;e 1deas othilw
gentlle world (whether paganism, Christianity, or Islam) ©
The Greeks drew a similar distinction between “Helle‘nes 7 th
bear.ers of §nlightened culture, and ‘“‘barbarians,” the memb,ers o€f3'
foreign nations, but the demarcation between Jew and gentile was
much stricter than that between Hellene and barbarian. A barbarian
could become a Hellene by adopting the Greek language and cul
ture, but a gentile could become a Jew only by “converting,” tha;
is, by denying the pagan gods and affirming exclusive loyalty’to the
god of the jews‘. A pagan who wished to become a Jew did not
rgerely add]udfnsm to his paganism or apply Jewish terminology to
his pagan practices; he replaced his pagan beliefs and practicesgvzr]ith
Je“tISh ones. Polytheism was tolerant, monotheism was not. But fo
all its vaunted intolerance Judaism was an active partici a£1t in thr
cultural and social life of antiquity. P ©

(14 N PR N1Y B . 9 e m .
‘Hellenism,” “Hellenization,” and “Hellenistic Judaism”

Modern scholars use the term “Hellenism” in two different ways
In one usage ‘‘Hellenism” means the culture, society, and way of I?fe.
brought to the peoples of the east by Alexander the Great and his
successors. The culture was “Hellenistic” (the adjective spun from
the noun “Hellenism”) because its language was Greek, its literar
clas‘sms were Greek, its ideas were Greek, its gods wer(’e Greek itz
social elite was Greek (and Macedonian), and its most distinc’tive
form of §oc1al organization (the polis) was Greek. Hellenism was the
Y\ﬂl;iy of life brought by the conqueror and was a great challenge to
ﬁ;{]ﬁ:ls :lalnd to all the other i.nhabitants of the East. In this concep-
Omeefwzn;sn'], the worship c:f the Greek gods and the practice
= andy;k; is an antonym to “Judaism,” the worship of the God
o g be p}rl'actlce of Jewish ways. This conception and usage
el ylt e accounts _of th_e Antiochan persecution and the
e arv[o t contained in First and Second Maccabees. In-

. lp ate passages Second Maccabees uses the terms “Juda-

\ '-:on}canq its an:onym “Hellenism” (4:13).
b “Heng::S of Helle'fllsm” gave rise in turn to the concep-
b [c_]&:?lals_m as an antonym for *Palestinian Juda-
. djag ((:r 1s view “‘Hellenistic” Jews are the Jews who
: ...ulteratedpme?;- sp?_kf: Gref;k and wrote literature in Greek,
rehigion with ideas and practices imported
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from the “Hellenistic” world. In contrast, the Jews of Palestine lived
in the mother country, spoke Hebrew and Aramaic and wrote litera-
ture in those languages, and struggled to observe their religion in
all its rigor and to keep it pure from foreign contagion. This concep-
tion was inspired by the figure of Paul of Tarsus, who seemed to
represent the urbane and cosmopolitan (that is, not law-observant)
Jew of the diaspora in contrast with the “orthodox” and legalistic
Jew of Palestine, and by passages like Acts 6:1 which spoke of ten-
sion between the “Hebrews” and the “Hellenists” in the early
church. _
Many scholars have argued that this conception does not do full
justice to the complexities of either “Hellenism”™ or “Hellenistic.
Judaism.” Whatever it was that Alexander the Great tried to
achieve, and whatever the purity of the “Hellenism” which hel
brought with him from Macedon, within a very short time after his,
death all the cultures of the East began to contribute to the new
creation we call Hellenism. Hellenistic culture was not merely a
debased version of the culture of classical Athens. Its substrate wag
Greek and its language of expression was Greek, but it absorbed
ideas and practices from all the cultures with which it came intg
contact, thereby assuming many and diverse forms. The nativ
were Hellenized, and the Greeks were “Orientalized.” '
In the Egyptian countryside the peasants expressed their trads
tional hopes and prayers in Greek, even as the Ptolemies adopte
the royal ideology of the ancient Pharaohs in order to bolster theif
command over their subjects. Some of the new poleis were bastion!
of high culture and “Hellenism,” but more often than not the Hellé
nism which reached the man in the street or the peasant on his fari
was a mixture of traditional with novel elements: the ancestral god
were given Greek names, traditional ideas were dressed in Greg
garb, etc. The cultures of the East were too powerful and too attraé
tive to lose their grip on their adherents. Through intermarriag
with local women and through veneration of the local gods, Ui
Greeks often lost much of their Greekness. When used as a descrip
tive epithet for the culture of the world from Alexander the Gré
to the first century B.C.E. or C.E., Hellenism ought to mean 1
“Greek culture” but the fusion of various cultures. In this con ef
tion “Judaism” and “‘Hellenism™ are nol antonyms, since, by defil
tion, Judaism was part of Hellenism and Hellenism was part
Judaism. j
This approach attempts to get beyond the rhetoric of the Jews

antiquity. If various Jews of antiquity saw Judaism and Hellen

antithetical, that hardly means that these entities were antithel®
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SFveraI church fathers expressed a similar hostility toward
pism, even af[er the triumph of the church over pa)éanjsn: e
was warned in a vision that he was spending too much -[__lt‘rome
Cicero and not .enough on sacred scripture.? Statements l'klmi e
advance the claim that Christianity is the exclusive sourc l eft ath
and has no need for classical culture. But we would err becﬁ t'ruth
dedu<:e.d from these texts that Jerome and the other fat?l e
make S1m11:ar pronouncements viewed classical culture as aﬁi? l:vh'o
cal to Chrl.stl_amty. Similarly, we cannot deduce from Ma ltb o
anc}.] r;aillablplc ldlsology and rhetoric the real relationship offlj?ia;ﬁ
g:l ul.e enism. Nor can we generalize from that very unusual Jew,
’ll‘hi's conce;ption of “Hellenism” leads to a redefinition of “Hel
lenistic Juc_ialsm.” All the Judaisms of the Hellenistic period of
both .the diaspora and the land of Israel, were Hellenizfd t(l)'n ’ 'Of
were mtegra}I parts of the culture of the ancient world SOII’I - o
ties. of Judaism were more Hellenized than others t;ut noe e
an 1slgnd unto itself. It is a mistake to imagine tl’lat the lgzdwa:'
Palestine preserved a “pure” form of Judaism and that the di .
pora was the home of adulterated or diluted forms of Jud s,
The term “Hellenistic Judaism” makes sense, then, onl P
chronological indicator for the period from Al:axande’r tlrlleyGas ’
to the Maccabees or perhaps to the Roman conquests of the fieat
century B.C.E. As a descriptive term for a certain type of Judai iy
hf:m{ever, it is meaningless, because all the Judaisms of the H Jle.
nistic period were “‘Hellenistic.” i’
ﬁI::nlc:hgfaizggng approich is n}uf:h more convincing than the
bwi e 1h the term Hellfen'lsncjudaism” for the rest of this
: » When necessary, distinguish the Judaism of the dias-

gf.:;ﬁd?? th;lt of Palestine, and the Judaism of Greek-speaking Jews
ot at o Hel.)rew,\.:-.and Aramaic-speaking Jews, but the term
Hellenistic Judaism” is too vague to be helpful.

m and Hellenistic Culture

e S_Icepé‘o‘zl)ir;l} that confronted all the Jews of antiquity was
- o _dng 1:elanor'15h1;‘) with Hellenistic culture. How
- ellenisticl cﬁﬁﬁz Pthgfv im'lbualltaneously partaking of the

. : ; o balance the conflicting claims
d:th:‘li::z;leptangculansm, the desire to be part of thge larger
e c?l fe separate and distinct? Where was the line
B . oreign element which enriched and fruc-
it foreign element which threatened and de-
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stroyed? This was a perpetual dilemma, not only for the Jews in
their homeland but especially for the Jews in the diaspora.

The problem was not new. Even in pre-exilic times the Israelites
had to determine the extent to which they could draw on the riches
of the cultures among which they lived. King Solomon built the
temple of God with the aid of Phoenician architects and on the
standard plan of Syrian temples. The psalmist modeled some of his
poems on Canaanite hymns to Baal and Egyptian hymns to Aton.
The author of Proverbs drew upon the wisdom of Amenemope.
When the Israclites, however, began to worship Baal alongside their
own God and to incorporate Canaanite practices into their religion,
the prophets objected vociferously.

Complicating all these issues was the political setting. The lack of
political autonomy increased the need for the erection of clear
boundaries that would safeguard the group’s identity. In pre-exilic
times Ahaz the king of Judah replaced the altar in the temple with
an altar constructed like one he saw in Damascus (2 Kings 16:
10-18), thereby indicating his fealty to his master the king of As-
syria. Political subjugation brought in its wake enormous pressure
to conform to the ways of the conqueror, even if the conqueror did
not actually initiate a “persecution.”

culture; language; and philosophy and way of life. I shall consider
each of these separately.

Material Culture

The pottery, clothing, art, architecture, and the myriad othet
details that constituted the realia of Jewish life were all standard
Hellenistic types or variations on them. That this was the case in the
Greco-Roman diaspora should occasion no surprise, but it was alsg
the case in Palestine. Cities were built on the Greek pattern. The
elders no longer sat at the gate as in pre-exilic times, but in the agordt
or central plaza of the city, an architectural feature unknown to e
Hebrew Bible. All of Herod the Great’s building projects, including
the reconstruction of the temple in Jerusalem, were in the Hellenis
tic style of the Near East, and this fact is not to be attributed to thé
idiosyncracy of one mad ruler. Josephus remarks that the build
of one Galilean village closely resembled those of Tyre, Sidon, 2
Berytus (Beirut). All the coins issued by the Jews, from the Macc#
bees to the Herodian kings to the revolutionaries of 66-70 CH
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were minted on the Tyrian standard, which .
throughout the Hellenistic East. ’ ich was widespread

Language

The essence of Hellenization, of course, is

In the diaspor.a the triumph of the Greek iang::ggr::: l?)r:ngufegt:.
H.ebrew was virtually unknown to Egyptian Jewry. Even Philop cer.
tainly thg most learned and literate Jew produced by the Je’ewisl;
community of Alexandria, was no Hebraist; in all likelihood his
knowledge of Hebrew did not extend beyond select words and
phrases of the Torah. Elsewhere in the diaspora the situation was
the same. Virtually all the inscriptions engraved by diaspora Je
from Egypt to Rome to Asia Minor, were in Greek. In Rome a“fr'g»:
were m.Latm, apd a few epitaphs append the Hebrew word shalom
but again t.here is no sign that the Jews of these places spoke or knew,'
any Semitic language. The earliest literary work produced by dias-
poraje_wry was a translation of the Torah into Greek, known as the
5@“‘“3‘"’ (third century B.C.E.). By the second century B.C.E. the
Jews of Egypt were writing scholarly essays, philosophical 'tr.acts
z(l;nd ﬁoetryhbased on this Greek translation. As far as we know,
Je;:r:rey . lvlvasl the exclusive language of literary expression for diaspora

n the land of Israel the situation is much m i
because Greek had to compete with Hebrew and A(;;em;(i)cm tI:thC it\:ﬁ;
here many Jews spoke and wrote Greek. The Maccabees,arran ed
for t'he translation of First Maccabees from Hebrew into Greekg (it
is this trgnslation which survives, the Hebrew original having com-
Eli;lely (.ilsappeared). A Jew from Jerusalem translated the book of
Hs;:ber utl)to Greek.. The Wisdom of Ben Sira, a work written in
e rew by a Palestinian sage around 200 B.C.E., was translated into
sreek by the author’s grandson. By the first cent i
before, Palestinian authors like Joseph P i
i sephus and his archrival Justus of
B e 50 ginal compositions in Greek. Greek docu-
e ound at Q_umr'an and constitute a large part of a
priva :hy archive that was discovered in the Judean desert and
N Bare I?rli;l (lzljuarler of the second century c.E. (the “Babata”

., B0th S?l wrote some of his letters in Greek. In the

o e earim, which were in use during the third and

: €$ C.E., most of the epitaphs are in Greek, although

- 'l‘l b fﬁ’te il 1SCI i ; t
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Even in rabbinic circles the Greek language had an enormous
impact. This is evidenced not only by the thousands of Greek (and
Latin) words in the rabbinic lexicon and by the fact that in a syna-
gogue of Caesarea in rabbinic times the Shema was recited in Greek,
but also by the fact that some rabbinic Jews needed a Greek transla-
tion of the Bible which was more faithful to the Hebrew text than
was the Septuagint. According to both Christian and rabbinic leg-
end a convert to Judaism named Aquila translated the Bible anew
into Greek under rabbinic aegis, his goal being a faithful word-for-
word translation. Whether there is any truth to this legend is hard
to establish, but the important point is that the translation at-
tributed to Aquila is a revision of the Septuagint in the direction of
the emerging newly standardized Hebrew text. Qumran fragments
show that revisions in this direction were being done already in the
first century C.E., demonstrating the existence in Palestine of a
group of Jews who needed a Greek translation of the Bible, but a
translation which would be closer to the Hebrew original than that
produced by diaspora Jewry.

The Greek language, then, had an enormous impact in Palestine
in both second temple and rabbinic times. As far as we know, how-
ever, Hebrew remained the primary language of literary expression.
The Qumran scrolls demonstrate that Hebrew was the original lan-
guage of most of the works written in Palestine between the period
of the Maccabees and the destruction of the temple in 70 C.E. The
same pattern continued into rabbinic times. The Mishnah and ancil:
lary works were all written in Hebrew. To what extent Hebrew was
a spoken language in palestine in second temple and rabbinic times
remains a disputed question. Itis likely that many of the people usec
Aramaic.

As a result of the influence of the Arameans, knowledge of the
Aramaic language became widespread among the political elite
Judea even in pre-exilic times (2 Kings 18:26). By the fourth or third
century B.C.E. it became a literary language for the Jews (Dan. 2-1
Tobit, Enoch) and would so remain until the Middle Ages. By thé
first century B.C.E. it was used for the translation and paraphrase 0k
scripture. In rabbinic times, from the third century C.E. onw in
both Palestine and Babylonia, Aramaic was the language of botlk
scholars and boors, and was used for Bible translations and lega
discussions, synagogue homilies and prayers, popular storyte ing
and magical incantations.

The survival and later efflorescence of Hebrew and Aramaic a8
sometimes taken as proof that the Jews of Palestine both before 28
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after 70 G.E. resisted the blandishments of Hellenism. There is some
truth to this ggneralization, but we must avoid both simplification
and exaggeration. Language certainly is a critical part of human
identity, but the fact that some Jews continued their use of a Semitic
language hardly proves that they sought to separate themselves
from the culture of the world around them. The Jews were not the
only people of the Near East to preserve their ancestral language

The centuries that witnessed the height of rabbinic creativity aIS(;
witnessed the birth of Armenian, Coptic, and Syriac literatures, all
of which were heavily imbued with Greek ideas. The Greek ian-
guage, then, 1s neither a necessary nor a sufficient criterion for
Hellenization.

Philosophy and Way of Life

All the Jews of antiquity were “Hellenized” to some degree. All
shared in the material culture of the larger world and all were
exposed to the Greek language. But usually the term “Helleniza-
tion” involves more than just pots, pans, and language. It involves
the way of thought and way of life. To what extent did the Jews of
antiquity adopt and adapt the ideas and practices of the world
around them? How did they reconcile the truths of their tradition
with the truth of contemporary culture?

.Sf)me.]ews in both Israel and the diaspora sought to obliterate all
distinctions between themselves and the gentiles. These Jews are
usually call.ed “apostates” (rebels). Their reasons were diverse.
Somg hoping to make a career in the civil service, felt that their
Judaism was an obstacle in their path. The most spectacular exam-
ple of this type is Tiberius Julius Alexander, the nephew of Philo
who abandoned his Judaism for the sake of a government career. H(;
succeedefi brilliantly; he was in turn procurator of Judea, prefect of
Aéexandna, and a member of Titus’ general staff during the siege
:);;i;]erusalem. Som(? apostates were motivated by the desire to par-
euse gllt)lflof the delights of Hellenistic civilization. Particularly oner-
iﬂtéfcou l";ﬂrbeyes were the laws thgt prevented social and sexual
Oiher wef*e ::ltlween ngY and gennls. They wanted to “belong.”
of Greek phﬂosggﬁotﬁutllrlltgll;%ualls who cguld accept the truths
S 1 polytheist?c o 13 hl culty accepting thc? truths of Juda-
B (()1r hF ey could not believe in monotheism,
B . erle philosophy they could not accept revela-

i o frsa culture they could not remain distinct. These
E:C: of apostasy are not mutually exclusive. Sometimes




42 From the Maccabees to the Mishnah

it is hard to determine precisely which motives were operative in any
given case; indeed, sometimes it is hard to determine whether the
term “‘apostate” is appropriate at all.

During the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes a group of Jews known
to modern scholarship as “the extreme Hellenizers'' tried to remove
the distinctive characteristics of Judaism and to make it indistin-
guishable from other forms of Semitic-Hellenistic polytheism. Their
program was to “go and make a covenant with the Gentiles round
about us, for since we separated from them many evils have come
upon us” (1 Macc. 1:11). Whether they were motivated primarily by
social, economic, political, religious, or economic desires is difficult
to determine. The adherents of the Maccabean interpretation of
these events had no doubt, however, that these Jews were sinners
and rebels. But it is likely that these Jews, who included many
priests, high priests, and aristocrats, were attempting not to destroy
Judaism but to reform it. Two centuries later in Alexandria Philo
describes a group of “extreme allegorists” who argued that the laws
of the Torah, including the laws of circumcision and forbidden
foods, were meant to be observed not literally but allegorically (a
interpretation that would find its way into some elements of early
Christianity). These Jews obviously believed that they were remain
ing loyal to the Torah all the while they were not observing its laws
in the normally accepted fashion, but Philo castigates them. Like the

“extreme Hellenizers,” they too were attempting to remove the
distinctive characteristics of Judaism.
The number of apostates in Jewish antiquity, if we exclude the
Jewish Christians and the Christian Jews, was never very large. Botl
in the diaspora and in Israel, even in rabbinic times, there wert
always some Jews who were prepared to obliterate the distinctiol
between Jew and gentile, and between Judaism and Hellenistic cuk
ture. Universalist trends had always existed in Judaism, even I
pre-exilic times, especially in intellectual circles. The “Wisdom Lif
erature” of the Bible (Proverbs, Job, Ecclesiastes) completely 1§
nores the distinctive elements of Israelite cult, history, ai
theology; freely draws upon the wisdom literature of the ancieft
East, especially Egypt; and emphasizes the common morality ail
ethics applicable to all peoples. Thought of this type had an
mous influence on later Jewish writers, including Philo and B
rabbinic author of Chapters of the Fathers (who omits nearly all distiné
tively Jewish practices). Other universalist trends in ancient Jud? 1
will be discussed below. But the universalism of these apostates ¥
different from the universalism of the Wisdom school and the 0%
Jewish philosophers, because the apostates actualized their unts
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salism and surrendered their Jewish identity. For the vast majori
of Jews this was not an acc : o
Hélllenistic was eptable response to the challenges of the
For most Jews the ideal solution was to create a synthesi
Judaism apd I-_Iellenism. The rabbis expressed thi}s] be:zltsif?lflt;vs 2
comment inspired by Genesis 9:27, “May the beauty of Japheth (=
the Gr_eeks) dwell in the tents of Shem (= the Jews).”’* Since tl;:
definition of Hellenism is complex and elusive, as I discussed above
the statement that the Jews were influenced by Hellenistic culturt;
or that tl_ley_“borrowed” this or that idea from Hellenism does not
neces§anly imply that they consciously and purposefully imported
matel'la! from abroad. For some Jews, especially in the diaspora, the
adaptation of Judaism to contemporary culture was a consc’ious
process. For others it was not. Sometimes it is hard to determine
whether a phenomenon that appears in both Judaism and other
forms of Hellenistic culture is to be attributed to the “influence” of
the one upon the other or to parallel development. As a participant
group in Hellenistic culture, the Jews gave and received. What the
Jews gave 1 shall discuss in the next section. Here I shall discuss
what the Jews received, as well as developments in Judaism that are
paralleled by developments elsewhere in Hellenistic culture
Many scho.lars have noted that the religions and philosopl;ies of
(hg I:Iellemst1c period share a concern for the individual whereas the
l't‘:-!.lg'lOI’lS and philosophies of classical Greece centered more upon
the polis, the collective. The same development can be seen in the
Judaism of the Hellenistic period (see chapter 3). The concern for
thq fate of the individual in both this world and the next, the elabo-
ration of a system of requirements for the individuai to follow
(?tayer, Tora'h study, performance of the commandments, etc.)
aﬁnd Fbe creation of new social structures in which the indi,vidu'ai
igures prominently (school, synagogue, and sect)—all th
opments attest to th i i D
by oo (o} ht e new -ethos in Judaism, an ethos closely paral-
-:ﬁui:h’of th(]:er a_pls1 df:nved from, Hellenistic culture.
e f‘]ew1s literature of the Hellenistic period follows
faf:?; orms and/or the canons of Greek taste (see chapter
s n(;)t pa.rt}cularly surprising for works written in Greek
d _e_wpora, ut itis 1o less true for many of the works written
A or Aramaic in the land of Israel. The book of Judith
Yy written in Hebrew, is a typical Greek novell ,
e with a heroine in distre ot o haoor
o s§, NAITOW escapes, and a happy
iy emptlmwhon, an e.lab.oratlon in Aramaic of the
R (’w ploys Hellenistic literary techniques to dress
amning dreams, the pathos of the hero). One
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member of the Maccabean circle in Jerusalem wrote an epic poem
in Greek, apparently paraphrasing the Bible.> The commentary
form, which is first attested in the Qumran scrolls and later was to
play such an important role in rabbinic culture, also is of Hellenistic
origin. All of these works are fiercely loyal to Jewish tradition, but
all of them are expressions of Greek literary taste. The beauty of
Japheth did indeed reside in the tents of Shem.

I turn now from the form of the literature to its conient. No area’
of Hellenistic culture influenced the Jews as much as philosophy,
The God of the Hebrew Bible is very different from the supreme
God of Plato or Aristotle. The former is a anthropomorphic being
capable of anger, joy, and other emotions, who created the world
and continues to direct human affairs. The God of the philosophers;
however, was a much less human and much more abstract figure
incapable of emotion, and far removed from the daily concerns of
humanity (see chapter 3). Many Jews tried to combine these twl
conceptions, or, more precisely, to reinterpret the God of the Bible
in the light of the ideas of the philosophers, especially Plato. In hig
numerous essays on the Torah, Philo tried to demonstrate that the
God of Judaism was very like the God of Plato, and that the storieg
of Genesis were not mere amusing diversions but hid profound
philosophical truths. This approach to scripture was developed!
even further by Origen, Ambrose, and other fathers of the church
but its first great exponent was Philo and its origins reach back
Alexandrian Jewry of the third century B.C.E.

The impact of “philosophy” upon Judaism went much deepd
than the exegetical essays of Philo. Much of the Jewish thinking of
the questions of fate, free will, immortality, and divine providend
was influenced by, or at least was expressed in, the terminology
Greek philosophy. Many authors, even those of a decidedly ner
philosophic character (like Josephus), present Judaism as a ““philos
ophy,” a system of practice and thought that cultivated pagal
could appreciate and admire. These writers emphasize those @
pects of Judaism which we call “ethics” and “morality,” arg 1]
either implicitly or explicitly that the ideal way of life recornmend
by Greek legislators and thinkers had been put into practice by of
one people, the Jews. i

The interaction with the Hellenistic world was not limited to#
realm of ideas. In the public sphere Jewish life not only in
diaspora but also in the land of Israel was radically transforme®
the building of cities and by the creation of new urban elites. "_él
ing a page from Greek political theory Judah the Maccabee had ¥
people declare by acclamation that Hanukkah was to be celebrd
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annuall}./ in commemoration of the great victory over Epiphanes. A
generation later Simon the Maccabee had himself declared the th
priest through acclamation. In Greek political theory the power to
declare festivals, appoint priests, etc., was vested in the people (the
demos), but such an idea was completely foreign to Judaism. The
Maccabees,' the alleged opponents of foreign ways, adopted a Helle-
nistic practice for their own ends. By Roman times the chief judicial
body of the land was known by a Greek name (synedrion, or, in
Hebrew pronunciation, sankedrin) and perhaps was model;ed (;n a
Greek or Roman institution.

Private life too was enriched by Hellenistic social forms. Schools
clubs, and associations were common features in the social and civic,
life of the Hellenistic world, including the social and civic life of the
Jews (see chapter 4). The impact of the new ways is evident too in
some of the most basic social forms. According to the custom in
force in pre-exilic times, a custom that was almost universal in the
Semitic East, a groom “buys’” his bride from his prospective father-
in-law by tendering a “bride-price.” Already in the third century
B.C.E. the Jews began to follow the Greek practice (shared by the
Romans) according to which a groom receives money or goods (a
dowry) from his father-in-law in advance of the marriage. The shift
from bride-price to dowry may well be connected with other major
developments (for example, the shift from polygamy to monogamy)
that may have been occasioned by the entrance of the Jews into
Hellenistic society.

Conclusion

“TQ Ht.allenize or not to Hellenize”” was not a question the Jews
tl%l:ttychagr to answer. They pee giv’t?n no choice. The ques-
onfronted them were “how?” and “how far?” How
ld Judaism adapt itself to meet the new conditions of the age?
ar could Judaism go in absorbing foreign ways and idea;
was untrue to itself and lost its identity? These were the
t}sl (:vnllnlc: I:he Jews of antiquity had to answer, and they an-
- 8llltme”r(t:us and dlvprse ways. Some were prepared
e es” by gbar}donmg all tl}ose beliefs and practices
em'sgiu aism distinctive. Others in response adopted an
% 'follow: SIEIa;lc:r’l'bu‘[ their rhetoric cannot mask their willing-
. Evelsu'(f:' ways as lgng as those ways did not
v, i)est 31 1d‘the majority 'of Jews agreed that the
e € diversity of their responses indicates that
10n of this golden mean remained elusive.
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Social: Jews and Gentiles

The Jews of both the diaspora and the land of Israel had an
uneasy relationship with their environment. For the most part they
were willing to support the state and to partake of the cultural
bounty of the Hellenistic world, but they were unwilling to surren-
der their identity. They wished to “belong” but at the same time to
remain distinct. Support for the state was not to be confused with!
the abnegation of nationalist dreams. Hellenization was not to be.
confused with assimilation. This tension is also evident in the social|
relations between Jews and gentiles.

Anti-Judaism and “Anti-Semitism”

In order to maintain their distinctiveness and identity most Jews
of the ancient world sought to separate themselves from their gens
tile neighbors. In the cities of the East they formed their own autons
omous ethnic communities, each with its own officers, institutions;
and regulations (see chapter 4). Some cities, notably Alexandria and
Rome, had neighborhoods inhabited mostly by Jews. (These were
not “ghettos” but “ethnic neighborhoods.”) Following the lead of
Ezra, the Jews of the second temple period grew more and mor
intolerant of marriages with foreigners. Even Philo admired the zeg]
of Phineas, who killed an Israelite chieftain for consorting public]
with a Midianite woman (Num. 25). The Jews also buried their dea
separately, thus maintaining separation from gentiles in death asij
life. They refused to participate in public ceremonies that involved
worship either of the pagan gods or of the emperor; in other words
they refused to participate in practically all the communal events@
ancient society. The pagan empires tolerated this behavior; Julil
Caesar even exempted the Jews from appearing in court on (&
Sabbath and from serving in the army. In the polyethnic Hellenist
and Roman empires, national distinctiveness and loyalty to anc€
tral customs were not unusual, but the Jews carried their separafé
ness to unusual lengths. In particular, the refusal of the Jews®
participate in any religious ceremony, including emperor worsil
was unparalleled, because the Jews alone of all the peoples of ant
uity were monotheists who believed in a jealous God.

But their exclusiveness and separation did not prevent the
from seeking civic equality with their gentile neighbors. During¥
first century of our era severe disturbances broke out in Alexand!
Caesarea (in Israel), Antioch (in Syria), and several cities of westé
Asia Minor (modern Turkey). The details behind these events
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obscure, but most scholars agree that the Jewish communities of
these places antagonized certain elements of the local population by
demanding both tolerance and equality. They asked that the city
continue to recognize their autonomous communal organization
while also extending them the rights of citizenship. (These rights
included a certain degree of political power, various tax advantages

and increased prestige.) The city refused. “If the Jews wish to bé
Alexandrians, let them worship the gods of the Alexandrians” was
the reply, and the battle was joined. In Alexandria the troubles first
erupted in 38 C.E. T!'ICTE was a virtual war between the Jews and the
pagan mob of the_cny. Synagogues were desecrated, Jewish shops
and homes were pillaged, and many Jews were killed. The situation
did not quiet down until 41 c.., when the emperor Claudius de-
clared that the Jews should not seek more than their due. But the
tension between the Jews and Alexandrians continued to fester and
broke out anew (not only in Alexandria but in cities throughout
Palestine and Syria) in 66 C.E. on the eve of the great rebellion. In
Alexandria and Cyrene it reached its climax in the war of 115-117

C.E.

In order to support their position the opponents of the Jews
especially in Alexandria, resorted to anti-Jewish propaganda. Thei;
leader, Apion, wrote a book which attacked the Jews on three fronts.
First, he contended that the history of the Jews demonstrates that
;thf:y are an ignoble lot with an ignoble history. In particular, Apion
said, .the exodus from Egypt was really an expulsion, since the
Israelites were lepers, and the Pharaoh threw them out so that they
:wgqld not infect the people and shrines of Egypt. Second, the Jews
are not, never were, and have no right to be Alexandrian citizens.
“Third, the Jewish religion is not a religion at all but, at best, an
meration of silly superstitions, and, at worst, a conspi;acy
at Grec_aks and at all those who share Greek values. In particu-
n sald,_ when Antiochus Epiphanes entered the temple in
- he discovered that the Jews annually hold a festival at
they slaugh.ter a Greek youth, especially fattened for the
on, and eat his corpse while swearing fearsome oaths of hostil-
i3 :llllel: (‘":tr)clreks. (A sh’;,ghtly different version of this accusation,
1 ood libel,” was later raised by the Romans against

TR

ffistians and, in the twelfth century, by Christians against

ﬂu;tfzgo?fgxs gutb.u?‘st ::l’gaipst the Jews to be explained?
. Sl; emitism” will not work, because “anti-
- hm antquity. This term was coined in the
enth century by a German writer who wished



48 From the Maccabees to the Mishna)
Jews and Gentiles 9

to bestow “scientific”’ respectability upon the hatred of Jews by N
arguing that Jews and Germans belonged to different species o Judaism did. “Anti-Judaism” was the consequence of political
humanity (“races”). But the ancients did not have anything resem strife between the Jews and their neighbors in both Palestine and
bling a racial theory. They observed that Ethiopians were dan the (.ilaspora. The revolt of the Maccabees against the Seleucid
skinned and that Germans were pale skinned. They further oh empire marks the entrance of the Jews into the rough-and-tumble
served that different nations had different moral characteristicy world of the politics of the Hellenistic world. Before that point,
both good and bad (Egyptians are superstitious, Arabs are thieve; most of the references to Jews in pagan literature are favorable. In
Greeks are fast-talking tricksters, and so on), but neither  the fourth and third centuries B.C.E. many pagans thought that the
Greeks nor the Romans ever explained these differences by appe; Jews were a race of “philosophers,” like the Brahmans of India.
to what we would call a racial theory. They argued instead After the rise 9f the MaC_Cabees the literary tradition becomes am-
climate, soil, and water determine both the physical and mop bivalent. Posiuive evaluatl?ns persist, especially of Judaism’s avoid-
characteristics of nations. Therefore the notion of “anti-Semitis y ance of images in worship, but negative voices predominate. In

is inappropriate to antiquity, even if many of the motifs and argy order to justify his a“adf’ on the temple Antiochus Epiphanes had
ments of the anti-Jewish literature of antiquity are familiar frop his “propaganda bureau” attempt to prove that the Jewish temple
was not a real temple and that the Jewish religion was not a real

their subsequent reuse in the “anti-Semitism” of the medieval ay
modern worlds. " religion. Many of the anti-Jewish stories first circulated by the Seleu-
Furthermore, the social and economic tensions that produced cid government were reused centuries later by Apion to justify his
virulent anti-Semitism of nineteenth- and twentieth-century Eurgp opposition Lo the Jews of Alexandria and by Tacitus (a2 Roman
did not exist in antiquity. There were no “nation-states” in antiq ji. historian of the early second century C.t.) to justify the destruction
in which the Jews were an unassimilable foreign element. The Jej of the temple in 70 C.E. Althoug}} the persecution of Judaism by
of antiquity had a variegated economic life in both the diaspora a Epiphanes, the attack on Alexandrian Jewry by the pagan mob, and
the land of Israel. They were farmers, laborers, artisans, soldig the destruction of the temple by Titus were each caused by local
factors and not by some deep-rooted anti-Judaism, nevertheless, the

etc. Most of them, like the vast majority of the people of antiquif lite: . d . A
were very poor. Not a single ancient text says or implies that {§ .~ rarg fRopaganca spawne by these conflicts helped shape the
Jews are hated or feared because of their economic power. Mon¢ anti-Semitic” image of the Jew of later generations.

lending was still centuries in the future, and the rise of the Jew
middle classes did not begin until the nineteenth century.
Finally, an unmistakable component of modern anti-Semitisi
its theological justification developed by Christianity. But the}
gans of antiquity had no reason to believe that the Jews were cul§
by the gods or were in league with the devil. When they accused!
Jews of atheism, they were objecting to the fact that the Jews retl
to worship the pagan gods. Although they may have despised Ju
ism, the Greeks and Romans respected its exclusiveness as an
tral usage that the Jews themselves were not free to change.’
Christians too were accused of atheism, and since they could
defend their refusal by appeal to ancestral custom, they we ef
secuted. But when the Christians accused the Jews of being “Gi
killers” and of denying the Trinity, they meant something
more serious. In their eyes the Jews were cursed by God, dodl
to hell, and denied salvation in the hereafter, concepts 4
foreign to the perception of Judaism by pagans. __
In sum, “anti-Semitism” did not exist in antiquity, buts

en Jews and gentiles were characterized by “clannishness” on
of the Jews and anti-Judaism on the part of the gentiles. The
from the middle of the second century B.C.E. to the first part
second century C.E. (approximately from the Maccabees to
ba), which witnessed the growth of political and literary
_ 3‘::;(1 rthte Jevgs, also witne§sed. the development of admi-
e ;slrc:ln or many Jeyvlsh r}tuals and ideas. It was the
- . a; wei;l as anti-Judaism, of conversion to Juda-

. i a(r)1 &]3 aism. Although the Jews sought to keep
g = and cllstmct, they also were eager to accept and
motivau.edn('eed, some of the anti-Jewish literature of

L l(Ii'l addition to the political motives just
1scourage conversion to Judaism. The

L evinces a dislike of Judai i
| udaism paradoxic
werful attraction, ¥ wy confims

d is




50 From the Maccabees to the Misnnan Jews and Gentites 5

Conversion to Judaism . . : .
J its ancestral land. Resident aliens in the cities of pre-Hellenistic

The Hebrew Bible is not familiar either with the prohibition of Greece fared no better.
intermarriage or with the conversion of gentiles to Judaism. Deuter. The exile of 587 B.c.E., however, brought in its wake the destruc-
onomy 7:1-4 prohibits the marriage of Israelites with the sevey tion of the old order. The tribal structure was gone; the Jews who

Canaanite nations; other nations, apparently (except perhaps thosg returned f;(l)m Babylon to Judea were organized as clans, not tribes.
listed in Deut. 23:2-9), were not included in the prohibition. Leviti Their ritu classification was “Priest, Levite, and Israelite,” the
classification that has endured in Judaism to this day. Land owner-

cus is not familiar with any such prohibition, even for Canaanitey © < 1 )
Upon his return from Babylonia in 458 B.c.E. Ezra tried to compg] SHIP Was IO ONEEr tied to membership in a tribe. Many Jews, of
' course, did not return at all, but remained in Babylonia. Within a

the priests and nobles of Jerusalem to divorce their foreign wiveg e )
whose abominable ways resembled those of the Canaanites (Ezrg fgijeenturies the ciaspora in the East was complemented by an

9:1), but it is not until the Maccabean period that 2 general prohib extensive dlai]pora in the West. Political autonomy was lost. In this
tion is attested. new setting the old conception of Israelite nationhood no longer

The explanation for this development is not the sudden irruptiog gnade sense. The Jews began to redefine themselves as a religion, and
of intolerance and “particularism” into the Jewish psyche, but guvas Judaism, not the religion of pre-exilic Israel, that prohibited
new social setting of the community. In pre-exilic times, when (g InLermarnage but permitted conversion.
Israelites were a nation living on their own land with their own king The transition is clearly under way by the period of Ezra and is
they had nothing to fear from an occasional intermarriage Wil more :‘; less colr?rplete by the period of the Maccabees. Ezra at-
foreigners. The Canaanites, who still lived in substantial numbe :leurﬂgi edtglfégzn f((:;n_thejemsalem community approximately one
on the land, were the sole group that was prohibited (according@® ¢ e (o their Je Wisﬁlirtl“lf)omgn and the children whom they had
Deuteronomy), because it was the sole group that posed a threat beriod (notably Jubilees 30)8 an l(s f§everal texts of the Maccabean
Israelite identity. (Of course, according to Judg. 3:5-6 many IS® ne Roman h?storian Writiilpeabo lnilermamage as a capital crime.
elites married Canaanites anyway.) The primary ingredient in Ist ¢ o Jews refrain from int ercg g .‘hefyeaf 100 c.£. remarks that
elite identity was nationality, that is, birth (natio in Latin). Even# we may be sure that man Jtérse with foreign women.® Although
many Israelites condemned intermarriage as something improp® intermarry, most Jews did }rllot WZ’ ;s}g;:cxally i [the Siaspora; did
(Judg. 14:3), it was never outlawed, and the children of interm#® marks on Deuteronomy 7:3—4. i ts ilo explained, basing his re-
riages were never expelled from the community. disloyalty to God Inter};na‘rri » Intermarriage leads to impiety and
In pre-exilic times “conversion” to Judaism did not yet el ) i age was a threat to the religious com-
because birth is immutable. An Ammonite or an Aramean coll® -iBut th - . L
no more become an Israelite in pre-exilic times than an Am “method f::emteie:(;;?;tsur?zf ﬂéitgreagon of an mstltutl.o.nalized
can become a citizen of Liechtenstein in our own. Mere res notion of “conversion.” Eut sloes' Zﬁl.was sl unfaml'har ULl
in the land does not confer citizenship, and a social system Wi ssing the idea. One p,ro het asme o 3 tllls contemporaries were
defines a citizen solely as the child of a citizen has no legal med es to the Lord, to mli)nister f(l)l rhe' P fonaie el
nism by which to assimilate a foreigner. Biblical law frequetl BB his scrvants” that'th lm,kt_lo love the name of the
refers to “resident aliens” (gerim in Hebrew) who are gro p temple but would be :fl:mud 6.C be:‘: xeuced from
with the widow, the orphan, and the Levite. All of these are & Several prophets pre dictedg tha?:e hm God’s people (Isa.
less and powerless, and all are the potential victims of abuse! join in the worship of the "memG[ gf-‘nd of days foreign-
American analogy to the ger is the Chicano farm worker; a ki s of the Israclites or as ind (:i in Jerusalem, either
pean analogy is the Turkish laborer in Germany.) The Biblet ared that the resident ali epf;;‘?t,“'omhlpers- One
where states how a ger might ameliorate his status and b will cleave to the house o?js b Join them [the Isra-
equal to the native born, because there was no legal instity cted that some gentiles would ECO (Isa.. 14:1); anor.'her
which a foreigner could be absorbed by a tribal society liv ecome priests and Levites
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In the Maccabean period these visions of the end began to influ-
ence the behavior of the Jews and gentiles in this world. The book
of Judith, a romance written, or at least redacted, during the second
century B.C.E., describes the conversion of an Ammonite general to
Judaism: “And when Achior saw all that the God of Israel had done
[to protect his people], he believed firmly in God, and was circum.
cised, and joined the house of Israel, remaining so to this day”

(Judith 14:10). Here are all the essential elements of conversion tq
Judaism: belief in God, circumcision, and joining the house of Is;

rael. I shall discuss each of these elements separately.

Belief in God (and denial of other gods). In the Bible various foreign.
ers, impressed by the might of the God of Israel, bless God op
otherwise acknowledge his suzerainty. Even generals and kings of
foreign nations revere the Lord, but these are not cases of “conver.
sion.” None of these gentiles “joins the house of Israel.” Nong
swears exclusive loyalty to the God of Israel. “Conversion” meanj
a “turning around,” a spiritual reorientation, a denial of the pag
and a pledge for the future. The convert to Judaism denies h
foreign gods and accepts the God of Israel as the only true Gog
(and, according to the rabbis, acknowledges the truth and bindi
authority of the Torah). None of the biblical figures (except, peg
haps, for Naaman in 2 Kings 5) promises exclusive loyalty to Gog
rather, they polytheistically add the God of Israel to their list g
gods. This is not true conversion.

Circumcision and baptism. The central ritual for conversion wd
circumcision. This practice, quite common in the ancient Orieg
(Jer. 9:24-25), figures prominently in only a few sections of tf
Bible, notably Genesis 17 (the institution of circumcision, includif
the requirement that all acquired slaves must be circumcised), G
esis 34 (the rape of Dinah and the massacre of Schechem), Exod
4:94-26 (the incident of Moses, Zipporah, and the angel), and
dus 12:43-49 and Joshua 5:2-11 (the celebration of the Passol
sacrifice). All of these passages assign some unusual importancé
circumcision, but the Bible as a whole generally ignores it &
nowhere regards it as the essential mark of Jewish identity or @
sine qua non for membership in the Jewish polity. It attaine
status only in Maccabean times. Some of the extreme Hellenizel
the Maccabean period, in their zeal to remove Jewish distinc
ness, tried to hide their circumcision (other Jews tried to i_'{
same in the time of the Bar Kokhba war). For the Maccabees cirdl
cision was such an essential component of Jewish identity that U}
conquering various sections of the holy land they compelle®
inhabitants to follow Jewish customs, a demand that meant ! 4
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foremost circumcision. The Greek version of the book of Esther
completed about 114 B.C.E. by a resident of Jerusalem, understands
the phrase “and many from the peoples of the country declared
themselves Jews” (Esth. 8:17) to mean that the gentiles “were cir-
cumcised.” By the end of the first century B.c.E. circumcision was
widely known to the Greeks and Romans as a typically (though not
exclusively) Jewish practice. For Paul circumcision represents subju-
tion to the demands of the Torah.

Were there any other rituals that signaled the entry of a gentile
into the people of Israel? According to rabbinic law, transmitted in
the name of authorities who lived in the second century c.k., a
convert must also be immersed in water (in Christian terminology
be “baptized”’) and must offer a sacrifice at the temple. The samé
rabbinic authorities insist that the convert’s inability to bring a
sacrifice after the destruction of the temple in 70 c.e. does not
impair his or her Jewishness, however. The convert merely incurs
an obligation that will have to be satisfied in the messianic future.
According to rabbinic law, then, in the second temple period the
ritual requirements for conversion were three: circumcision, immer-

sion,.and sacrifice: The first of these applied only to men, the latter

two applied to both men and women.

‘The major problem raised by this rabbinic tradition is that no text
from the second temple period knows of immersion and sacrifice as
nituals of conversion. The baptism that figures so prominently in

-'(__:Fnain portions of the New Testament obviously bears some rela-

nship to thg immersion for converts, but the precise nature of
.elat.lonshlp has been debated endlessly by scholars. The fact
a _genule converts to Christianity were baptized is the strongest
gument for the view that gentile converts to Judaism must have
_-_baptlzed already in the first century. A pagan writer living
Ol \t_‘he year 100 C.E. also is aware that Jews baptize their converts
O€s the writer have Christian Jews in mind?).? All in all, it seems
ely that baptism/immersion was part of the conversion pro-
at least some Jewish circles in Palestine by the first century
cra. Whether the baptism was initiatory, purificatory, or some

ton of the two, remains unclear. ,
JS:::; :Lfr tslil:): rfirst (cientury recognized baptism/immersion as
:_-fconsider::_.sn we have no evidence that any Jew of the
e a sacrifice at the temple to be the culmina-
_ e Sion ceremony. If, then, neither baptism/immer-
'Serv:dvgs dgeenerally a part of the conversion process,
B ~marcate the change pf status of a female
a rite of passage by which a woman born a

all
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gentile became a Jew? Apparently not. In pre-exilic times, when
“conversion’’ did not exist for either man or woman, a foreign
womman was assimilated into the community through marriage with
an Israelite husband. Solomon may have sinned by marrying foreign
wives but no one suggested that they should be divorced or that hig
children were not members of the people of Israel. In fact, Sol.
omon’s successor was his son Rehoboam, the offspring of an Am.
monite woman. In the first century of our era Josephus still adherey
to the same system: intermarriage is prohibited, but if a Jewish map
marries a non-Jewish woman she joins his house and bears hin‘é
legitimate children. Marriage with a Jew was the de facto equivalenf
of conversion for a woman. Nonmarital conversion for a woman, iy’
those communities where baptism/ immersion was not yet prag
ticed, meant apparently the simple fact that a woman observed
Jewish practices. Rabbinic texts of the second and third centuriey
are the earliest references to conversion rituals for women.
Joining the house of Israel. The third element in Achior’s conversigj
to Judaism was his acceptance into the community. He “‘joined
house of Israel, remaining so until this day” (Judith 14:10). Accept
ance by the Jewish community is essential if conversion is to |
something other than a theological abstraction, but the social mecj
anisms that effected this acceptance in antiquity are obscure. Pre
sumably the convert became a “member” of the synagogue or Ui
community. If the sources tell us nothing about this process, at lea
they tell us something about the attitudes of native-born Jews
ward converts and conversion.
Attitudes toward converts. In the second temple period there are ft
traces of either opposition to conversion or disdain for convei
One text from Qumran asserts that converts will be barred fromi
temple to be built in Jerusalem in the messianic future. (A paral
bbinic law excludes the convert from the entire city of Jerusale
The opponents of Herod the Great called him a “half-Jew” becil
he was a descendant of the Idumeans, who had been forcibl
verted to Judaism by the Maccabees. Does this sneer prove d
for all converts and their descendants or is it merely a statemeli
opposition to Herod? Probably the latter. The Idumeans 100
upon themselves as Jews and participated (along with the dest®
ants of other converts) in the great war against the Romans
has generous praise for converts, because they abandon the
mer people and way of life in order to join a new people and 10
anew way. Many Jews regarded converts so highly that they 38
propagated Judaism among the gentiles in order to increast
number of the faithful, a phenomenon which I shall discuss be
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Rabblplc texts are full of sentiments in favor of converts. Th
convert 1s equall to the native-born Jew “in all respects,” the r‘abb'e
say. Many homilies begin with phrases like “Beloved ;re conver;S
in the eyes of God.” However, other rabbinic texts assert that thS
convert can never be fully equal to the native born because like
Ralph Rackstraw of H.M.S. Pinafore, he lacks birth. A gentilei cae
convert to Judaism by accepting the God and Torah of the Jews buI;
he can never become an “Israelite.” One Mishnah declares EBik
gurim 1:4) that a convert in his prayers ought not to say “Our G c;
and God of our fathers,” because the God of the Jews was not t(l')l
God of his fathers. He ought instead to say “Our God and God i"
their fathers."’ This law was ultimately rejected, but it reﬂectsoa
deeply held view about converts. Some rabbis were not comfortabl
with the enti_re id_ea of conversion. Others pointed to cases of recidiej
vism or i.rrehgiosny. In the Middle Ages this negative attitude came
to prevall. In ancient times, however, the rabbinic views were much
more balanced, with the positive outnumbering the negative. A
gentile who fully and faithfully converted to Judaism encounte'r d
only minimal disabilities in rabbinic society. ¢

“God-Fearers”

'C_onversion to Judaism entails three elements: belief i

g'emal of pagan gods), circumcision (and immerslifrlll/eé‘:;gticsfnc; (:Eg
integration into the Jewish community. Many gentiles, both ’men
ind women, converted to Judaism during the last cent,uries B.C.E
dithe ﬁrs.t two centuries c.E. Even more numerous, however v-ve.r \
_s_eigenu!es who accepted certain aspects of Judaism but di’d no(:
vert to it. In polytheistic fashion they added the God of Israel
] pant!leon apd did not deny the pagan gods. Throughout the
an tesmpflre various practices of Judaism found favor with large
.' t}(:e g:e[ populace. In Rome many gentiles observed the
'-the\]eiv fs, ;Elehe fogd laws; in Alexandria many gentiles
- A t())bldays; in Asia Minor many gentiles attended
E Jowish ra .ath. Although these gentiles observed any
o ]ewr; at(l;nces.and venerated in one form or another
L T » they did not see themselves as Jews and were

. circumcz;:i‘(])ewsj'“ }f)ne Jewish practice they studiously

B (;l . ey resemble the pagans of the pre-

‘ e timet e Lord_ but who never changed their
.Pt_ :—ex'times e wassac;):)lve.rswn was not yet an optjon; in late
B b0y - s ption, but these gentiles did not wish

cts calls these people “those who fear”
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(phoboumenoi) or *‘those who venerate” (sebomenoi) the Lord (Actg
13:16, 26; 16:14: 17:4, 17; 18:7). Modern scholars call them “‘sym.
pathizers” or “semi-proselytes,” but these terms lack ancient at.
testation and are best avoided.

Those who see Judaism and Hellenism as discrete entities arg
perplexed by the phenomenon of the “God-fearers.” Some have
even questioned their existence. After all, how can a gentile becomg
a “little bit Jewish”’? And why would he or she want to? The explana
tion is to be sought in the other conception of Hellenism discusseq
above. Many Greeks and Romans adopted the gods (for example
Isis, Cybele, Mithras, Jupiter Dolichenus) and practices of vario
“barbarian” nations, without “converting” or losing their identi
Similarly, thinking that the God of the Jews was like the god of oth
nations, they added him to their pantheon. They observed the Saly
bath much as they would the sacred days of other peoples. The
frequented the synagogues of the Jews much as they would th
temples of other foreign gods. The motives for this behavior wep
many and diverse, and need not be investigated here; this is I
domain of the historians of the Roman empire.

Rather than look upon “God-fearers” as gentiles interested |
Judaism, perhaps we should see in the phenomenon the contriby
tion of Judaism to the cultural mix we call “Hellenistic.” Pag;
culture provides various analogies to Jewish ideas and practices (§
example, many philosophers rejected polytheism and the cult
images; Stoic ethics closely resemble rabbinic ethics; in the fi
centuries of our era burial replaced cremation as the most comit
means of disposing of the dead), but none of these is the progt
of Jewish influence. But through the “God-fearers” Judaism h
clear and distinctive impact on its environment. Observance
Sabbath and holidays, attendance at synagogue, and the venerall
of God, were parts of Hellenistic culture.

The phenomenon of “God-fearers” implies another impofh
point as well. Ancient Judaism was visible and open to out
Gentiles were able to enter synagogues and witness the Jewl
servances. Josephus insists that Judaism has no mysteries, no S
that it keeps hidden from curious observers (Against Apon

$107). This claim is not entirely true, but it is essentially coH

Some Jews even engaged in “missionary” work. The Phatt

travel about the land and the sea in order to make even Onef 8

(the Greek word for convert to Judaism; Matt. 28:15). Jostk

narrates that in the middle of the first century C.E. the royait

of the kingdom of Adiabene became Jewish under the tutek

itinerant Jewish merchants. Several writers from the city 0%
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refer to Fhe eagerness of the Jews to win gentiles to their side. There
is no evidence for an organized Jewish mission to the gentiies but
individuals seem to have engaged in this activity on their OWl,'l

Some scholars have suggested that much of the Jewish literat.ure
written in Greek had as its goal the propagation of Judaism amon
the gentilcs, since the literature often emphasizes those elements ogf
Judaism which would make it attractive to outsiders. Of course
those elements which make Judaism attractive to outsiders are re:
cisely those which also strengthen its hold on insiders, and ?t 1s
impossible to tell whether the literature was written ir; order to
attract gentiles to Judaism or to encourage Jews to stay within the
fold. In any case, during the first century c.E. at least some Jews were
trying to attract converts and “God-fearers.”

Even after the destruction of the temple in 70 c.E., the decimation
of Alexandrian Jewry in 115-117 c.E., and the Bar Kokhba disaster
of 182-135 c.E., Judaism remained attractive to outsiders. Gentiles
were still eager to buy the spiritual wares of the Jews. Perhaps
because of the growth of Christianity pagan philosophers began fgr
the first time to treat Judaism seriously as a philosophical system
and some of them liked what they found. “What is Plato if not Moses’
speaking Attic Greek?” was the remarkable observation of one Neo-
Ha_.;pnjf:t.s Judaism contributed its God and its angels to the reli-
gious syncretism of the second to fifth centuries. But pagans were
ﬁdt\ the only “God-fearers” during these centuries. Many Chris-
generally called “Judaizers” by modern scholarship, were
m to Jewish practices. For some of these Christiansjudais,m was
e becayse of Christianity. Through Christianity they learned
sh scriptures and became familiar with Jewish observances
hristian groups, for example, insisted that Easter must coin:
th the Jewish Passover and that it be celebrated with rites

ally pagan “God-fearers” in disguise. In Antioch in the late
tury John Chrysostom was shocked that many Christians
whaF pagan “God-fearers” had been doing in other

2 empire three centuries previously: they were attendin
nd obserY‘ing the Jewish festivals. ¢
€ et(; ;ges;l atGodcife.are’rs” of various sorts, converts too
o literatju alsm’s power of attraction had not
A tI;Ire rr;lent_lons a do;en or so converts in
! an that in Babylonia. The church fathers
e then several others. Hadrian’s edict against
A causes (or consequences) of the Bar
nded by the following emperor but only for



58 From the Maccabees to the Mishnal Jeuws and Gentiles 59

native-born Jews. It was now a violation of law for a gentile to b jt modern. This was the subject of ongoing debate. In the social
circumcised. At the end of the same century the Roman empero; sphere, the Jews kept themselves apart, prohibiting all marriages
outlawed conversion altogether, a prohibition that would be re with outsiders but allowing gentiles to convert to Judaism Mirrir-
peated by the Christian emperors of the fourth century (and later) ing this ambiguity was the response of the gentile worlod. Many

This legislative activity implies that conversions were continuing gentiles converted to Judaism or became “God-fearers,” but others
Perhaps fewer gentiles than before were converting to Judaism 0_ pecause of political tensions between the Jews and Otil &t elemems:
becoming “‘God-fearers,” but Judaism clearly had not lost its allure in their communities, expressed a pointed anti-Judaism

What did change after 70 C.E. was that Jews, orat Jeast the rabbiy  The challenges mounted by the gentile world in th::: olitical
were no longer eager to sell their spiritual wares to the gentiles. Thy cultural, and social spheres were sufficiently distinct so as tI()) permi;
motives of the mission to the gentiles are obscure, but whatever the yaried responses to each. A Jew might, say, be quite accommodatin
may have been—whether to hasten the messianic deliverancg in the political sphere, wholeheartedly supporting the ruling powerg
whether to save souls, whether to garner political support— ¢ but quite unyielding in the cultural or social sphere. Ezra for exam:
rabbis were not interested. They were not active messianists. [y ple, enjoyed the protection of the Persian king and Supi)orte ik
their eyes the souls of gentiles did not need to be saved, because al Persian state in return, but opposed intermarriage. The Maccabees
righteous gentiles who observe certain basic norms of (what ¥ by contrast, rebelled against the state but did not divorce them:
would call) religion and ethics were guaranteed a share in the world selves from Hellenistic culture. Some Jews, the extremists, were
to come. (Not all rabbis subscribed to this ecumenical view, but evel consistent. The “extreme Hellenizers” who supported Epi ’hanes
those who did not felt no moral obligation to convert the heathenf wanted to merge Judaism more fully into the Hellenistic wgrl d-in
Perhaps (and this is the common explanation) the rabbis saw (i all three spheres. The revolutionaries of 66-70 c.e. had as their
growing power of Christianity and decided not to try to comp i s the creation of an independent state, the purification of the
with it. Outside of rabbinic circles perhaps some Jews still activell land of Israel from all foreign contagion, and the separation of
attempted to interest gentiles, especially Christians, in Judaism, b Israel from the gentiles. Most Jews, however, were not so consistent
the evidence for such activity is minimal. goal was not adherence to principle but the perpetuation 0%

Conclusion

Throughout the second temple and rabbinic periods the Jé
stood in an uneasy relationship with their environment. Th
learned early on to live under the political dominion of ge nf
powers and to find a theological justification for this fact, but i
always dreamed of their own kingdom. Several times in antiquityl
Jews tried to make their dream into reality, but only once withd
degree of success. The Maccabees successfully turned a war
religious freedom into a war for political independence, but t
rule was of limited duration and mixed success. In the cul
sphere the challenge was much clearer. Hellenistic culture
its very nature a “‘melting pot” of ideas and peoples, and som!
wished to obliterate all the distinctions between themselves
gentiles among whom they lived. Most Jews, however, tried (0
a way to combine the ideas, beliefs, and values of the domi
culture with their own. It was never very easy to define the lin®
separates the illicit influence which threatens to dilute and 68
Tudaism from the licit influence which enriches Judaism and®
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History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, vol. 1, rev. and ed. by Geza
Vermes, Fergus Millar, et al. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1973); Compendia
Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum, section I: The Jewish People in the First
Century, ed. by S. Safrai and M. Stern (2 vols.; Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1974-76); The World History of the Jewish People, vol. 6: The Hellenistic Age, ed.
by A. Schalit (1972), and vol. 7: The Herodian Period, ed. by M. Avi-Yonah
and Zvi Baras (1975; New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press); and E.
Mary Smallwood, The Jews Under Roman Rule (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1976, repr.
1981).
For ongoing bibliographical surveys of works on ancient Judaism, see the
following journals: New Testament Abstracts; Elenchus Bibliographicus Biblicus (2

supplement to Biblica); Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic,
gth bibliogra=

and Roman Periods; and Revue de Qumran. Two recent book-len T4

phies are very useful: Menahem Mor and Uriel Rappaport, Bibliography of
Works on Jewish History in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods 1976-1980 (Jeru
lem: Zalman Shazar Center, 1982; further installments are expected),
Louis H. Feldman, Josephus and Modern Scholarship 1 937-1980 (Berlin an
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1984). Because of the centrality of Josephti
Feldman’s bibliography covers virtually all aspects of Jewish history of |

later second temple period.

Suggestions for Further Reading
Chapter 2; Jews and Gentiles
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