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Preface

They just don’t fit very neatly; they never did. Ever since it be-
came clear that the law-free mission to the [G]entiles would
create a church and not a synagogue, Jewish-Christianity has
been an uncomfortable reality with which to deal. The “Syna-
gogue” didn’t like it. The “Church Catholic” didn’t like it. And
modern scholarship, far less ready to accept the vagaries of a re-
ligion that resembles but cannot be made to fit known varieties
of religion, seems to like it even less. . . . Yet it is the very fact
that Jewish-Christianity occupies a middle ground between Ju-
daism and Christianity (as though there were such “normative”
religions in antiquity or today) that makes it the object of fasci-
nation to modern scholarship.!

This is as true today as when Burton L. Visotzky wrote it in 1989. The present
book is another fruit of this “object of fascination.” In 1995 the director of the
Caspari Center of Biblical and Jewish Studies in Jerusalem, Torkild Masvie, sug-
gested to me that time was ripe for a full history of Jewish Christianity, or rather,
as we soon agreed, a history of the Jewish believers in Jesus—the “they” rather
than the “it” in Visotzky’s quote.

In a moment of rashness that came with enthusiasm for the idea I agreed to
act as chief editor of such a project. Had I known the magnitude and the diffi-
culty of the subject, I would certainly have thought twice about undertaking the
task. In any case, it took quite some time before the initial idea had gestated so as
to be mature for birth. I soon realized that the organizational part was completely
beyond my capacity, and I was happy to be joined by my good and close colleague
Reidar Hvalvik, who has carried the main burden of organization, and also, and
increasingly as the work went along, acted as co-editor. Without his administra-
tive, organizational, and editorial talents, this project had never been realized.

I realized right from the beginning that this was a subject beyond the compe-
tence of one scholar. We would have to be a team in order to handle the different

'Burton L. Visotzky, “Prolegomenon to the Study of Jewish-Christianities,” AJSR 14
(1989): 47.
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aspects of it in a competent way. It is a great pleasure and a pleasant duty to ex-
press here my great gratitude to those fellow scholars who so willingly, even en-
thusiastically, responded to my pleas for contributions. Two seminars were
arranged—one in Tantur, Israel, 2000, and one in Cambridge, England, 2001—in
which first and second drafts of contributions were discussed and ideas ex-
changed. This does not make any contributor responsible for anything said in
this volume outside the author’s own contribution. Most of the contributions
were print-ready in 2003. Only to a very limited extent has it been possible for the
authors to take account of literature published after that date.

In the early stages of this work, our common perception was that we were
concerned with a category of people who by their very existence somehow re-
fused to take in the reality of what was happening around them—the “parting of
the ways” between Judaism and Christianity. Then, in 1999, Daniel Boyarin pub-
lished his intriguing book Dying for God: Martyrdom and the Making of Chris-
tianity and Judaism, in which he challenged the paradigm of the parting waysin a
groundbreaking manner. In 2003 a new book appeared; challenging the tradi-
tional paradigm already in its title: The Ways that Never Parted: Jews and Chris-
tians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (ed. A. H. Becker and A. Y. Reed),
a conference volume based on a joint Princeton-Oxford conference in 2002.
These were not the only publications to signal a shift in scholarly attention and a
new awareness of the great relevance of studying the groups and individuals who,
so to speak, embodied the non-parting of the ways. Two symposia, one in Jerusa-
lem (1998) and one in Brussels (2001), resulted in one volume each: Le Judéo-
Christianisme dans tous ses états: Actes du colloque de Jérusalem 6-10 juillet 1998
(ed. S. C. Mimouni and E. Stanley Jones); and The Image of the Judaeo-Christians
in Ancient Jewish and Christian Literature (ed. P. J. Tomson and D. Lambers-Petry,
2003). Prior to any of these, Simon Claude Mimouni had published his magnifi-
cent survey Le Judéo-Christianisme ancient: essays historiques (1998). One could
add several more titles to these, including Boyarin’s own follow-up of his pio-
neering work mentioned above: Border Lines: The Partition of Judaeo-Christianity
(2004).

With regard to the present volume, the process behind which has been quite
independent of any of the above projects, this has meant that while we were at
work, a paradigm shift was going on around us. From the marginal position de-
scribed by Visotzky, Jewish believers in Jesus and Gentile Christian Judaizers
moved into the very center of scholarly interest. The present volume, however, is
not meant to be a programmatic statement in the scholarly debate about old and
new paradigms. There is hardly any one position in regard to this question
among the contributors of this volume. What unites us is a common conviction
that the phenomenon of Jewish believers in Jesus has its own significance in the
history of Christianity, and also for the history of the relationship between
Judaism and Christianity.

Neither authors nor editors think of this volume as a definitive history of
Jewish believers in Jesus during the early centuries (first to fifth centuries C.E.).

xii



Preface

Nor have the editors made any attempt at unifying and streamlining the points of
view expressed in the different contributions. We have regarded it an advantage
that the book contains more than one opinion on some of the problems treated.
There is, at present, no established scholarly consensus on the different themes
treated in this volume. This goes for the many large as well as many of the smaller
questions. In this way it is hoped that this volume, rather than summing up cur-
rent scholarship, may in some measure contribute to it. A continuation of this
history through the centuries until our own time is at an early stage of planning.
This is a report on plans, not a binding promise.

On behalf of both editors I would like to extend thanks to the many persons
who have been involved in the project—first and foremost our fellow authors in
the present volume. Torkild Masvie, director of the Caspari Center for Jewish and
Biblical Studies, initiated the project and supported it with staff and funds all
along. His and the Center’s support were ideal from the scholar’s point of view:
no strings attached. Among the Center’s staff, Bodil Skjett made invaluable con-
tributions on the organizational side, and Ray A. Pritz provided scholarly and
editorial inputs. Our own employer, MF Norwegian School of Theology, Oslo,
funded part of our own research and writing. Good colleagues at MF provided
invaluable assistance during the last hectic stages of editing: Gunnar Haaland,
John Wayne Kaufman, Bjorn Helge Sandvei, Andrew Donald Wergeland, and
Karl William Weyde. Some gave a hand in assembling the bibliography, some
helped in linguistic polishing of English, Greek, and Hebrew. To all of them we
extend our deep feeling of gratitude. In the production of this book, Shirley
Decker-Lucke and her colleagues at Hendrickson Publishers have made signifi-
cant contributions towards improving the consistency and the argument of some
of the chapters of the book, and, when necessary, polished our English. For this
we owe them great gratitude, while taking full responsibility for the end result.

Last but not least, we thank our wives for having put up with absent and
absent-minded husbands for all too long.

Oslo, March 2007

Oskar Skarsaune
Chief Editor
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Jewish Believers in Jesus in Antiquity—

Problems of Definition,
Method, and Sources

Oskar Skarsaune

1. The Question of Definition

It goes without saying that defining the term “Jewish believers in Jesus” is
basic to this project. By defining this concept we determine the very subject mat-
ter of this book. In this book, by the term “Jewish believers in Jesus” we mean
“Jews by birth or conversion who in one way or another believed Jesus was their
savior.” We have chosen to focus on the criterion of ethnicity rather than the crite-
rion of ideology. Many, perhaps most, histories of “Jewish Christianity” or the like,
have done the opposite. The basic definition of who is a Jewish Christian is derived
from the definition of which theology and praxis the person in question em-
braces.! One can then either disregard the question of ethnic origin completely,

!See the review by James Carleton Paget in this volume (ch. 2), and also the following
studies: Johannes Munck, “Jewish Christianity in Post-Apostolic Times,” NTS 6 (1959/
1960): 103-16; Gilles Quispel, “The Discussion of Judaic Christianity,” VC 22 (1968):
81-93; Robert Alan Kraft, “In Search of ‘Jewish Christianity’ and its ‘Theology’: Problems
of Definition and Methodology,” RSR 60 (1972): 81-92; A. E.J. Klijn, “The Study of Jewish
Christianity,” NTS 20 (1974): 419-31; Robert Murray, “Defining Judaeo-Christianity,”
Hey] 15 (1974): 303—10; Marcel Simon, “Réflexions sur le Judéo-Christianisme,” in Chris-
tianity, Judaism and other Greco-Roman Cults. Festschrift Morton Smith (ed. J. Neusner; 4
vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1975) 2:53-76; repr. in Simon, Le Christianisme antique et son contexte
religieux: Scripta Varia (WUNT 23; 2 vols.; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1981) 2:598-621;
Bruce J. Malina, “Jewish Christianity or Christian Judaism: Toward an Hypothetical Defi-
nition,” JSJ 7 (1976): 46-57; S. K. Riegel, “Jewish Christianity: Definitions and Terminol-
ogy,” NTS 24 (1978): 410-15; Raymond E. Brown, “Not Jewish Christianity and Gentile
Christianity but Types of Jewish/Gentile Christianity,” CBQ 45 (1983): 74-79; James F.
Strange, “Diversity in Early Palestinian Christianity,” Australian Theological Review 65
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or restrict the term “Jewish Christian” to those Jews who believed in Jesus, and at
the same time continued a wholly Jewish way of life.2 Jews who believed in Jesus,
and at the same time abandoned their Jewish way of life and were assimilated
among the Gentile Christians, would by this definition not be reckoned as Jewish
Christians.

In this book we have taken the opposite path. We believe those Jewish believ-
ers in Jesus who chose to become more or less “orthodox” Christians within
mixed communities, often with a Gentile majority, deserve the scholar’s respect
and interest on a line with the other Jewish believers in Jesus. Some scholars may
find them less theologically interesting, but we think that would be a premature
judgment. In this book we are out to trace the history of a certain category of
people, not the history of a certain brand of Christianity.

In so doing, we are in agreement with the ancient sources. Those sources
never speak about “Jewish Christians” in an ideological sense.> They do, however,
divide Christians into two categories by an ethnic criterion. There are Christians
(or believers in Jesus) from the Jews and from the Gentiles (see further below).

In the preceding passages, we have used the term “Christian” in the same
sense as it was probably used in Acts 11:26: someone who holds Jesus to be
Xpiotog, the Messiah. In that sense, it is no contradiction in terms to speak of a
Jewish Christian. We have to take account, however, of the later development of
the connotations attached to the term Christian to Jewish ears. It has become a
term denoting something by nature Gentile, and by implication, non-Jewish.
Many modern Jewish believers resent the term “Jewish Christian” for this and
other reasons.

Thus, on the one hand traditional definitions of the term “Jewish Christian”
exclude some of the people we want to include in this history. On the other hand,
the term is offensive to many present day representatives of the same category of
believers. This has led us to avoid the traditional term, and instead call the cate-
gory of people we are discussing “Jewish believers in Jesus” (for brevity’s sake, this
category will often be called “Jewish believers”). We have found it very difficult,
however, to completely avoid the traditional term. We therefore sometimes use
the noun “Jewish Christian” as a term of differentiation within the category of

(1983): 14-24; Joan E. Taylor, “The Phenomenon of Early Jewish-Christianity: Reality or
Scholarly Invention?” VC 44 (1990): 313-34.

2This is basically the definition of judéo-chrétien proposed by Simon Claude Mi-
mouni, “Pour une definition nouvelle du judéo-christianisme ancien,” NTS 38 (1991),
161-86; Mimouni, “La question de la définition du judéo-christianisme ancien,” in
Mimouni, Le judéo-christianisme ancien: essais historiques (Patrimoines; Paris: Cerf,
1998), 39-72. Mimouni’s definition reads: “ancient Jewish Christianity is a modern term
designating those Jews who recognized Jesus as messiah, who recognized or did not recog-
nize the divinity of Christ, but who, all of them, continued to observe the Torah” (italics are
Mimouni’s, translation mine).

3They do speak about “Judaizing” Christians, but these are most often Gentile
believers.



Jewish Believers in Jesus in Antiquity

Jewish believers in Jesus. A “Jewish Christian” is a Jewish believer in Jesus who, as a
believer, still maintains a Jewish way of life* Since there is no adjective corre-
sponding to Jewish believer in Jesus, we will use the adjective “Jewish Christian”
as applying to all categories of Jewish believers. What has been said very briefly so
far raises many questions of a theoretical and practical nature. Some of these are
addressed in the following.

1.1. Are the Terms “Jewish Believer in Jesus” and “Jewish Christian” Only Modern
Terms?

It is sometimes maintained that the terms “Jewish believer in Jesus” and
“Jewish Christian” are modern constructions. This is partly true, especially when
one defines the terms mainly by ideological criteria. Carsten Colpe has called at-
tention to this by characterizing terms like Judenchrist as belonging to what he
calls Metasprache or Wissenschaftsprache, the language constructed by modern
scholars to signify realities of the past which they find interesting.> But it should
be pointed out that terms like “Jewish believer (in Jesus)” and even “Jewish Chris-
tian” are not without close analogies in the ancient sources. There is no set and
fixed terminology in patristic sources, but “Jewish believer (in Jesus)” can be said
to encapsulate the terms most often used.

A selection of relevant passages will substantiate this.

(1) “Jesus said to those Tovdoioi® who believed in him . . ” (John 8:31).

(2) “..those of the Jewish people who have believed in Jesus [ol a6
700 Ao 1dv Tovdaimv eig 10V Incodv motevoavteg]” (Origen,
Cels. 2.1).7

(3) “Why...did he not represent the Jew as addressing Gentile instead of
Jewish believers? [0l ano Tovdaiav . . . motevovieg]” (Cels. 2.1).

(4) “Notice, then, what Celsus says to Jewish believers [ot a6 Tovdaimv
motevovieg]” (Cels. 2.1).

(5) “..He failed to notice that Jewish believers in Jesus [oi o Tovdaimv
€i¢g 10v Incodv motevovieg) have not left the law of their fathers. . .”
(Cels. 2.1).

4We thus agree with Mimouni in our definition of this term.

5Carsten Colpe, Das Siegel der Propheten: Historische Beziehungen zwischen Juden-
tum, Judenchristentum, Heidentum und frithem Islam (Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen
Theologie und Zeitgeschichte 3; Berlin: Institut Kirche und Judentum, 1989), 38—42.

61t is disputed whether "Tovdatot here should be translated “Judeans” or “Jews.”

7This and the following quotes from Cels. 2.1: Greek text according to SC 132: 276;
translation according to Henry Chadwick, Origen: Contra Celsum (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1965), 66.
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(6) “[Matthew published his gospel first] for those who from Judaism
came to believe [tolg dno Tovdaiopod niotevoaciv]” (Origen,
Comm. Matt., in Eusebius, Hist. eccl., 6.25.4).8

(7) “Itis said that their whole church at that time consisted of believing
Jews [¢€ EBpoaiwv miot@v]™ (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.5.2).10

(8) “[Hegesippus] was a believer from among the Jews [££ ' Efpaiov]”
(Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.8).11

Even the term “Jewish Christian” may be found in antique Christian
sources: “[Jason was] a Jewish Christian [hebraeus Christianus].”!? In the apoc-
ryphal Martyrdom of Peter and Paul there is a report on a discussion between
two groups of Christians: the one is called oi 'lovdaiol Xpiotiavot / Ioudaei
Christiani; the other [oil] €éBvixol [XpioTiavoli] / gentiles.!? It is obvious in
the context that these two groups are Christians of Jewish and of Gentile origin
respectively; there is no doctrinal difference involved. Later in the story, the
Jewish Christians are simply called “the Jews” or “the believing Jews” [ot
nmiotevoavies Tovdoioi].!4 According to the narrative in the Martyrdom Paul
mediates between the two groups by saying what he says in Rom 2:11-15: God

8Greek text according to Eduard Schwartz, Eusebius: Kirchengeschichte, kleine Aus-
gabe (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1955), 246; translation according to Hugh Jackson Lawlor
and John Ernest Leonard Oulton, eds., Eusebius: The Ecclesiastical History and the Martyrs
of Palestine (2 vols.; London: SPCK, 1954) 1: 197-98.

2’Tovdalot and ‘EBpailot are mostly used interchangeably in the ancient sources,
both meaning “Jews.”

10Greek text according to Schwartz, Kirchengeschichte, 127; translation according to
Lawlor and Oulton, Ecclesiastical History, 1: 127, slightly altered.

11 Greek text according to Schwartz, Kirchengeschichte, 158; my own translation. The
same terminology recurs, e.g., in Jerome, Epist. 112 (Alfons Fiirst, Augustinus-Hieronymus:
Epistulae mutuae, Briefwechsel [Fontes Christiani 41.1-2; 2 vols.; Turnhout: Brepols, 2002],
1:168-230): “eos . . . qui ex Iudaeis crederent . . .” (3.5; First 1:178); “fidelis ex numero
Iudaeorum” (3.8; Fiirst 1:186); “qui ex Iudaeis crediderant” (3.10; Fiirst 1:192); “his qui ex
Iudaeis crediderant” (4.12; Fiirst 1:196); “credentes Iudaei” (4.13; Fiirst 1:198); “his qui
credunt ex Iudaeis” (4.16; Fiirst 1:210); “fidelii Iudaei” (4.17; Fiirst 1:212).

12In the Latin prologue to the (now lost) Latin translation of Aristo of Pella’s Dia-
logue of Jason and Papiscus, = Ps. Cyprian, Ad Vigilium Episcopum de Iudaica Incredulitate
(3d cent.). I owe this reference to Lawrence Lahey. I suppose it would also be possible to
translate hebraeus Christianus as “Christian Jew.”

13 Martyrium Petri et Pauli (Greek) / Passio sanctorum apostolorum Petri et Pauli
(Latin), 5; Richard Adalbert Lipsius, ed., Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha Pars prior: Acta
Petri, Acta Pavli, Acta Petri et Pavli, Acta Pavli et Theclae, Acta Thaddaei (Leipzig: Hermann
Mendelssohn, 1891), 122-23.

14 Mart. Petri et Pavli, 6; Lipsius 122-23; also in the close narrative parallel in Acta
Petri et Pavli 26; Lipsius 189-90. I owe the references in this and the preceding note to
Lawrence Lahey. Once again, parallels to this terminology are to be found in Jerome’s
Epist. 112: “Christianis . . . sive ex Iudaeis sive ex gentibus” (4.14; FC 41.1:202); “aliquis
Iudaeorum qui factus Christianus” (4.15; ibid 206).
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will judge everyone according to his or her deeds, not according to whether one
knew the Law or not.

Two conclusions follow from this: (1) the modern terms “Jewish believers in
Jesus” and “Jewish Christian” are not without precedent in the ancient sources;
and (2) in the ancient sources, ethnicity is the sole criterion for the adjective
“Jewish” as it is used in the combined terms “Jewish believer” and “Jewish
Christian.”

1.2. Is the Category “Jewish Believers in Jesus” Theologically Interesting?

Theologically speaking, one could well claim that this category of persons is
uninteresting, since there probably were no common theological convictions that
were typical of this category and of it alone. One could also argue that the inter-
esting groups or categories are those defined by some common theological con-
victions. Whether the members of these groups are Jewish or Gentile by origin
does not matter, and is difficult to ascertain in any case.

While admitting the latter difficulty, one historical fact seems undeniable for
all periods of history subsequent to the earliest decades of the Jesus movement:
seen from the Jewish side, Gentiles who believed in Jesus and Jews who believed in
Jesus were perceived—at least by the Jewish leadership—as belonging to quite
different categories. Jewish believers in Jesus were perceived as apostates in a way
Gentile believers were not. Seen from this perspective, the question of ethnicity
was a question of the utmost theological significance. Even if Jewish believers
should want to regard their Jewish origin as of no consequence, they were hardly
permitted to do so by their Jewish relatives and friends.

There is hardly anyone who doubts that from very early on the Jewish as
well as the Christian leadership tried to establish well defined borders between
the two communities. Jewish believers crossed this border; seen from the Jew-
ish side they crossed it in the wrong direction. Gentile believers in Jesus either
did not cross it or, if they did, they crossed it in the other direction. While this
may also have been seen as problematical by Jewish leaders, it would have been
another problem altogether. Gentile believers were not and could never be
apostates from the Jewish people.

We are thus not imposing a modern construction on history when we single
out Jewish believers in Jesus as an interesting category of persons. Precisely be-
cause of their ethnicity, they were perceived from the Jewish side as a problematic
category of believers in Jesus. From the (Gentile) Christian side, they were per-
ceived as either special or problematic or both.!> The Jewish believers themselves
could, by the very nature of things, hardly be totally unaffected by these outside

15 An early writer like Justin admits that there are Gentile Christians who do not rec-
ognize Jewish believers who practice a fully Jewish lifestyle as good Christians. He himself
does so, however. Later writers like Epiphanius and Jerome criticize otherwise orthodox
“Nazoraeans” because they observe the Law. For details and references, see below chapters
15 and 17.
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evaluations. As believers in Jesus they had, in one way or other, to relate to the
fact of their Jewishness. They were hardly ever allowed not to do so. In the words
of Burton L. Visotzky: “They just don’t fit very neatly; they never did.”!6

In saying this, we are mindful of the recent criticism of the classical para-
digm of the “parting of the ways.”!” The critics of this paradigm are right to point
out that scholars have often taken normative descriptions of the incompatibility
of “Christianity” versus “Judaism” found in the texts of religious leaders to be his-
torically accurate descriptions of the realities “on the ground.” We agree that this
assumption is misleading. The very fact that religious leadership on both sides
found it necessary to enjoin sharp borders again and again is itself eloquent testi-
mony that the border was far from sharp in real life. There were people who
crossed the border all the time, apparently in both directions. The border-
crossers themselves, however, would probably not have conceived of themselves
in these terms. They had no consciousness of crossing a border or being border-
dwellers themselves. For example, some Jewish believers in Jesus who maintained
a Jewish lifestyle and conceived of Jesus as the Messiah of Israel in very Jewish
terms would probably have thought of themselves as fully Jewish and members of
the Jewish people, and would, at least sometimes, have felt greater fellowship in
destiny with their fellow (non-Christian) Jewish compatriots than with the ma-
jority Gentile Christian church. On the other hand, some Gentile Christian
Judaizers may not have been conscious of crossing any border other than becom-
ing fully Christian when they adopted Jewish customs and Jewish friends. In fact,
many of them may have been Judaizers before they became Christians, and would
have seen no reason to quit their “Judaizing” now that they had embraced the
Messiah of the Jews. In other words, by speaking of these people as “border-
dwellers” or as “border-crossers,” we very much adopt the perspectives of those
who wanted to enjoin this border; we adopt, to a certain extent, the perspective of
the religious leadership.

There is no reason to deny this. At the same time, it is also a historical fact
that in the long run the religious leadership were the “winners,” in that their con-
ception of an intrinsic incompatibility between “Judaism” and “Christianity”
heavily influenced realities “on the ground” and was destined to form them to a
great extent. Those who crossed the border or who settled on it could hardly be
unaware that the emerging and gradually dominant leadership of their respective
religious communities defined them as people trying to combine incompatible
identities.!8

16Burton L. Visotzky, “Prolegomenon to the Study of Jewish-Christianities in Rab-
binic Literature,” in idem, Fathers of the World: Essays in Rabbinic and Patristic Literatures
(WUNT 80; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1995), 129-49; quotation at 129.

17See especially Adam H. Becker and Annette Yoshiko Reed, eds., The Ways That
Never Parted: Jews and Christians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (TSAJ 95;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck 2003).

18The classic formulation of this from the Christian side is Jerome’s saying about the
Ebionites, aka Nazoraeans: “Since they want to be both Jews and Christians, they are nei-
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The normative views of religious leadership were not lost on “neutral” out-
side observers either. Celsus in the 170s seems not to have any problem in dis-
tinguishing Jews from Christians, in spite of the fact that he knew that many
Christians were ethnic Jews. He seems to have taken for granted, however, that
when Jews became believers in Jesus they abandoned their ancestral laws. This
picture may be derived from his reading of the New Testament and early patris-
tic writings as well as from experience with contemporary Jewish believers.
Had he known of Jewish believers who continued to practice a fully Jewish life-
style, he would probably have considered them non-typical Christians. This
means that the effects “on the ground” of normative definitions should not be
underestimated.

But they should not be overestimated either. One could think that by the
fourth century the normative, mutually exclusive self-definitions of Jews and
Christians had become so clear to everyone that there no longer were any border-
crossers or border-dwellers, or at least only very few. But there is eloquent evi-
dence to the contrary through the fourth into the fifth century and even beyond.
The “ways” that allegedly “parted” continued to intersect and overlap—they
never parted completely.

1.3. Other Closely Related Terms (1): “Jewish Christian,” “Christian Jew”

There is nowadays an emerging consensus among scholars to use “Jewish
Christian” (Judenchrist, judéo-chrétien) as a designation of ethnic Jews who, as be-
lievers in Jesus, still practiced a Jewish way of life. A recent statement of this defini-
tion by Simon Claude Mimouni runs: “ancient Jewish Christianity is a modern
term designating those Jews who recognized Jesus as messiah, who recognized or
did not recognize the divinity of Christ, but who, all of them, continued to ob-
serve the Torah.”!° This term can be used as an overarching term to comprise the
two categories called Ebionites and Nazoraeans by the patristic writers, and also
those unnamed Jewish believers, spoken of by Justin Martyr, who believe Jesus to
be the Messiah and practice a Jewish way of life. These Jewish believers are so dis-
tinctly characterized in the ancient sources that we need a term for them. It could
lead to misunderstandings to coin an entirely new term when a long established
term exists. We therefore use “Jewish Christian” (noun) in this book in the mean-
ing defined by Mimouni; while our term “Jewish believer in Jesus” also includes
those Jewish believers who did not keep a Jewish lifestyle. The latter are some-
times called “Christian Jews,” as distinct from the Jewish Christians. In this case,
however, there is no established usage to support such a definition of “Christian
Jew,” and we will therefore normally avoid this term. The context will make plain
when we speak of Jewish believers in a comprehensive sense, and when we call

ther Jews nor Christians” (Epist. 112.13, here quoted after A. E. J. Klijn and G. J. Reinink,
Patristic Evidence for Jewish-Christian Sects [NovTSup 36; Leiden: Brill, 1973], 201.)
1Cf. note 2.
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someone a Jewish believer because we are not sure s/he was also a Jewish
Christian (i.e., practiced a Jewish life-style).20

1.4. Other Closely Related Terms (2): “Judaizer”

The problems with the terms “Judaizer” and “Judaizing” are somewhat dif-
ferent. This term is rarely attested in pre-and non-Christian texts, but occurs fre-
quently in Christian writers. The verb “to Judaize” was coined in analogy to other
verbs of the same type, e.g., the verb “to Hellenize.” When a non-Greek (a non-
Hellene) began to behave as if s/he were a Greek, the person was said to
“Hellenize.”?! This means that only non-Greeks could Hellenize, not the Greeks
themselves. The element of imitating somebody else is integral to the meaning of
the verbs of this group, hence the natural members of a group or nation cannot
be said to imitate themselves. Accordingly, when a non-Jew began to behave as if
s/he were Jewish, s/he would be said to “Judaize.” Gentiles could Judaize, not Jews.
This understanding of the term implies that when Christians are said to Judaize,
these Christians are of Gentile, not Jewish origin.?? Christian Judaizers are there-
fore not included in our definition of Jewish believers.

But there are three provisos to be made. Firstly, in periods and in areas where
it was commonly taken for granted by Christians that Jews who believed in Jesus
ought to abandon their Jewish way of life, Jewish believers in Jesus who did not
do so could sometimes be included in the term “Judaizers.” Applied to Jewish be-
lievers, the term would acquire a somewhat extended meaning: that of Christians
behaving as if they were still Jews. We shall have to keep this possibility in mind,
especially when we encounter the term in fourth and fifth century writers. Sec-
ondly, Gentile Judaizers who took their “Judaizing” to the point of actual conver-
sion to Judaism are sometimes included among the Judaizers in early Christian
texts. If these Gentiles also believed in Jesus, they would probably not be recog-
nized as legitimate converts to Judaism by the local Jewish community, but might
well consider themselves to have become members of the Jewish people. In our
study of Jewish believers, this group remains a border case, reminding us that no
clear-cut definition is able to correspond to the rather fuzzy realities “on the
ground.” Thirdly, Gentile Christian Judaizers are not included in our term “Jew-

20 As was said above, since there is no adjective corresponding to Jewish believers in
Jesus, we will use “Jewish Christian” as an adjective applying to all Jewish believers.

21 There were also other examples of this type of verb, e.g., ktAixilelv, “to adopt the
manners of the Cilicians” [to be cruel and treacherous or to cheat someone]; potvikilerv,
“to adopt the manners and customs of the Phoenicians,” etc. For a full review, see Shaye J.
D. Cohen, “‘Tovdaileiv,” ‘to Judaize,” in Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness: Bound-
aries, Varieties, Uncertainties (Hellenistic Culture and Society 31; Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1999), 175-97. Here and in the following I am very much indebted to
this fine study.

22See now also Michele Murray, Playing a Jewish Game: Gentile Christian Judaizing in
the First and Second Centuries CE (Studies in Christianity and Judaism 13; Waterloo, On-
tario: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2004), esp. 3—4.
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ish believers,” but they are not irrelevant to the history of the Jewish believers. By
their very existence the Christian Judaizers tell something significant about the
conditions prevailing at the “border” between Jews and Christians. One could
ask, for example, what role models Gentile Christian Judaizers would have had
for their Judaizing? One obvious suggestion would be that these role models were
Jewish Christians. There is also evidence that some Jewish believers tried to per-
suade Gentile believers to get circumcised (if male) and to adopt a Jewish life-
style. In many cases the existence of Gentile Christians who “Judaized” should
be taken as indirect evidence of Jewish believers who, actively or passively,
encouraged them to this practice.

Jewish Christians and Gentile Judaizers would have one important thing in
common: neither group respected a border which the leadership on both sides
vehemently tried to enforce. They found themselves in the same officially de-
clared no-man’s land, although they came to it from opposite directions.

1.5. What do We Mean by “Jewish”? Whom do We Consider a “Jew”?

This question is not easily answered in very precise terms. It would be anach-
ronistic, at least for the first half of our period, to give the current halakic answer,
namely, that a Jew is a person born by a Jewish mother or a person converted to
Judaism according to rabbinic halakic procedure. The matrilineal principle of
Jewish descent was established sometime during our period, but was probably
not regarded as valid at the period’s beginning.?3 In any case, whether matrilineal
or patrilineal, the genealogical principle in a sense begs the question, since it pre-
supposes that at least some ancestors are simply known to have been Jews—
otherwise, the principle implies a regressus ad infinitum. And the question of the
status of the offspring of mixed unions has remained more difficult in reality
than halakic theory would allow.*

The question of legitimate conversion of Gentiles to Judaism is also difficult
to handle, especially during the period before the fully developed conversion pro-
cedures were established. But even after their establishment there is every reason
to think that perceptions “on the ground” were at variance with officially sanc-
tioned halakah. What seems to have been a basic criterion for males was having
oneself circumcised. From at least the Maccabean period this seems to have been
considered a necessary, but not in itself sufficient, condition for male converts to
be recognized as true proselytes and full members of the polity of Israel. With cir-
cumcision followed the obligation to observe all the Mosaic commandments, not
only the optional selection observed by sympathizers and so-called Godfearers. It

20n this, see Cohen, Beginnings, 263—307. It is uncertain at what date the matri-
lineal principle was introduced by leading rabbis. It is certain that it was only gradually ac-
cepted, and that opposition against it among the rabbis remained for a long time.

24See on this whole problem Christine E. Hayes, Gentile Impurities and Jewish Identi-
ties: Intermarriage and Conversion from the Bible to the Talmud (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2002).
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is therefore misleading to regard circumcision as just one among several Jewish
customs to be observed or not observed at choice by people with a leaning to-
wards Judaism. Paul makes this point in no uncertain terms: “I declare to every
man who lets himself be circumcised that he is obliged to obey the whole Torah”
(Gal 5:3). Getting circumcised changes one’s basic status with regard to all the
other commandments of the law. One is no longer outside the people of Israel;
one is inside, and therefore has to relate to the entire law, not just Noahide or
other commandments considered valid for all people. Jews were not alone in
being circumcised in antiquity, but they were unique in making this their most
distinctive and indispensable marker of national identity. Therefore “the circum-
cision” (f mepitoun) is often used as a short and sufficient reference to the Jewish
people,?® while the Gentiles are referred to as “the foreskin” (f dxpopuotia).26
When Ignatius wants to say that it is better to hear Christianity from a Jew than
Judaism from a Gentile, he phrases it: “It is better to hear Christianity from the
circumcised than Judaism from the foreskinned” (Ign. Phld. 6.1).

But how were female converts to Judaism recognized as such? The lack of a
clear answer to this question may have prompted the development of a new ele-
ment in the conversion rites; the proselyte’s immersion. The date at which this
rite was “instituted” as obligatory for women as well as men is disputed. Perhaps
this question is formulated on a wrong premise, that proselyte immersion was
“instituted” at a specific point in time. In the life of a proselyte there always had to
be a first immersion by which the proselyte for the first time in his/her life was
made ritually clean. One could well imagine that this first immersion was gradu-
ally invested with more significance, and thus became an integral part of the con-
version ritual through an extended process rather than by a sudden halakic
decision. In any case, female converts to Judaism are well attested in the ancient
sources even if the exact procedure by which they were recognized as such is not.
There may have been local as well as temporal variations, and there may have
been doubtful borderline cases.

While the question of how one became a Jew, if one were not born Jewish, had
its complications, the question of how one ceased to be a Jew was also difficult.
Through intentional or unintended assimilation, offspring of Jews with impecca-
ble Jewish ancestry would sometimes no longer consider themselves Jews and
would no longer be so perceived by others.?” This phenomenon is of special rele-
vance when we consider Jewish believers, since assimilation into mainly Gentile
Christian communities and consequent loss of Jewish identity would be a likely
prospect, at least for the children and grandchildren of such Jewish believers.

25 Acts 10:45; Rom 2:26-27; 3:30; 15:8; Gal 2:7-9, 12; Eph 2:11; Phil 3:3; Col 3:11;
4:11, etc.

26 Acts 11:3; Rom 2:26-27; 3:30; Gal 2:7; Eph 2:11; Col 3:11.

27That this was not a rare phenomenon in the Jewish Diaspora, is emphasized by
Gideon Bohak, “Ethnic Continuity in the Jewish Diaspora in Antiquity,” in Jews in the
Hellenistic and Roman Cities (ed. ]. R. Bartlett; New York: Routledge, 2002), 175-92.
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While we want to take full account of these difficulties with the term “Jew”
and “Jewish,” none of them destroy the basic fact that “Jew” remains a mean-
ingful term. Since the latter part of the Second Temple period, Jews in general
have had little doubt about who were Jews and who were not. The doubtful
cases referred to above may have made the borderline somewhat blurred at
times, but did not eliminate it. And there were times when Jewish or Roman
authorities had to decide with great precision who was Jewish and who was
not, e.g., when the fiscus iudaicus was imposed under Vespasian, or when the
Jewish patriarch levied taxes from the Jews of the Diaspora. There was thus a
certain juridical “pressure” on communities as well as individuals, to define
who was “in” and who was “out.”

A special case that was recognized as a difficult border case already in antig-
uity was that of the Samaritans. As descendants of the Israelites of the Northern
Kingdom—although perhaps of mixed ancestry—Samaritans were, biblically
speaking, descendants of the House of Jacob. In the New Testament, Matthew
and John clearly exclude Samaritans from Israel; Luke, on the other hand, and
Justin after him, include them in the wider concept of Israel or the House of
Jacob, and explicitly treat them as not Gentile. This probably reflects similar un-
certainty about their exact status among contemporary Jews. In this volume we
follow the lead of Luke in commenting briefly upon Samaritan believers in Jesus
as part of our topic, though a very marginal one.

The bottom line regarding Jewish identity, then, is that people who consid-
ered themselves Jewish and were considered to be Jewish by the Jewish commu-
nity were Jewish. It seems fitting and right that the final “power of definition”
should lie with the (different) Jewish communities themselves. According to this
principle, we consider Gentile believers who, as part of their conversion to faith in
Jesus, accepted circumcision and a Jewish way of life as representing a border
case, not as being “Jewish believers” in the strict sense, since they would probably
not have been recognized as legitimate Jewish proselytes by the local Jewish
community.?8

1.6. What do We Mean by “a Believer in Jesus”?

(1) On the level of doctrine we want to include any type of Christology that
accords a unique role to Jesus as the Messiah or the end-time, final Prophet, or
any other role that makes him decisive as a saving figure. We will refrain from

281t was clearly- otherwise with proselytes whose conversion to Judaism was recog-
nized prior to their coming to faith in Jesus. The book of Acts is quite clear on this point.
When Peter addresses “Jews and converts to Judaism” (‘Tovdailoi te koi TpoonivTor)
from Rome on the day of Pentecost, he is not addressing Jews and Gentiles, but two cate-
gories of Jews (2:10-11). One of the “Hellenistic” Jewish believers chosen to be one of the
seven leaders according to Acts 6:5 was “Nicolas from Antioch, a convert to Judaism”
(mpoonAvutov). By including such people in our definition of Jewish believers, we are thus
following the precedent of our sources.
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using heavily loaded normative terms like “orthodox” and “heterodox” when we
characterize the faith and praxis of Jewish believers.

(2) On the social level, we have to relate in one way or other to the phe-
nomenon of conversion. “Christians are made, not born.”?° In the entire pre-
Constantinian period, there was a strong consciousness among believers in
Jesus, Gentile or Jewish, that their status as believers was not something they
had been born into. Instead, it was the result of their own free choice. This con-
sciousness was so deeply engrained that it persisted also when and where the
“born” Christians were in the majority. In other words, the “normal” Christian
was a convert, someone who had changed his/her religious affiliation. While
this might be the “normal” Christian, being a convert was certainly not consid-
ered “normal” in society in general. People were expected to abide by the reli-
gious traditions of their ancestors. Changing one’s religious loyalties was
frowned upon and would easily draw accusations of religious treason. If the
“normal” Christian was a convert, it also means that viewed from the outside,
the normal Christian was an apostate.

The reason we mention this rather obvious fact is in order to highlight the
role that is played by such categories as conversion and apostasy in scholarly liter-
ature. For scholars rooted in the Christian tradition, conversion to Christianity is
normally seen as an interesting and positive phenomenon, and is often ap-
proached from the angle that normative Christian doctrine establishes for such
events: a convert is someone who has become convinced of the truth of the faith
to which he or she converts. Conversions away from Christianity, e.g., to Judaism,
are more often seen as anomalies that require other types of explanations. Schol-
ars rooted in the Jewish tradition tend, in a similar way, to take the normative
viewpoints of their own tradition more or less for granted. A Jew becoming
a believer in Jesus after “the parting of the ways” is seen by definition as a de-
viant person, and often also as an apostate. This means that, from a Jewish
point of view, the reasons for conversion to faith in Jesus are sought in the non-
rational and often pathological dysfunctions of the human psyche. Converts
to Christianity are regarded as divided or haunted souls, as obsessed by Jewish
self-hate, as simple traitors or plain opportunists, and almost universally as hav-
ing ulterior motives.

There are two remarks to be made with respect to this problem. (1) There is
no reason why the historian should simply accept the normative definitions of
clear-cut religious boundaries established by religious leaders among Jews and
Christians. According to these definitions, and only according to these defini-
tions, was it an intrinsic impossibility to combine Jewish and Christian identity.
By their very existence, Jewish believers in Jesus and Gentile Judaizers call these
definitions into question. It is only when these definitions are taken for granted
that Jewish believers in Jesus and Gentile Judaizers stand out as anomalous, as

2 Fiunt, non nascuntur Christiani. Tertullian, Apol. 18.4.
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trying to combine the incompatible, or as psychologically odd. (2) The “sincer-
ity” of conversion is often assessed by comparison with an “ideal” model, accord-
ing to which the only sincere conversion is taken to be the one in which an
intellectual conviction of the truth of the new faith or way of life—and this
alone—has been the driving force in the conversion process. But several sociolo-
gists of religion remind us that this type of conversion is rather the exception
than the rule when it comes to “ordinary” conversions. In most cases, factors
other than the contents of the new faith or way of life are the primary motivators.
Rodney Stark claims that in most cases integration into new social networks is
primary, and schooling in and assent to the new faith are secondary.?® If this is
taken to mean that the convert’s faith in such cases is insincere, it would mean
that most existing religious faith is insincere. In this book we would rather like to
“normalize” the phenomenon of conversion and not disqualify most normal
conversions as insincere.

(3) With regard to the question of sincerity of faith, historians, like other
human beings, have no direct access to the hearts and minds of people. We ought
not pass value judgments on whose faith was sincere and whose was not. Instead,
we have to stick to what can be observed. In this case, there are two main observ-
able actions: verbal profession of faith, and participation in the external identity
markers of believers in Jesus (baptism, common worship, the Eucharist, and the
like). There is one phenomenon, however, in regard to which this cautious agnos-
ticism breaks down, even among modern historians: “conversions” resulting
from the use of coercion. Much historical experience and plain common sense go
together in regarding such conversions as something “outward” only, which is
rarely if ever accompanied by any corresponding inner conviction. To a great ex-
tent, this was how the ancient observers themselves regarded the matter. Even Au-
gustine, with his coge intrare, clearly stated on more than one occasion that one
can never produce genuine faith in somebody by the use of coercion alone. At
best, moderate use of coercion can create outward conditions for the long-term
and difficult task of instructing and persuading people into true and sincere faith.
This was the view of the late Augustine; other Christians, among them some of
his friends from his young days, were shocked that he could endorse any use
of coercion at all.3! The best documented case of mass conversion of Jews in
our period, brought about by Christian mob violence, occurred in Augustine’s
old days. In February 418 on the island of Minorca, the entire Jewish community
of some 540 persons accepted baptism and were made Christians. The local
bishop of the island, Severus, was clearly apologetic in his report on the incident
because he knew that use of force to produce such results was illegal according to

3% Rodney Stark, The Rise of Christianity: A Sociologist Reconsiders History (Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996), 13-21.

31See Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo: A Biography (London: Faber and Faber, 1969,
repr. 1975), 233—43; and Robert A. Markus, Saeculum: History and Society in the Theology
of St. Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970; repr., 1988), 133-53.
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imperial law, as well as being frowned upon by many of his fellow bishops.32 We
shall return to this incident during the course of this volume. But at this point,
our question is simple: Are these 540 converts on Minorca to be included in our
concept “Jewish believers in Jesus”? We feel that to do so would be to strain the
meaning of “believer” beyond its natural meaning. We rather prefer to call these
converts by a term which describes their situation, “converts by coercion.” It is
important to note, however, that within such groups it often happens that some
of the converts, after some time, embrace the new faith or way of life and make it
their own. With Jewish converts this means that after some time they may be-
come “believers” in the “normal” meaning of that term. But this at the same time
often implies a measure of assimilation into Christian surroundings which makes
their status as “Jewish” problematic. In many cases, such “Jewish believers” will be
a one—or maximum two—generation phenomenon. In general, the use of dif-
ferent forms of “power” by Christians in the post-Constantinian period, as far as
conversion attempts are concerned (directed towards pagans and Jews), will have
to be addressed at the appropriate place (cf. chapter 23, section 7).

(4) Finally, there is another interesting border case. It often happens that
members of one religious community in times of deep need seek assistance out-
side the limits of “legitimate” (as defined by their leaders) religious sources for
help. In our case, the sources contain stories of officially non-Christian Jews who
in time of need sought help by invoking the name and power of Jesus. Are they to
be included as believers in Jesus? In the ancient Christian sources they are often
regarded as some kind of secret believers, who did not profess their faith publicly
because of “fear of the Jews.” In some cases this may be a pertinent characteriza-
tion of their situation, in others not. People who in times of need sought help
wherever they thought it might be found—e.g., with Jesus—cannot reasonably
be called believers in Jesus. But again, a certain amount of agnosticism on the
scholar’s part seems advisable. In most cases, we simply cannot evaluate the sub-
jective depth or shallowness of this type of faith. We have to take it for what it is; a
not at all uncommon phenomenon on the level of popular religion.

2. Questions of Method and Sources

The ancient sources speak of two kinds of Christians: those of Jewish and
those of Gentile origin. In this book we are concerned with the believers in Jesus
who were of Jewish origin. We call them Jewish believers in Jesus, or more briefly
Jewish believers. The task we have set us in this book is two-fold. Partly, we are
out to find as much information as we can about Jewish believers in the ancient
sources. This is the easiest part, since the sources are usually quite explicit in tell-

32See the excellent edition of Severus, and study of the document and the incident, in
Scott Bradbury, Severus of Minorca: Letter on the Conversion of the Jews (OECT; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996).
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ing when they speak about Jewish—not Gentile—believers. But in addition, we
are out to identify some sources, fragments of sources, pieces of exegetical exposi-
tions, and the like, that came from Jewish believers, were authored by them. This
part is more difficult. I shall briefly discuss some of the problems involved in rec-
ognizing Jewish believers in the ancient sources.

Shaye Cohen asks, “How do you know a Jew in Antiquity when you see
one?”33 His answer is that you can never be absolutely sure.

Jews [in the Diaspora] looked like everyone else, dressed like everyone else, spoke like
everyone else, had names and occupations like everyone else, and, in general, closely
resembled their gentile neighbors. Even circumcision did not always make male Jews
distinctive, and as long as they kept their pants on, it certainly did not make them
recognizable.3

In general, people would have known Jews as Jews by some characteristics of their
behavior:

If you saw someone associating with Jews, living in a (or the) Jewish part of town,
married to a Jew, and, in general, integrated socially with other Jews, you might rea-
sonably conclude that that someone was a Jew. Second, if you saw someone perform-
ing Jewish rituals and practices, you might reasonably conclude that that someone
was a Jew. Each of these conclusions would have been reasonable, but neither would
have been certain, because Gentiles often mingled with Jews and some Gentiles even
observed Jewish rituals and practices.3’

This would indicate that in our case, the most difficult task of differentiation,
with regard to the evidence in the ancient sources, is distinguishing between Jew-
ish believers and Gentile believers who “Judaized” to a lesser or greater degree. It
would seem that distinguishing between Jews who believed in Jesus and those
who did not should be easier. But even this is difficult enough in some cases, es-
pecially in the realm of literature commonly called the Old Testament Pseudepig-
rapha. To say for sure whether a certain document was originally penned by a
non-Christian Jew and then later edited or interpolated by a Jewish (or even Gen-
tile!) believer, or that it was penned in its entirety by a Christian very familiar
with Jewish traditions, is often very difficult. Recognizing a Jewish believer in the
ancient sources when you meet one may therefore be even more difficult than
recognizing a Jew in general.

These difficulties do not necessitate complete agnosticism, however. There is
no reasonable doubt that the named and un-named Jewish believers of the New
Testament writings in fact were Jewish believers. As a rule, when patristic sources
say about some believers in Jesus that they were Jewish, there is no compelling
reason to distrust that information. In single cases, like when Eusebius calls

3The subtitle of chapter 2, pages 25-68 in Cohen, The Beginnings of Jewishness.
3 Cohen, Beginnings of Jewishness, 67.
31bid., 67-68.
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Hegesippus “Jewish,” this information is clearly inferential, and we may think the
basis for the inference is insufficient. There are other similar cases. But in general,
there is no reason to systematically distrust information on ethnic background
given in the ancient sources. When Gentile believers acted the part of Jews, they
were usually taken to task for Judaizing, and the fact that they were not born Jews
was often seen as aggravating the sin of Judaizing. In other words: they were
known not to be Jewish.

What has just been said is no doubt the easiest part of this matter. But if we
were to limit the ancient evidence on Jewish believers in Jesus to those passages in
the ancient sources that explicitly speak about them, the story of Jewish believers
would be rather slim, and we would no doubt miss out on much relevant evi-
dence. This evidence is of necessity indirect, and therefore it is much more diffi-
cult to evaluate and use.

As I have explained, in this book we include among the Jewish believers those
Jews who became “ordinary” Christians in a predominately Gentile Christian
surrounding. These believers are, almost by definition, not easily distinguishable
by their theology. And if no one happens to tell us that this or that person. is Jew-
ish by birth, how do we know?

It seems reasonable to assume that Jewish believers would have had a greater
competence in things Jewish than their Gentile fellow believers. This, of course, is
neither an infallible nor a very precise criterion, but it is not without value. In any
case, we are not here seeking to establish the identity of specific individuals, but
rather to trace the existence of a largely unnamed and anonymous category or
group. As it happens, ecclesiastical writers used precisely this criterion in assum-
ing Jewish identity of Christian authors whose theology they found entirely or-
thodox. We see this in Eusebius when he comments on Hegesippus:

He sets down certain things from the Gospel of the Hebrews and the Syriac [Gospel]
and, in particular, from [writings in] the Hebrew tongue, thus showing that he was
himself a believer of Hebrew origin. And he relates other matters as well, on the
strength of unwritten Jewish tradition (Hist. eccl. 4.22.8).36

The criteria followed by Eusebius here—good knowledge of Hebrew and of
oral or post-biblical Jewish traditions—appear to be well-founded and probably
based on firsthand experience with the situation in the late third and early fourth
century. There is no reason to discard these criteria in our own work with the
sources. Among the Gentile Christian authors that we know of in the Greek
and Latin church, only Origen, Jerome, and a few others knew sufficient He-
brew or Aramaic to be able to make any use of these languages in terms of “ety-
mological” explanations and the like. When this occurs in writers like Justin,
Irenaeus, and Tertullian, one has to expect that they rely on sources that ulti-

36 Translation according to Hugh Jackson Lawlor and John Ernest Leonard Oulton,
Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea: The Ecclesiastical History and The Martyrs of Palestine (2
vols.; London: SPCK, 1928; repr., 1954), 1:128.
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mately go back to Jewish believers. There might, of course, in the first two or three
generations have been some Gentile believers with this kind of linguistic compe-
tence and this kind of Jewish scholarship. But given the rarity of such persons in
the later period when we can control it, one should not make too much out of
this possibility. I suggest that there is a strong a priori probability of Jewish Chris-
tian origin for Christian texts and traditions that are based on the Hebrew text of
the Bible, or that in other ways presuppose a working knowledge of Hebrew/
Aramaic. For Jewish but clearly non-Christian traditions, one should always con-
sider the possibility that they were transmitted to Gentile Christians via Jewish
believers (see further on this below).

Apart from this cultural-linguistic criterion, some Jewish Christian material
in Gentile Christian authors stands out from its context by other fairly objective
criteria:

(1) The most simple cases occur when the Fathers explicitly say that some
quotation or theologoumenon derives from Jewish believers.

(2) Quite often pieces of evidence delimited by the above criteria seem to be
deeply embedded in a wider context. This strongly suggests that they form one
piece with this wider context, and that this context as a whole is of Jewish Chris-
tian origin.

In some cases a whole writing may be seen to be penned by a Jewish believer
according to some or all of the above criteria, often supported by other, more spe-
cific criteria relevant to that particular writing.

In saying this, I have consciously tried to pinpoint criteria more specific than
the general “Jewish” characteristics that are typical of very much of early Chris-
tian literature. In his classic monograph The Theology of Jewish Christianity Jean
Daniélou demonstrated with great erudition that Jewish concepts, Jewish sym-
bols and images, Jewish thought-forms, and Jewish genres and ways of speaking
all permeate most of the earliest Christian writings and many of the later second
century writings as well.” The least successful part of his book was its title, sug-
gesting, as the book itself does, that these Jewish materials could be synthesized
into one connected and coherent “theology of Jewish Christianity.” As many crit-
ics have pointed out, this theology is destined to remain a modern construct.
Daniélou might have blunted this criticism if he had given his book a title more
in line with its convincing argument—something like “the Jewishness of early
Christianity” What his book brilliantly demonstrates is the near ubiquity of the
Jewish heritage in early Christian literature, also in strongly anti-Jewish authors.

This has considerable significance with regard to the history of Jewish believ-
ers. But this significance is of a rather general nature. Jewish elements may have
entered into the literary productions of Gentile Christian writers by two chan-
nels, either (1) directly from non-Christian Jews, or (2) via Jewish believers. In

37Jean Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity (vol. 1 of The Development of
Christian Doctrine Before the Council of Nicaea; trans. J. A. Baker; London: Darton,
Longman & Todd, 1964).
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both cases there may be one or more Gentile Christian middlemen, but at the
back end of the line we are bound to find a Jewish source, a Jewish believer or
non-believer in Jesus. In a few cases we can document that Gentile Christian au-
thors took Jewish material from non-believing and/or believing Jews. In other
cases this cannot be directly documented, but there remains a great a priori prob-
ability that such was the case. In the case of great scholarly luminaries like Origen
and Jerome, direct exchanges with non-Christian Jewish scholars were no doubt
natural. With less brilliant, less self-secure Gentile authors, it was probably more
natural to prefer Jewish believers in Jesus as their informants on things Jewish. It
seems reasonable to take as an a priori assumption that much, probably most, of
the Jewish heritage in early Christian literature was transmitted to the early
church via Jewish believers. Otherwise not easily recognized, they have left this
unmistakable trace in the major part of early Christian literature.

In terms of the history of Jewish believers, not much more than the above
can be said, based on this general Jewishness of the Christian sources. In this vol-
ume, therefore, we will not repeat or augment what Daniélou and others have
been able to dig out of the early Christian sources, as far as Jewish traditions are
concerned. Instead, we will focus more specifically on those instances in which
Jewish Christian authorship of quoted or used sources can be shown to be certain
or probable.

What has been said so far applies to literary sources written by believers in
Jesus. Concerning sources written by non-believers, pagan writers like Celsus
may contain valuable information. The methodological problems raised by the
corpus of rabbinic writings are of an altogether different nature. I will here con-
tent myself with referring to Philip Alexander’s discussion of these problems in
his chapter on the rabbinical sources.?®

Imperial legislation from Constantine onwards and rulings by church synods
may often shed considerable light on the relationships between Jews and Chris-
tians in general and the plight of Jewish believers in particular. One simple rule in
interpreting such material is that prohibitions of a practice can normally be taken
as proof that the practice occurred, and that repetitions of such prohibitions tes-
tify to the continued existence of this practice in spite of laws enacted against it.

Because the literary sources taken together present us with a very fragmented
picture, it is of great interest to seek, as far as it is possible, to fill in some general
traits in the picture by careful use of analogies from better documented periods
and areas. Sociologists of religion like Rodney Stark have made interesting pro-
posals concerning the social mechanisms of the growth of the pre-Constantinian
Christian movement, based both on the growth rate itself and on analogies of
modern movements with comparable growth rates. As it turns out, this method
has interesting implications for the question of the extent to which Jews contin-
ued to be an important recruitment base for early Christian missions.?

38See chapter 21 of this book.
3 Stark, Rise of Christianity, 49-71.
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If it is often difficult to recognize a Jewish believer in Jesus in the written
sources when you meet one, it is even more difficult to recognize one in the ar-
chaeological sources. At present, archaeologists are hard put to establish any hard
and fast rules by which archaeological remains may be attributed to Jewish be-
lievers rather than Gentile believers or Jewish non-believers in Jesus.*® This does
not mean, however, that the results of archaeology are of no consequence. Ar-
chaeology contains much valuable information on the general relationships that
existed between Jews and Christians, especially during the Byzantine period. The
general picture supported by such archaeological studies is of consequence for
our interpretation of the literary sources, very much along the same lines as the
generalizations of the sociologists.

There is a kind of temptation attached to a project like this that attempts to
write the history of a group often neglected and marginalized. The temptation is
to “make the most out of it,” to compensate for earlier neglect by magnifying the
dimensions of the phenomenon in question. In this volume we have tried to
avoid this temptation and to remain sober with regard to the extent of the phe-
nomenon we are treating.

Finally there is the question of the best way to present our findings. Histori-
ans like to present history as good narrative story. In our case, we think the
sources are too fragmentary and too difficult to interpret with certainty for that
to be possible at the present state of knowledge. We have therefore chosen to pres-
ent only lesser parts of this history as narrative history, and have treated other
parts in a non-narrative, more analytic way, taking single sources or groups of
sources by turn.

The final “Conclusion and Outlook” is, accordingly, of a very tentative and
necessarily subjective nature, and is not meant to be anything like a definitive
synopsis of the history of Jewish believers in our period. Any pretension in that
direction would clearly be premature.

40See chapter 22 of this book.
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The Definition of the Terms Jewish Christian
and Jewish Christianity in the
History of Research

James Carleton Paget

One of the major problems scholars face in studying Jewish Christianity or
Jewish Christians is that neither term is witnessed in the ancient sources. These
sources do, for instance, speak of Judaizers,! a term often associated with the study
of Jewish Christians but never straightforwardly of Jewish Christians or of a party
or religious entity called Jewish Christianity. We do on occasion meet phrases
which come close to these terms. In his Gospel, John speaks of Jews who believed
(John 8.31); in Origen we read of Jewish believers (Cels. 2.1), and believers who
came from Judaism (Origen quoted in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.4); in Eusebius we
read of Hebrew believers who had continued from apostolic times (Hist. eccl.
4.5.2), and of a Gospel according to the Hebrews (Hist. eccl. 3.25.5); in Jerome,
coming closest perhaps to the term, we hear of the Nazoraeans, who according to
Jerome wish to be both Jews and Christians but apparently end up being neither
(Epist. 112.13)% and in the church of Santa Sabina there is still visible a fifth cen-
tury inscription which contrasts the “Ecclesia ex circumcisione” with the “Ecclesia
ex gentibus.”® But none of these are precise equivalents, that is, combinations of the
word for Jew and Christian, and what terms are used are never used consistently or
to indicate an entity or party with specific views and opinions.# Carsten Colpe’s

1See V. Déroche, “Iudaizantes,” RAC 19:130-42.

2See also Jerome’s description of the probably fictitious Ebion, supposed founder of
the Ebionites, as “semi-christianus” and “semi-judaeus” (Comm. Gal. 3.13-14).

3For a discussion of this inscription see Simon C. Mimouni, “La répresentation figu-
rative de lecclesia ex circumcisione et de ecclesia ex gentibus dans les mosaiques ro-
maines,” in his Le judéo-christianisme ancien: essais historiques (Paris: Cerf, 1999), 25-37.

4Mimouni’s claim that Jerome uses “iudaei christiani” in Comm. Zach. 3.14.9 in a
sense approaching “Jewish Christian,” found in his article, “La question de la définition
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description of the term “Jewish Christian” as “Wissenschaftssprache” is, then, true
insofar as it conveys the novelty of the term in relation to the ancient sources
which have given rise to its usage.”> When we add to this the fact that the term
“Jewish Christian,” in whatever language it appears, is ambiguous, the true extent
of our difficulties becomes clearer.

In what follows I shall principally be concerned to say something about the
ways in which the term “Jewish Christian” has been defined in the history of re-
search. In the course of the essay I hope to make it clear that from a very early
stage in research the term was thought to be a complex one and in need of precise
definition, even if some of its most celebrated expositors implied a definition in-
stead of giving one explicitly. I shall show how the study of Jewish Christianity
itself gave rise to a number of other related terms whose usage was never consis-
tently employed by scholars. I shall seek to make the obvious point that in part it is
definition of the term that has determined other factors in the study of the subject.
I shall also attempt to show how there has been no clear resolution on what the
term means, thus raising questions about its usefulness and viability. But I wish to
begin by saying a little about the question of the origins of the study of the subject.

1. The Origin of the Term “Jewish Christian”

It is traditional in accounts of the history of the study of Jewish Christianity
to begin with the work of E C. Baur. This is the case with Gustav Hoennicke,
whose published Habilitationsschrift of 1908, Das Judenchristentum im ersten und
zweiten Jahrhundert, presented one of the earliest Forschungsberichte of the sub-
ject. It is equally true of Klijn’s much-cited article in New Testament Studies of
1973-74,7 and of Gerd Liidemann’s important study of 1983.% There is some

du judéo-christianisme,” in his Le judéo-christianisme ancien: essais historiques (Paris:
Cerf, 1999), 62, is a misreading of the passage, which deals with those who hope for the
restoration of sacrifice, in order that (Jerome says mockingly) instead of Jews becoming
Christians, Christians may become Jews (“ut non iudaei christiani sed christiani iudaei
fiant”). On this see James Carleton Paget, “Jewish Christianity,” CHJ 3:731 n.3.

5Carsten Colpe, “Das deutsche Wort ‘Judenchristen’ und die ihm entsprechende
historische Sachverhalte,” in his Das Siegel der Propheten: historische Beziehungen zwischen
Judentum, Judenchristentum, Heidentum und friihem Islam (Arbeiten zur neutestament-
lichen Theologie und Zeitgeschichte 3; Berlin: Insitut Kirche und Judentum, 1990), 39.

6For the ambiguity of the term in English, German and French, see Marcel Simon,
“Problémes du Judéo-Christianisme,” in Aspects du judéo-christianisme. Colloque de Stras-
bourg, 22-25 avril 1964 (Travaux du Centre d’études supérieures spécialisé d’histoire des
religions de Strasbourg; Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965), 1-17, 2. For a thor-
ough discussion of the ambiguities of the German term, both in its substantive and adjec-
tival form, see Colpe, “Das deutsche Wort ‘Judenchristen, ” 39-47.

7A. E J. Klijn, “The Study of Jewish Christianity,” NTS 20 (1973-74): 419-43.

8Gerd Liiddemann, Opposition to Paul in Jewish Christianity (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1989), 1-32. Horton Harris, The Tiibingen School, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 181,
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justification for such a decision. Baur’s work, as we will note below, set the tone
for much of the subsequent debate about Jewish Christianity precisely because in
it he attributed to the phenomenon such a significant role in the formation of
second century Christianity, and it was to his opinions that scholars reacted (and
continue to react) either positively or negatively.

But in strict terms, an account of the history of research would do better to
begin at a much earlier point. Baur clearly did have predecessors in the field of
the study of Jewish Christianity. For instance, August Neander, himself a convert
from Judaism, had, in a number of publications, written on the subject, and it is
not unreasonable to think that one of the inspirations behind Baur’s work was
the well known Neander, even if Baur was to disagree with his (Neander’s) more
harmonizing reading of earliest Christianity.’ Interestingly Adolf Hilgenfeld, who
was himself a notable contributor to the study of the subject, and one who was
warm-hearted in his praise of Baur,!? chastised the latter for not paying enough
attention to scholars of an earlier period, noting in particular Baur’s failure to
take sufficient account of the work of Johann Salomo Semler!! who will be
discussed a little later.

An indirect indication that Baur inherited a tradition of study is to be found
in the fact that he refers to Judenchristen without any sense that he is using a term
that is new or distinctive, and thus in need of detailed definition. But how early is
our evidence for use of the term? The Grimm brothers’ dictionary of 1877,!2 after
defining it as a Christian term of Jewish origin, notes that the term is used in such
a way in the early church, although, unsurprisingly given what we have asserted
above, no evidence for such a usage as early as this is provided. The same entry

notes the existence of predecessors to Baur, but does not provide his readers with any in-
formation about them or what they said.

20f his works which bear directly on the subject see August Neander, Genetische
Entwicklung der vornehmsten gnostischen Systeme (Berlin: FE. Diimmler, 1818), 361-421;
Paulus und Jakobus: Die Einheit des evangelischen Geistes in verschiedenen Formen (Berlin:
Deckersche Geheime Ober-hofbuchdruckerei, 1822); Allgemeine Geschichte der christ-
lichen Religion und Kirche (Hamburg: F. Perthes, 1826), especially 80-90 and 602-27;
Geschichte der Pflanzung und Leitung durch die Apostel (Hamburg: F. Perthes, 1832), espe-
cially 144-61, 283-84 and 293-302. In these works Neander showed a keen sense of many
of the issues relating to the study of Jewish Christianity, including its relationship to
Paulinism, its development in the second century and its diverse manifestations exempli-
fied in such writings as the Pseudo-Clementines. Many of his observations were to find an
afterlife in the opposition to Baur which arose from the 1850s onwards.

100n Hilgenfeld and Baur, see Harris, Tiibingen School, 113-26.

1 Adolf Hilgenfeld, Historisch-kritische Einleitung in das Neue Testament (Leipzig:
Fues’s Verlag, 1875), 193. Werner Georg Kiimmel, The New Testament: The History of the
Investigation of its Problems (London: SCM, 1970), 127, acknowledges the fact that Semler
had anticipated some of Baur’s views in this area, citing in a footnote (n. 175) similar
judgments by K. Bauer and M. Werner.

2Jacob Grimm and Wilhelm Grimm, Deutsches Worterbuch (Vol. 4; Leipzig: Hirzel,
1877). Unfortunately the new edition of Grimms’s dictionary, being undertaken by Hirzel
Verlag of Stuttgart, does not yet have an entry for “Judenchrist.”
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goes on to refer to more popular usage of the term, citing a novel of A. Paul of
1800, Das Leben Fibels, where the term is used of “ein getaufter jiidischer Specu-
lant” (“a baptized Jewish speculator”—here used polemically), but there is no in-
dication that this reference to a passage in Paul is anything but an example of its
use rather than a reference to one of its earliest uses. Other German dictionaries,
including Duden, are equally unhelpful with regard to the question of origin. In
my own researches, which have involved me in, among other things, the reading of
a large number of ecclesiastical histories dating back to the seventeenth century, I
have come across expressions such as “jiidischgesinnter Christ” and “gliubiger
Jude” from 1730s and 40s,'> and the phrase, “pars Iudaeorum Christianorum,”
here in the second edition of J. L. Mosheim’s highly influential Institutes, pub-
lished in 1755, used to describe the Judaizing party who remained discontented
even after the resolution of Acts 15. But I first met the term “Judenchrist” in the
works of J. S. Semler, dating from the 1760s and 1770s.!> We will have reason to
return to Semler, but first let us move away from Germany, so often the birthplace
of important critical work on the history of early Christianity, to Britain. Here,
intriguingly, it is much easier to discover early uses of the term “Jewish Christian”
or “Christian Jew,” not, of course, the precise equivalent of Judenchrist, but the
term by which Judenchrist is usually translated into English. So, for instance, al-
ready in 1618, in a letter dated February 14th, written by Sir Dudley Carleton to a
certain John Chamberlain, we find the term being used to describe the figure of
John Traske who founded a Christian sect which insisted on observing Jewish
laws. Carleton writes of “one Trash or Thrash who was first a puritan, then a sep-
aratist, and now is become a Jewish Christian, observing the Sabath on Saterday,
abstaining from swines-flesh and all things commaunded in the law.”!6 Usages of
the term are intermittently witnessed throughout the century in English, more or
less always to refer to those of a Judaizing tendency.!” But what is perhaps

3For the term “juidischgesinnter Christ” see S. J. Baumgarten, Auszug der Kirchen-
geschichte von der Geburt Jesu an Erster Theil (Halle: J. J. Gebauer, 1743), 460-61, here de-
scribing Nazoraeans and Ebionites. The same author in the same volume uses the term
“gldubiger Jude” (see Baumgarten, Auszug, 301, 304, 362).

14], L. Mosheim, Institutum historiae ecclesiasticae antiquae et recentioris libri quatuor
(2d ed.; Helmstadt: Barthold Reuter, 1755), 56. In the English translations of Mosheim, of
which there are a number, the Latin here is translated by the English “Jewish Christian.”
Unfortunately I have not been able to see a copy of the German edition of the earlier Latin
work.

15See, for instance, J. S. Semler, Versuch eines fruchtbaren Auszugs der Kirchen-
geschichte (Vol. 1; Halle: C. Hermann Hemmerde, 1773), 37, and Abhandlung von freier
Untersuchung des Canons (Halle: C. Hermann Hemmerde, 1773), Vorrede.

16The passage is quoted in David S. Katz, Philo-Semitism and the Readmission of the
Jews to England (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), 23.

7For this observation, I am indebted to my colleague, Mr. Scott Mandelbrote.
Among other things, he referred me to some manuscripts of Thomas Barlow, dating from
ca. 1660, which use the term “Jewish Christian” in the midst of a discussion of the Apos-
tolic Council of Acts 15.
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of greatest interest to us is that it is in England rather than Germany that we
have evidence of the earliest scholarly engagements with the subject of Jewish
Christianity and Christian origins, and that J. S. Semler, a possible source of
Baur’s ideas, probably had access to these English works.

Only the bare bones of this thesis, which supports a genealogy of ideas
which leads from the shores of England to F. C. Baur, can be presented here. A
much fuller and more detailed account is found in David PatricKk’s little cited
but informative article in the Theological Review for 1877.18 The two characters
to whose work I wish to refer are John Toland and Thomas Morgan. Toland
(1671-1722) was an Irishman and a deist who published on a wide range of
subjects. Morgan (d. 1743), also a deist, was a Welsh nonconformist minister
who lost his charge in 1726.

Toland wrote the earlier work, a tome called Nazarenus, first published in
1718.1° With reference to the New Testament and patristic literature, including
the Pseudo-Clementines, Toland argued strongly for the view that in origin
Christianity consisted of two parties, the Jewish Christian party or the Nazarenes/
Ebionites, characterised by their adherence to Jewish laws, and the Pauline party.
These parties reached an amicable agreement at the Jerusalem conference de-
scribed at Acts 15, and both agreed to preach different gospels to the circumcised
and uncircumcised respectively, one essentially law observant (and continuous
with Jesus’ preaching), the other not (aside from the observance of those laws set
out in the apostolic decree recorded in Acts 15). The fact that Paul’s Christianity
came to dominate the church, and Christian Jews (and Jews in general) were de-
spised and excluded, represented a gross distortion of what was conceived to have
been the case at the beginning of Christian history and a failure to take seriously
the Christian mission to the Jews and the mission of Jesus himself. Toland played
down what some took to be the carte blanche dismissal of Torah observance by
Paul in Galatians and Romans, arguing that Paul’s utterances there applied to
Gentile Christians alone.

Morgan, in his diffuse and haphazard work, Moral Philosopher: In a Dialogue
between Philalethes, a Christian Deist, and Theophanes, a Christian Jew, published
between 1737 and 1740, presented the opposite case, arguing that in essence Jesus
had preached a denationalised Judaism, that the original disciples—the Christian
Jews, as he termed them—had failed to perceive this, preferring to preach a na-
tionalistic, messianic faith excluding Gentiles,?® and that Paul, with his emphasis
on the law-free gospel to the Gentiles, retrieved the most important elements of

18 David Patrick, “Two English Forerunners of the Tiibingen School: Thomas Mor-
gan and John Toland,” Theological Review 14 (1877): 562—603.

19 A new edition of this work has been published by Justin Champion (John Toland,
Nazarenus [ed. Justin Champion; Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 1999]) with a full intro-
duction including a detailed discussion of the considerable textual difficulties arising
from the fact that there was an edition of Nazarenus in French published in 1777.

20Morgan interestingly saw the best manifestation of their creed in what he took to
be the authentic Revelation of John.
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Jesus’ original message. The Jerusalem conference represented a defeat for Paul
and the beginning of a conflict with the apostles which was to cause him difficul-
ties for the rest of his life. The two groups were only brought together under the
external pressure of persecution. In their union the Gentile Christians became
more like the Jewish Christians “setting up a hierarchy in the Church. .. [a] hier-
archy they called the true, visible, Catholic Church, out of which there could be
no salvation” (378-379), with Paul’s true inheritors, the dissenters who denied
the authority of the church, being falsely branded gnostics by the catholic au-
thorities. In this reconstruction of early Christian history, the canon of Scripture
is a product of “Catholicism” and, therefore, gives a false view of what is true
about Christianity. As Morgan wrote: “If we consider by whom and upon what
principles the canon of Scripture was at first collected, revised and published, it is
no wonder if it leans strongly towards Judaism, and seems at first sight to connect
two opposite and contradictory religions one with another.” (441)

Much of the above may seem to have a Bauresque color to it, particularly
in relation to the dissertation of Morgan.?! Indeed if one follows the debate
that in particular the publication of Nazarenus inspired,?? we find that many of
the fault lines in the subsequent debate about Jewish Christianity gained a
sometimes detailed airing both in England, and in Germany.?3 Are we, then,
able to posit a direct influence of British opinion upon Germany? A number of
observations might point in this direction. First, attention should be drawn to
the fact that both Toland’s and Morgan’s works were widely reviewed in Ger-
many, although, as noted, the latter received more attention.?* Such attention

2For a list of the similarities of Baur with Morgan see Patrick, “Forerunners,”
581-87. These include, among other things, the view that Paul and the Apostles repre-
sented different perceptions of the Christian gospel, the view that Acts 15 is to be regarded
with the deepest suspicion when compared with Galatians 2, the view that Revelation is a
Jewish Christian work, and the thesis that the canon is a later formation and reflects a
“catholic” disposition. On this last point, however, it should be noted that, unlike Baur,
Morgan knows nothing of mediating books in the canon. Toland obviously differs most
clearly from Baur (at least the later Baur), in his view of an essentially harmonious rela-
tionship between Pauline and Petrine parties (here he is closer to the likes of Ritschl,
Lechler and others). Where he came closest to Baur was in his willingness to use the
Clementine writings and other patristic sources in his attempts to make sense of an earlier
period in the church’s history.

22For a helpful discussion of the response to Nazarenus (Morgan’s work went rela-
tively unnoticed, at least in relation to that aspect of the work I have highlighted) see
Toland, Nazarenus, 89-96.

2In England see in particular Thomas Mangey, Remarks upon Nazarenus (London:
William and John Innys, 1718). In Germany, among a large number of responses, see J. L.
Mosheim, Vindiciae antiquae Christianorum disciplinae adversus celeberrimi viri Johannia
Tolandi, Hiberni, Nazarenum (Halle: Barthold Reuter, 1720; and extended in 1722). For
further evidence of specifically German interest in the work, see Patrick, “Forerunners,”
599-600, who mentions Thorschmid’s Freidenker-Lexicon where pp. 188—278 are devoted
to listing refutations of Nazarenus, including ten from German divines.

24For German responses to Morgan see Patrick, “Forerunners,” 600—-601.
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accorded to deistic works from England was not uncommon in Germany dur-
ing the eighteenth century.?> Secondly, it is worth drawing attention to the fig-
ure of J. S. Semler.26 In a series of works, Semler argued that at the beginning of
Christian origins there were, as Paul implied, two gospels. One belonged to the
Jewish Christians, defined as law-observant Christians,?” and represented by
the pillar apostles. The other belonged to Paul, the true spiritual gospel. As the
spirit of Judaism grew within Christianity, the enmity between the parties
grew. Out of them arose a third party, the Catholic. This party sought to dis-
credit the two parties out of which it arose referring to them as Ebionite and
Gnostic respectively. The New Testament, Semler argued, was a collection put
together by the Catholic party in such a way as to incorporate books belonging
to Judaists and Paulinists.?® This observation about the origin of the canon al-
lowed Semler to argue for a more liberal and less absolute approach to the
canon of the New Testament, which for him, as for Toland and Morgan, was no
more than a list of books. Such a convergence of opinions between Semler, on
the one hand, and Toland and (especially) Morgan, on the other, is difficult to
regard as coincidental. This view receives added support if we note that Semler
was himself an enthusiast for English theology, and that the works of Morgan
and Toland were widely known and reviewed in Germany, as previously noted.
It is difficult, therefore, to imagine that Semler would not have been acquainted
with them. Patrick believes that there is conclusive proof of this in Semler’s
own autobiography (vol. 1.117), where the author notes that he had been a re-
viewer for his teacher, Baumgarten’s Nachrichten von einer hallischen Bibliothek
between 1749 and 1751, precisely the time in which a review of Nazarenus ap-

%5 The influence of English deistic thought upon Germany has long been acknowl-
edged. See in particular Kiimmel, History of the Investigation, 51-61; and Colin Brown,
Jesus in European Protestant Thought: 1778-1860 (Durham, N.C.: Labyrinth, 1984), 51-52
and accompanying endnotes. It is interesting to note that the first person to write a seri-
ous book about English deism was a German, G. V. Lechler, in his book Geschichte des
englischen Deismus (Stuttgart/Tiibingen: J. G. Cotta’sche Verlag, 1841).

26See Kiimmel, History of the Investigation, 62—69.

%7See, for instance, Letztes Glaubensbekenntnis iiber natiirliche und christliche Religion
(ed. Chr. G. Schiitz; Konigsberg: Nicolovius, 1792), 86: “Juden-Christen behielten Gesetz
Mosis, Beschneidung, Sabbat mit in ihren Grundartikeln . . ” He adds, interestingly,
“nahmen auch keine Schriften oder Lehrsiitze Pauli an.”

28 A. Hilgenfeld gives a helpful outline of Semler’s views on the origin of the canon in
his Der Kanon und die Kritik des Neuen Testaments (Halle: C. E. M. Pfeffer, 1863), 112—-19.
In particular he points to Semler’s Paraphrasis in Epistolam II: Petri et Epistolam Judae
(Halle: Hemmerde, 1784). Note also G. Hornig, Johann Salomo Semler: Studien zu Leben
und Werk des Hallenser Aufklidrungstheologen (HBEA 2; Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1996),
197-200, who draws attention to Semler’s famous Abhandlung von freier Untersuchung des
Canons (Halle: C. Hermann Hemmerde, 1773) Vorrede, and the earlier “Beitrige zum
genauen Verstande des Briefes and die Galater,” in Auslegung der Briefe Paul an die Galater,
Epheser und Philipper (ed. S. J. Baumgarten; Halle: Gebauer, 1762, 891f), placing Semler’s
views in the context of his theory of accommodation.
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peared in the journal, a review which, given Semler’s clear involvement in the
production of Nachrichten, he could have written.?®

The contention of this section of the paper must remain skeletal, but in brief
it is this: that the origins of the serious study of Jewish Christianity, and in particu-
lar its role in the history of earliest Christianity, are to be located in Britain; that
many of the neuralgic points of study were aired either in the works of Toland and
Morgan, or in the debate that followed the publication of their books, in particular
Nazarenus; and that perhaps through Semler, these ideas found their way into the
writings of Baur.?® To posit the influence of English deists upon German theolo-
gians is not to do something eccentric. Such influence is widely accepted and well-
documented. Such a thesis may in turn explain the origins of the German term
“Judenchrist”—it constituted a translation either of the term “Christian Jew” or
“Jewish Christian,” understood in terms of Jewish converts to Christianity who
continued to observe certain Jewish laws (and in the case of Morgan, understood
to have an anti-Pauline aspect), both of which appeared in Toland’s and Morgan’s
respective works, and had already appeared in English long before these works.

Of course, much of this is difficult to prove. Patrick’s argument, supple-
mented by some of my own observations, has to contend with a number of si-
lences, including Semler’s failure to acknowledge any straightforward debt for his
views on Jewish Christianity to Toland or Morgan,?! and the possibility that
Semler arrived at his conclusions by other means than by reading deists.>? The

2 See Patrick, “Forerunners,” 600—-601. Note should also be taken of the fact that a
disputation concerning Morgan’s Philosopher also took place in Halle in 1745, and it is
difficult to imagine that the young Semler would not have known about it. Patrick notes
that at no point does Semler attribute his views on the twofold gospel and the canon to
Toland or Morgan but that this may well have been because English deism was regarded in
Germany with considerable suspicion at this time, and it was precisely with their views
that Semler was associated.

01t is interesting to note that Lechler, Deismus, who devotes some thirty pages to a
discussion of Toland (180-210), and some twenty-six to a discussion of Morgan (370-95),
nowhere makes any connection with Baur’s views. This is perhaps less odd in relation to
his discussion of Toland’s work where almost no interest is shown in Nazarenus. (Lechler
does appear to know the work—witness in this respect his reference to Mosheim’s
Vindiciae at p. 205 n. 6, here in the midst of a discussion of Toland’s Amyntor.) It is per-
haps more surprising in relation to his discussion of Morgan. Here, while most space is
given over to Morgan’s views on the Old Testament, Lechler does discuss his views on the
New Testament, and in particular his views on the origins of the New Testament canon,
which seem to have a close affinity with Baur’s. Lechler does in fact refer to Baur in a foot-
note (387 n. 1), but here only to refer to the latter’s discussion of Marcion, whose views
Lechler sees as close to Morgan’s. The matter becomes stranger still when we note that
Lechler himself was to engage in a refutation of Tiibingen school opinions. Hornig, Sem-
ler, also fails to refer to English deistic writings in his discussion of Semler’s views on early
Christianity and the origins of the canon, and appears not to have read Patrick’s article.

31See nn. 28 and 29 above.

32See Hilgenfeld, Einleitung, 189, for the view that Semler’s understanding of the ori-
gins of the Christian canon can be explained by reference to his Lutheranism rather than
anything else.
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contention that the terms judenchrist and Judenchristentum derive from the En-
glish “Jewish Christian”/“Jewish Christianity,” is also problematic in that re-
sponses in German to Toland and Morgan do not contain the word Judenchrist or
Judenchristentum (a point which itself may give further support to our conten-
tion that the word was not known in German until after the 1740s). In addition,
the word Judenchrist is not a direct translation of the English “Jewish Christian,”
being itself that most German of words, a combination of two substantives.
Moreover, terms that seem more obviously to be a translation of the English
“Jewish Christian” appear before the time of Semler (“jiidischgesinnter Christ”
etc.), and the influential Mosheim, whose reliance upon English writers such as
Toland and Morgan is less easy to demonstrate, may show knowledge of the term
in the 1750s.

However one assesses the above argument, my main aim in presenting it has
been to provide a partial corrective to traditional accounts of the historiography
of Jewish Christianity, accounts which often fail to show what interest in the sub-
ject existed before Baur began to write. It does, however, remain the case that the
dominant figure in the history of the study of the subject is E C. Baur, even if his
views should not be considered as original as some have perceived them.

2. Various Definitions since Baur

It is not my intention to give an account of Baur’s work on Jewish Christian-
ity.3> What is clear is that in pungent and detailed form he attributed to Jewish
Christianity a vital place in what was a “total” account of Christian origins, and
that it was precisely the comprehensiveness and the detail of his account that ren-
dered his work so significant. It was Baur who gave lucid expression to the central
questions in the study of Jewish Christianity. In this context one recalls in partic-
ular his discussion of evidence for the opposition between the Christianity of
Paul and that of the apostles, in particular Peter, and especially his use of what he
took to be second century literature, in particular the Pseudo-Clementines, in his
assessment of this question. One also recalls his attempts to align Ebionite views
with those of the earliest Jewish Christians and his attempt to explain the date of
individual New Testament writings in relation to their tendency (Jewish Chris-
tian, Pauline, Catholic), and to understand the canon as a kind of diplomatic
document evidencing the coming together of Jewish and Gentile Christian in the
form of early Catholicism. All of this had been hinted at in previous work, as we

33 Helpful accounts of Baur’s work as it developed from 1831 can be found in Otto
Pfleiderer, The Development of Theology in Germany since Kant and its Progress in Great
Britain since 1825 (London: Swann Sonnenschein & Co., 1890), 224-33; Kiimmel, History
of the Investigation, 126—44; Robert Morgan, “Biblical Classics II: F. C. Baur: Paul,” ExpTim
90 (1978-79): 4-9; Harris, Tiibingen School, 181-237; and Liidemann, Opposition, 1-7.
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have shown, but none of it had been expounded with the same lucidity and as
part of a unified narrative of Christian development.34

The principal concern of this essay is to discuss the question of the various
definitions scholars have adopted in their discussions of Jewish Christianity. In-
terestingly, Baur, the expositor par excellence, one might think, of the term, does
not in any of his works dedicate a detailed discussion to defining it. The term
simply appears as a given, assuming, as was implied above, an agreed definition.
Implicitly, of course, Baur does define the term, and that definition is in some
sense determined by what it opposes, namely Pauline Christianity. Where Pauline
Christianity was universal and spiritual (here picking up on a significant aspect
of Jesus’ own ministry3?), Jewish Christianity was particular/national and legalis-
tic. In essence, Jewish Christianity was Judaism plus the belief that Jesus was the
messiah (a belief that in its conception was Jewish). As he wrote in his Paulus:
“The only thing that divided them (Jewish Christians) from the rest of the Jews
was the conviction at which they had arrived, that the promised messiah had ap-
peared to Jesus of Nazareth.”3¢ A strong commitment to the Jewish law, in par-
ticular circumcision, and the Jewish nation over against the Gentiles, with a
concomitant anti-Paulinism, are the central aspects of Jewish Christianity. At
times in his narrative, Baur hints at divisions within the body he calls “Jewish
Christian,” implying the existence of a more liberal wing who did not oppose
Paul,” but this is never fully developed in his later writings where he becomes
bolder in his assertion of Paul’s opposition to the views of the apostles. Of course,
for Baur’s view of Christian origins to be convincing, he had often to indulge
in arguments from silence in order to prove the anti-Paulinism of a particular
document (see especially in this regard his discussion of Revelation), and to

34 Note Harris, Tiibingen School, 181, who, after admitting Baur’s reliance upon pre-
decessors, goes on to state “that he (Baur) presented not just new solutions to individual
questions but a new total-view, a comprehensive picture of the situation in the early
church, and a new standard by which the New Testament narratives might be appraised.”

35Baur saw Jesus’ ministry as evincing, on the one hand, a moral universalism, mani-
fest in particular in the sermon on the mount, and on the other hand, a messianic aspect
that was particular and nationalistic. He argued that the messianism constituted the nec-
essary clothing for the moral universalism in order to facilitate the latter’s entry into the
stream of history. For Baur some of Jesus’ followers took the nationalism seriously (the
Jewish Christians) while others (the Paulinists) took the universalism to heart. For this see
in particular E C. Baur, The Church History of the First Three Centuries (trans. A. Menzies;
2 vols.; Edinburgh: Williams & Norgate, 1878-1879), 1:48-49.

3F. C. Baur, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ: His Life and Work, His Epistles and His
Doctrine (Edinburgh: Williams & Norgate, 1875), 43.

3Baur was more explicit on this point in his article of 1831, E C. Baur, “Die
Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde, der Gegensatz des petrinischen und
paulinischen Christenthums in der iltesten Kirche, der Apostel petrus in Rom,” TZTh
(1831): 61-206, where he highlights the essential agreement between the apostles and
Paul. The same thought is hinted at in Baur, Paul, 132-33, but here in a much less obvious
way. For Baur Jewish Christianity is essentially monolithic. For the evolution of Baur’s
views in this regard see Liidemann, Opposition, 3—4.
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demonstrate that Jewish Christians changed their opinions, and it is in his dis-
cussion of this transformation that he hints at an understanding of Jewish Chris-
tianity as in some senses a mentality that went beyond simple legalism and
nationalism and bound itself up with a type of moralism, with apocalypticism, a
hierarchical view of religion, and an over-reliance on Old Testament categories,®
elements of which were to find their new expression in the catholicism of the sec-
ond century.?® Baur’s attempt to attribute to it a significant role in the formation
of catholicism was itself an attempt to associate Roman religion with Judaism, a
point that becomes more explicit in some later writers.4

Baur’s pupil, A. Schwegler, sought in his Das nachapostolische Zeitalter of
1846, to radicalize his teacher’s views by arguing that the early period of Christian
history was essentially Jewish Christian, or as he preferred to term it, “Ebionite”
in character and that the catholic church was not formed out of a conflict be-
tween Jewish Christianity and Gentile/Pauline Christianity, but rather out of
Jewish Christianity itself.#! This involved Schwegler in a considerable dimunition
of Pauline Christianity’s influence in the early period, and in a correspondingly
more complex presentation of the development of Jewish Christianity than that
of Baur. Schwegler’s definition of the term was, implicitly at least, very general
and simply related to everything that was not Pauline. But on occasion, he at-
tempted a more positive definition. So on page 34 of his magnum opus he writes
that Jewish Christianity is characterised by the failure to acknowledge the essen-
tial and basic difference between Christianity and Judaism, between law and gos-
pel.42 Such a broad definition appeared to include in its embrace such figures as
Justin Martyr, who had been seen by Baur as marking the transition point be-

38See in particular his discussion of the epistle to the Hebrews, Baur, Church History,
114-21.

3See Baur, Church History, 112-13. In his reconstruction, Paulinism contributes
the idea of universalism to the catholic church, “but it was Jewish Christianity which ap-
plied the forms of organisation and erected the hierarchical edifice upon this basis.” In
such a statement there is definite continuity with the work of Thomas Morgan as
described above.

40See in particular Paul Wernle, The Beginnings of Christianity (trans. G. A. Biene-
mann; 2 vols.; London: Williams & Norgate, 1903), 2:102-3, where he speaks of Roman
Catholicism as “from our point of view, the Judaizing of Christianity,” and continues, “It
is not without reason that the Reformation means a reawakening of St. Paul, the opponent
of the Jews.” For the thesis that much of nineteenth century German Protestant theology
had an anti-Catholic bias, in part inspired by the work of Baur, see John O’Neill, “The
Study of the New Testament,” in Nineteenth Century Religious Thought in the West (ed.
Ninian Smart, et al.; 3 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 3:143-78.

41Schwegler’s work is discussed by Harris, Tiibingen School, 198-207.

42¢ .. die Nichtannerkennung eines prinzipiellen und grundwesentlichen Unter-
schieds zwischen Christlichem und Jiidischem, zwischen Evangelium und Gesetz ist es,
was jene Epoche in eigentiimlicher Weise charakterisiert, und darum fillt sie auch, alles
zusammengenommen, unter dem Gesichtspunkt des Judenchristentums.” [A. Schwegler,
Das nachapostolische Zeitalter in den Hauptmomenten seiner Entwicklung (Leipzig: Fues’s
Verlag, 1846), 34].

32



The Terms Jewish Christian and Jewish Christianity in the History of Research

tween Jewish Christianity and Catholicism.**> Outside of observance of the law,
Schwegler implied that things Jewish Christian could pertain to matters christo-
logical, chiliastic, ascetic, moralising and constitutional, and like Baur, he saw
many of these things as reemerging in Catholicism.

By the time Albrecht Ritschl came to write the second edition of his Die
Entstehung der altchristlichen Kirche in 1857, it seemed to him at least that there
was a need to look again at the question of defining “Jewish Christianity.”4 Inter-
estingly, however, he did not begin by attacking Baur or Schwegler’s definitions
of the term. Rather he took as his starting point the definition of A. Schliemann
which had appeared in the same author’s work on the Clementines published
in 1844.% Schliemann, who had begun his brief discussion of the definition of
the term by noting the confusion (Verwirrung) that surrounded the term “Jew-
ish Christian” and related concepts such as “Judaizing Christian” or “Ebionite,”
defined judenchristlich in terms simply of racial origin, i.e., Christians who
had once been Jews,% adding, somewhat subjectively, that he understood by a
Jewish Christian perspective (Auffassung) one in which the Jewish heritage was
discernible without being detrimental. Where such a perspective was detrimen-
tal, as was the case, in his opinion, with a text like Hermas, we would do best to
describe that as Judaizing or Judaistic, a term that related to an orientation
(Richtung) and had no reference to racial origins. For Ritschl such a definition in-
volved, on the one hand, a subjectivity that was difficult to apply in any scientific
way,?” and on the other hand, the creation of a definition of “Jewish Christian”
that would incorporate a figure like Paul as well as Barnabas, and of “Judaistic”
that could potentially incorporate Catholic Christianity. Ritschl’s definition of
the term took its starting point from the Epistle of Barnabas 4.6. Here it is stated
by those apparently opposed to Barnabas that the covenant belongs both to them
(the Jews) and to us. Ritschl understood this verse to mean that the law given
through Moses is also the central element in Christianity (cf. also Rec. 4.5; Hom.
8.6).%8 For Ritschl these words, with their insistence on the centrality of Jewish
law, brought out most clearly his understanding of the definition of the word in

43Baur had argued that Justin could not be called Pauline because of his strong inter-
est in the Old Testament. See Baur, Church History, 147.

44 A, Ritschl, Die Entstehung der altchristlichen Kirche: Eine kirchen- und dogmen-
geschichtliche Monographie (2d ed.; Bonn: Adolph Marcus, 1857), 104-8.

45Adolph Schliemann, Die Clementinen nebst den verwandten Schriften und der
Ebionitismus: Ein Beitrag zur Kirchen-und Dogmengeschichte der ersten Jahrhunderte
(Hamburg: F. Perthes, 1844), 371-72, n. 1.

46The term was not to be regarded as referring in any way to what Schliemann called
a “Richtung,” i.e., orientation.

47Ritschl, Entstehung, 105. Ritschl brings this point out on the next page by asking
how the scholar might judge the eschatology of Paul over against that of Revelation.
Could one legitimately call one Jewish Christian (and therefore illegitimate) and one
Judaistic (and therefore legitimate)?

#“Das Gesetz, welches Gott durch Moses gegeben hat, ist auch das Wesen des
Christenthumes” (Ritschl, Entstehung, 106).
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terms of the identity of Judaism and Christianity.%® The terms Judaistisch or
Judaismus were to be used to describe ongoing Jewish influences within the
church expressed in ways other than those one would associate with Jewish
Christianity as defined above (in this respect, Paul could be conceived of as
Judaistic—here the term almost had the sense of “alttestamentlich™).5° Ritschl
then went on to distinguish between, on the one hand, the apostles and other
Christians of Jewish origin who continued to observe the law out of a sense that it
was appropriate for Jews so to behave but accepted the law-free Gentile mission
associated with Paul, and other strict Jewish Christians who took the view that a
law-free mission to the Gentiles was anathema (what Ritschl termed “pharisaic
Jewish Christians”) and who appeared more clearly to comport with his defini-
tion of the term. These people could only conceive of a Christianity that was
nothing other than national. The successors of these two groups are seen in the
Nazarenes and the Ebionites respectively, the latter of whom were in part influ-
enced by Essenes, and both of whom ceased to have any real influence on church
affairs after the Bar Kokhba revolt. In essence, then, Jewish Christianity conceived
of in this narrower sense, rather than being a central lynchpin in the development
of the catholic church, was from a relatively early stage a sect without real in-
fluence. The rise of catholicism in the middle of the second century could more
easily be accounted for by reference to tendencies within Pauline/Gentile Chris-
tianity.>!

Ritschl’s attack upon Baur, Schwegler and others provided an alternative and
popular route towards understanding the origins of the church, and in turn, hinted
at a more complex perception of Jewish Christianity, conceived of in heretical
and orthodox terms, in terms of a mild (mild) and strict (schroff) form of the
phenomenon.>? Certainly Ritschl’s thesis did much to question the idea that there
was a united Jewish Christian front, which, though able to develop, was mono-
lithic. According to him, there were different parties of Jewish Christians that
differed on various points. This point, for instance, was to be accepted even by
those who were more sympathetic to Baur’s ideas, like Hilgenfeld.5* Moreover, by
distinguishing what was “judenchristlich” and what was “judaistisch” in the way

#Ritschl did not limit this definition to born Jews but to Gentiles who entertained
such opinions as well. See Ritschl, Entstehung, 107.

S0Ritschl, Entstehung, 107. After noting that Paul is strongly ‘judaistisch’ insofar as he
sees Christianity as the true fulfilment of Judaism, he goes on to note that the difference
between Paul and the Jewish Christians lies in the former’s placement of Christianity in
continuity and agreement with the divine promise but in opposition to the Mosaic law.

51 A helpful summary of Ritschl’s views is found in Liidemann, Opposition, 12-16.

52Such a distinction, which was to become standard, had already been anticipated
by, among others, Neander and K. Hase. See in particular the latter’s Die Tiibinger Schule:
Ein Sendschreiben an Herrn Dr. Ferdinand Christian Baur (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Hirtel,
1855), 63-64.

53 Adolf Hilgenfeld, Judenthum und Judenchristenthum: Eine Nachlese zur Ketzer-
geschichte des Urchristenthums (Leipzig: Fues’s Verlag, 1884). For a discussion of Hilgen-
feld’s contribution to the study of Jewish Christianity, see Liidemann, Opposition, 18-21.
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he did, Ritschl allowed for the possibility that things Jewish could be mediated
to Christianity through individuals, like Paul (Baur took such a non-Jewish view
of Paul that this conclusion should be regarded as significant), who need not
themselves be described as Jewish Christian (Paulinism, the phenomenon with
which Jewish Christianity was most frequently contrasted by the Tiibingen
School, had within itself Jewish elements). By the same route Ritschl narrowed
considerably the definition of the term “Jewish Christian.” What he wished to
term “judaistisch” would have been termed “judenchristlich” by Baur and in par-
ticular Schwegler with their implicitly broader understandings of the term.

Some criticized Ritschl’s definition. So, for instance, Uhlhorn in his article
entitled “Judenchristen-Judenchristenthum” in Herzog’s Enzyclopddie der prot-
estantischen Theologie,>* stated that Ritschl had misused the word judaistisch
when he gave it the meaning “alttestamentlich.” In fact this term, together with
the less good word jiidenzend, were better understood as relating to what
Uhlhorn termed, a “false intermingling of the Jewish and the Christian,” “false”
because it incorporated a misconceived emphasis on the unity of Judaism and
Christianity at the expense of what was new in the latter.>> On account of this
Uhlhorn preferred to give Judenchristenthum (sic) the broadest definition “so
that it portrays that view of Christianity which above all else emphasises the con-
tinuity of the Old and New Testament revelation with the result that under the
umbrella of the term Jewish Christianity the most diverse tendencies can be
placed, ranging from those who in no way underestimate progress as well as
continuity [1 Peter and the epistle of James are cited as examples of this type of
Jewish Christianity] to those who see continuity in terms of an absolute identi-
fication (between Judaism and Christianity understood)” (the Ebionites and
the Pseudo-Clementines are cited).>® In this respect, it was legitimate, as Ritschl
and others had argued, to distinguish between, for instance, a mild and a harsh
Jewish Christianity.

In a sense Uhlhorn’s definition raised more questions than it answered.
While he was right to question Ritschl’s understanding of the term judaistisch
(Uhlhorn’s own interpretation comported more with general usage), his own un-
derstanding of judenchristlich seemed vague and not fully developed. Evidently
Uhlhorn was trying to broaden the meaning of the term relative to Ritschl. But in
so doing he was not clear, as Ritschl had been, about how precisely to define con-
tinuity between the Old Testament and the New, the central plank in his own def-
inition. Also lurking beneath the surface of his definition was, as with many of his

54G. Uhlhorn, ‘Judenchristen-Judenchristenthum,” Enzyclopddie der protestantischen
Theologie (Vol. 7; Stuttgart and Hamburg: Rudolf Besser, 1857), 132-35.

55“‘Judaistisch’ always contains within itself the sub-category of a false mixture of
Judaism and Christianity and is therefore better used for those forms of Jewish Christian-
ity which through a false emphasis on the unity of Judaism and Christianity impair the
element of the new in the latter” (Uhlhorn, “Judenchristen-Judenchristentum,” 132-33; my
translation).

56 Uhlhorn, “Judenchristen-Judenchristentum,” 132-33; my translation and italics.
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predecessors, a view of what constituted an acceptable or unacceptable degree of
Jewish influence within a text or writer.

Harnack, who like Ritschl before him, wished to play down the significance
of Jewish Christianity for the history of the church (he would describe it as a
“Gegenstand der Neugierde” in the original German),>” seemed to be responding
to such broad definitions as those provided by Uhlhorn and others. He stated in
this regard that Christianity’s claim to be the fulfillment of the Old Testament
promises did not in any sense align it with Judaism and thus with Jewish Chris-
tianity. “To describe the appearance of the Jewish, Old Testament, heritage in the
Christian faith . . . by the name Jewish Christianity must, therefore, lead to error
and it has done to a very great extent,” he wrote.® When Christians called them-
selves the true Israel, they were indulging in a claim that was there from the be-
ginning and could only be denied by a view that was alien to Christianity itself.
He continued: “The eschatological ideas of Papias were not Jewish Christian, but
Christian, while, on the other hand, the eschatological speculations of Origen
were not Gentile Christian, but essentially Greek.”® The Montanists were not
Jewish Christians but simply afficianados of the Old Testament. To view the ap-
propriation of the Old Testament religion as Jewish Christian was arbitrary, for
Christianity had laid claim to the Jewish heritage. It would, claimed Harnack, be
quite wrong on these grounds to call a text like the Didache Jewish Christian.®
For Harnack, the application of the term Jewish Christian was only appropriate
when applied to those Christians “who really maintained in their whole extent, or
to some degree, the national and political forms of Judaism and the observance of
the Mosaic law in its literal sense, as essential to Christianity, at least to the Chris-
tianity of born Jews, or who, though rejecting these forms, nevertheless assumed
a prerogative of the Jewish people even in Christianity.”6! Such a perspective was
opposed, not by Gentile Christianity, but by Christianity itself insofar as it is
conceived of as universalistic and anti-national in the strict sense of the term.

Similar observations, although slightly differently conceived, appeared in
Hort’s lectures on “Judaistic Christianity”—not “Jewish Christianity”—pub-
lished posthumously as a book in 1904.6 Hort began his introductory lecture by

57 A. Harnack, The History of Dogma (7 vols.; London: Williams & Norgate, 1894
1899), 1:290: “From the standpoint of the universal history of Christianity, these Jewish
Christian communities appear as rudimentary structures which now and again, as objects
of curiosity, engaged the attention of the main body of Christendom in the east, but could
not exert any important influence on it, just because they contained a national element.”

81bid., 1:288.

1bid., 1:288.

%Ibid., 1:287, n. 1.

611bid., 1:289. In this regard Harnack quoted a passage from the Clementine Homilies
X1.26, where it is stated “if the foreigner observes the law he is Jew, but if not, he is
a Greek.”

62For Harnack Christianity is the religion of Israel perfected and spiritualised.

63 E. J. A. Hort, Judaistic Christianity (London: Macmillan & Co., 1904). Note the re-
view of the original lectures by W. F. Slater in The Expositor 1895B: 128-50.
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distinguishing his own use of the term from at least three other uses. “Judaistic
Christianity,” Hort argued, was not to be confused with a Christianity that was
“Judaistic in tone and spirit only.”* The whole course of Christian history, he
stated, was full of beliefs, practices and institutions that were based on a misun-
derstanding of the Gospel dispensation, upon “the beggarly spirits” against which
Paul warned his congregations. “Such a Christianity, however, though strictly
analogous to the Judaistic Christianity of the apostolic age, is not itself strictly,
i.e., historically, Judaistic.” Judaistic Christianity was equally not to be likened to
those forms of Christianity which arose “from a recognition of the authority of
the Old Testament unaccompanied by a clear perception of the true relation of
the Old Testament to the New.”%> Nor could Judaistic Christianity be associated
with forms of Christianity that accord significance to the Old Testament (that
was the mistake of Marcion). Rather Judaistic Christianity, in Hort’s view, should
be used to refer to that form of Christianity which falls back to “the Jewish point
of view,” i.e., to that opinion which ascribed perpetuity to the Jewish law rather
than recognising its limited role until Christ, the universalist, came (hence the
term “Judaistic” understood in a way not dissimilar to Uhlhorn). “Judaistic
Christianity, in this true sense of the term might with at least equal propriety
be called Christian Judaism.”%¢ Jewish Christianity thus defined was a phenome-
non that, broadly speaking, was confined to what Hort termed “the first ages of
the church,” and of no particular significance in the history of the church’s
development.

Harnack’s and Hort’s efforts at defining Jewish Christianity, hinted, as had
Ritschl’s before them, at a need to exclude from the evidence of Jewish Chris-
tian influence the presence of apparently Jewish ideas in the churches. These
ideas were often associated with the development of catholicism in the second
century, but were also associated with the fact of Christian reliance upon the
Hebrew Scriptures and phenomena like apocalyptic. Indeed such influence was
accepted in many cases as resulting from the ongoing influence of Judaism
upon Christianity.%” Such a view of what was Jewish Christian hinted at a
broader understanding of the term than they were willing to countenance.
Such restrictive approaches to the definition of the term, while not always pre-
cisely clear themselves, highlighted the fact that many scholars had, either con-
sciously or unconsciously, operated with broader understandings of the term.%8

% Hort, Judaistic Christianity, 1.

61bid., 3.

%1bid., 5.

7 Among many others, this view is represented by P. Wernle, Die Anfiinge unserer Re-
ligion (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1901).

% This point is explicitly made by W. R. Sorley, Jewish Christians and Judaism (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1881). After defining the term as used by the
Tiibingen School as “a distinct party or sect of Christians, according to whom Christian-
ity was conditioned by, or was indeed a mere supplement to, the national ideas and legal
observances of Judaism” (14), he goes on to criticise Baur’s designation of Hebrews as
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Something of the confused state of affairs in relation to the question of defi-
nition was reflected in Gustav Hoennicke’s work of 1908.%° After his helpful re-
view of research on Jewish Christianity from the time of Baur to his own day,
Hoennicke noted that difficulties surrounded the term,”® as they did the terms
“Ebionitismus” and “Judaismus.” He began by outlining a number of definitions
of “Jewish Christianity” that had been used up to his time. He criticised Baur for
seeing Jewish Christianity as simply the opposite of Paulinism—Iike Ritschl and
others before him he noted that Paul’s theology had not escaped the influence of
Judaism. He criticised a simple ethnic definition on the grounds that it was diffi-
cult to define what was characteristic of the theology of Jews who became Chris-
tians. And he also accused those who saw Jewish Christianity as marked by a
certain national affinity with Judaism of being vague.”! Hoping to clarify matters
a little, he went on to present his own definition. Accepting the view that Jewish
Christians were converted Jews, he argued that such people believed that all salva-
tion could only be mediated through Judaism, thus preserving the link between
religion and nationality.”?> But rather than calling the reality so defined “Juden-
christentum,” he called it “Judaismus,” appearing in part at least to echo the views
of Uhlhorn. “Judenchristentum,” he went on to argue, should be used to describe
the ongoing influence of Judaism upon Christianity, particularly where this was
reflected in a heavy emphasis on what he termed Old Testament-Jewish elements
(altestamentlich-jiidische Elemente). Of course, he continued, such a definition
could be applied to all of early Christianity at the beginning and so the term
should be narrowed down to refer to manifestations of Christianity in which the
Old Testament-Jewish element did not correspond to the essence of the Gospel.”
Hence the book’s two main chapters discuss “Judaismus,” and the influence, in
broader terms, of Judaism on Christianity. At the end of the discussion of the lat-
ter Hoennicke can affirm the extraordinary importance of Judaism’s influence
upon early Christianity, and of its role in the formation of early catholicism, con-

Jewish Christian, and Schwegler’s definition of Barnabas, the Ignatian Epistles, and Justin
by the same term, by noting that “they must be understood as using the word “Jewish
Christian” in another than its technical sense as already defined” (56).

8 G. Hoennicke, Das Judenchristentum im ersten und zweiten Jahrhundert (Berlin:
Trowitzsch & Sohn, 1908).

70“Schwierigkeiten bereitet der Ausdruck ‘Judenchristentum
christentum, 17).

71“Indes, diese Bestimmung ist zu weitschichtig. Denn schon das ist zu beachten,
dass auch dem Paulus Israel stets doch das auserwihlte Volk geblieben ist” (Hoennicke,
Judenchristentum, 18).

72¢, . . alles Heil kann nur durch Vermittlung des Judentums gewonnen werden, dass
sie bei Verkiindigung des Evangeliums Jesu das Jiidische Nationalprinzip geltend machen
und das Band zwischen Religion und Nationalitit festhielten” (Hoennicke, Judenchristen-
tum, 18).

73“... im Grunde von Judenchristentum nur da gesprochen werden kann, wo
alttestamentlich-jiidische Elemente innerhalb des Christentums auftreten, welche dem
Wesen des Evangeliums nicht entsprechen” (Hoennicke, Judenchristentum, 18).

>»

(Hoennicke, Juden-
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ceived of in terms of a certain type of moralism, of hierarachy and ritualism, es-
chatology, and an excessive use of the Old Testament.” In this respect, Hoennicke
argued, Baur had been right to emphasise the influence of Judaism upon early
Christianity.”> Where he had been wrong was to ascribe such influences to Jewish
Christianity, as he, Baur conceived it. What Baur had understood as Jewish Chris-
tianity was in fact “Judaismus” which had ceased to have any real influence
relatively early in Christian history. What Hoennicke had granted to Baur with
one hand, he had taken away with the other.”®

Hoennicke’s discussion of the definition of Jewish Christianity might be said
to act as a kind of summary of the discussion in the nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries. It reflected a growing tendency among scholars to move away from a
view of the phenomenon as a highly influential force in the formation of what
some termed catholicism. Among other things, an essentially narrow interpreta-
tion of the term facilitated such a view, one which tended to play down anti-
Paulinism, at least as an explicit aspect of the definition, and play up the concepts
of “nationality” and law. Out of this emerged a more diverse movement than Baur
and his followers had been willing to countenance. At the same time Hoennicke’s
discussion highlighted an ongoing confusion over terminology in particular in re-
lation to the terms Judenchristentum, Judaismus, and Ebionitismus. So what Hoen-
nicke defined as Judaismus was, more or less, what Ritschl and Harnack had called
Judenchristentum. But what Hoennicke called Judenchristentum seemed not so far
from catholicism, even if his use of the term was not strictly consistent.”” More-
over, and perhaps most significantly, Hoennicke’s discussion reflected a genuine
consciousness on the part of scholars of the ongoing importance of Jewish catego-
ries for developing Christianity, and a genuine anxiety about this fact which in-
volved some scholars in subjective judgments as to what level and what type of
Jewish influence could be understood as deleterious. When Hoennicke defined
Judenchristentum in terms of a Jewish influence on Christianity which in some
sense affected the essence of Christian faith, what precisely did he mean, especially
when he was not referring to Jewish understandings of nationhood and the law?78

74Hoennicke, Judenchristentum, 369-70. Note in particular Hoennicke’s discussion
of the Apologists from 371-72.

75“Damit ist die Bedeutung des jiidischen Einflusses erwiesen. Ferdinand Christian
Baur hatte es also vollkommen Recht, wenn er betonte, dass bei der Betrachtung der
Entwicklung des Urchristentums die jiidischen Einfliisse sehr hoch zu taxieren seien”
(Hoennicke, Judenchristentum, 373).

76“Die national-jiidische Auffassung des Evangeliums wurde, wie wir gezeigt haben,
verhiltnismassig frith in der Christenheit iberwunden” (Hoennicke, Judenchristentum,
373-74). He went on: “Nur die Nachwirkung jiidischer Elemente in Christentum war
noch lange von der grossten Bedeutung.”

77For the lack of consistent usage of the terms judaistisch and judenchristlich see in
particular Hoennicke, Judenchristentum, 373.

78Something of this confusion is reflected in R. Seeberg’s discussion of Jewish Chris-
tianity in his Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte (4 vols.; Leipzig: A. Deichert’sche Verlags-
buchhandlung, 1908-1920), 1:249-67. While he notes that one can understand the term
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This subjectivity and “vagueness,” by no means untypical, hinted at an es-
sentially Protestant disquiet about Christianity’s Jewish origins, a Jewishness
they often saw carried forward in Roman Catholicism. Scholarly debate about
Jewish Christianity exemplified, at least partially, the truth of O’Neill’s judg-
ment that “Marcion the historian had his greatest success in the nineteenth
century.””? ’

Much of the work dedicated to Jewish Christianity had inevitably concen-
trated upon the reports in patristic sources relating to Ebionites/Nazarenes/
Elchasaites and it had often been the case that Jewish Christianity found itself
exclusively bound up with Ebionitism—a clear throwback to Baur. One of
those who wished to revive interest in this form of Jewish Christianity was
Hans Joachim Schoeps. In a book entitled Theologie und Geschichte des Juden-
christentums,® through extensive use of patristic sources, and in particular the
Pseudo-Clementines, Schoeps, eschewing the view of many of his predecessors
that we possessed little reliable information about such people, went on to re-
construct what he termed a theology of the Ebionites. He, too, emphasised
their strong commitment to Jewish observances but also highlighted their de-
veloped approach to the interpretation of Scripture, their singular Christology,
and their strongly anti-cultic tendency. Schoeps argued that this group’s theol-
ogy could in part be seen to have derived from certain forms of pre-Christian
Judaism and that in some respects, it could lay claim to representing a very
early form of Christianity associated with the apostles, a claim which Ritschl,
Hort, Harnack and others had explicitly denied. Also contrary to the tendency
of study at the time, Schoeps appeared to maintain that the Ebionitism that he
was seeking to describe was not a part or sub-section of the broader phenome-
non of Jewish Christianity, but was in fact Jewish Christianity itself. Here, as in
other respects, Schoeps came close to reviving views associated with Baur and
the Tiibingen School, even if he attributed to the movement much less impor-
tance than Baur had.8! Here, then, was a bold and coherent account of Jewish

to mean “the religious and moral way of thinking of national Jewish Christianity,” one
could also understand by it “a way of thinking which was so filled with specifically Jewish
perspectives and tendencies, that it served to modify earliest Christianity in terms of its
essential content” (250; my translation). While he goes on to combine these two views of
the term in his own definition—it is Christianity “insofar as it bound Christianity to the
Judaism from which it emerged, its rules, customs and tendencies,” perhaps coming closer
to the more nationalist understanding of Harnack et al.-his discussion seems to hint at a
more theological understanding of the term.

79O’Neill, “Study,” 171.

80Hans Joachim Schoeps, Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums (Tiibingen:
J. C. B. Mohr, 1949).

81Schoeps explicitly acknowledged his proximity to Tiibingen School perspectives:
“In manchem werden unsere Bemiihungen die spate Rehabilitierung eines gelduterteten
Tiibinger Standpunktes darstellen, um so ein altes Unrecht gutzumachen” (Schoeps,
Theologie, 5).
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Christianity which gave to the movement a clear ideological/theological pro-
file, and resurrected the view of it as a party.8?

Jean Daniélou’s Théologie du Judéo-Christianisme, first published in 1958,
but subsequently translated into English as The Theology of Jewish Christianity,?
constituted an attempt to broaden, rather than to narrow (as had been the case
with Schoeps), the definition of Jewish Christianity. Daniélou suggested that in
the early church there existed three types of Jewish Christianity. The first type,
which he associated in particular with the Ebionites, he termed heterodox Jewish
Christianity, not least because of its christological views. The second he termed
orthodox Jewish Christianity. These were Jews by birth who, like the first apostles
in Jerusalem, observed the Jewish law without imposing it upon others and enter-
tained orthodox christological views. In later Christian history the sect of the
Nazarenes, as described by Jerome and Epiphanius, came closest to this group. A
third type of Jewish Christianity, and the subject of his book, he identified as “a
type of Christian thought expressing itself in forms borrowed from Judaism.”$4
Such a form of Jewish Christianity contained within its number those who were
not necessarily associated with the Jewish community including men who had
broken completely with the Jewish world but continued to think in its terms.
Thus the Apostle Paul, although by no means a Jewish Christian in the first two
senses of the term, was certainly one in this third sense, as were a number of other
Christians. Indeed the period of church history up to the Bar Kokhba revolt could
be described as the Jewish Christian period of the church’s history, as distinct
from the Hellenistic and Latin periods, the subject of Daniélou’s subsequent two
volumes. Such a form of Christianity was marked by a certain affiliation with
what Goppelt had termed “Spatjudentum,” that is, with theology associated with
the Pharisees, Essenes and zealots, but in particular with Apocalypticism. The
identification of a Jewish Christian work has a chronological aspect (it must fall
into the period up to about the middle of the second century), a generic aspect (it
must comport with a particular genre of literature witnessed within Judaism,
even though Jewish Christian traditions can be found in works from a later
period), and a doctrinal criterion. To quote: “Jewish Christianity expresses itself
in certain characteristic categories of ideas, notably those of apocalyptic . . . ;"8
the term understood broadly to refer to a gnosis relating to the hidden things of
the world and the coming of revelation.

82See also Hans Joachim Schoeps, Jewish Christianity: Factional Disputes in the Early
Church (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969), 9: “Jewish Christianity is not used as a designation
of origin, but as the designation of the point of view of a party.” For further discussion of
Schoeps’s contribution to the study of Jewish Christianity see Carleton Paget, “Jewish
Christianity,” 736-37.

8Jean Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity (vol. 1 of History of Early Chris-
tian Doctrine before the Council of Nicea; London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1964).

84Daniélou, Jewish Christianity, 9.

851bid., 11.
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What Daniélou had done was make clear how important and widespread
was the influence of Judaism upon Christianity of the first century and beyond,
something that most of his predecessors had acknowleged. But unlike many of
his predecessors he had straightforwardly termed Christianity so influenced,
“Jewish Christian,” (here in part harking back to a broader definition of the term
against which Ritschl, Harnack and others had protested) and he had done so
without any sense of embarrassment or anxiety. But whether Daniélou had done
nothing more than identify a religious atmosphere prevalent at the time of Chris-
tian origins rather than a religious movement, or as he put it, “a first form of
Christian theology expressed in Jewish-Semitic forms,’# seemed altogether less
clear, as many of his critics did not hesitate to point out.?”

Another Frenchman to busy himself with the question of the definition of
Jewish Christianity was Marcel Simon. In Verus Israel, 8 which appeared in its
original French version before the publications of Schoeps and Daniélou, in a
chapter devoted to Jewish Christianity, Simon began by noting that the term had
traditionally been used in an ethnic (Jews who converted to Christianity) and reli-
gious sense (Christians who continued to lead a Jewish way of life after conver-
sion). Sometimes scholars combined these two definitions into one, holding a
Jewish Christian to be an ethnic Jew who had converted to Christianity but con-
tinued to lead a Jewish way of life. Such a definition would not do, claimed Simon,
because it too easily excluded Judaizers from the definition. Jewish Christianity
should not be too tightly defined, he avered. After noting the ambiguity of the
phrase “Jewish” (Marcion, after all, had considered all catholic Christianity Jew-
ish), he appeared to opt for a definition based upon practices, while noting that
within that spectrum were contained groups with a diverse body of opinions.
Judaizers differed in this respect from Ebionites who differed from what he some-
what obscurely called syncretistic forms of the phenomenon. “We can say,” Simon

81bid., 10.

87Klijn, “Study,” 426, argues that where Baur had attributed Jewish ideas to a group,
Daniélou had shown how widespread such ideas were among Christians. But Klijn’s com-
ment could be seen to be misleading. While Daniélou was not willing to limit the influ-
ence of his ideas to a group in the sense that Baur conceived of such a term (all Christians
of early Christian history, according to Daniélou, seem to be Jewish Christians), he still
spoke of what he had identified as “a distinct entity.” (Daniélou, Theology, 405). On this
point see in particular Robert Murray, “Recent Studies in Early Symbolic Theology,” HeyJ
6 (1965): 414-15; and Robert A. Kraft, “In Search of “Jewish Christianity and its Theol-
ogy: Problems of Definition and Methodology,” RSR 60 (1972): 81-92. See especially
Kraft’s comment, “It seems to me legitimate to ask whether any historically identifiable
and selfconscious entity (person or group) ever existed behind Daniélou’s ‘Jewish Chris-
tian theology’?” (87). Later on, after quoting a number of places where Daniélou spoke of
a “common mentality,” or “overall view” in his Jewish Christianity, Kraft wonders: “But it
must be asked was there any conscious awareness of this ‘common’ bond on the part of
these ‘Jewish Christians’?”

8 Marcel Simon, Verus Israel: A Study of the Relations between Christians and Jews in
the Roman Empire AD 135-425 (London: Littman Library, 1986), 237-40.
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concluded this part of the discussion, “that there existed not a single phenomenon,
Jewish Christianity, but several Jewish Christianities.”® In an essay published after
Verus Israel, Simon was clearer that practices should be the criteria by which one
defined Jewish Christianity. As he wrote: “The criterion of observance seems to be
incontestably the most secure”®® To the question “What observances?,” he an-
swered those that go beyond the bare minimum of what is said to have been re-
quired of Gentiles at the Apostolic Decree of Acts 15, although here he is a little
vague.’! In the same essay, which contains a helpful review of some other attempts
at defining the term, Simon goes on to examine the question of a type of theologi-
cal definition of Jewish Christianity, such as we find in Daniélou. While criticising
his compatriot on a variety of grounds, he still appears inclined to adopt a broader
definition than in previous publications. Simon argued that one is entitled to
speak of Jewish Christianity in relation to doctrinal positions, liturgical practices,
and theological thought which is on the one hand distinguished from Christianity
of a Hellenistic type, and on the other hand offers clear affinities with elements of
thought associated with one or more of the Jewish sects of the era of Christian ori-
gins. He cites the Pseudo-Clementines as an example of such a type of Christianity,
as well as the Christianity of Ephesus, Rome and Edessa.®?

More recent work on Jewish Christianity has exhibited similarly diverse un-
derstandings of its character and history. Michael Goulder, for instance, has
sought to keep elements of the Baur flag flying, and in the process has made
somewhat questionable use of sources such as Ignatius’s epistles and the Pseudo-
Clementines to illuminate the theology of the earliest Jewish Christians.®*> Gerd
Liiddemann has also wandered the Baur route by, like Goulder, playing up the
anti-Pauline character of Jewish Christianity.** But many scholars, eschewing an

#1bid., 240.

9Simon, “Problémes,” 7. For similar thoughts see Marcel Simon, “Refléxions sur le
judéo-christianisme,” in Christianity, Judaism and Other Graeco-Roman Cults. Essays in
Honour of Morton Smith at Sixty (ed. J. Neusner; Leiden: Brill, 1965), 53-76.

91“Sera judéo-chrétien celui qui ira au-dela de cet €ndvaykeg, qui se pliera a d’autres
prescriptions de la Loi rituelle juive” (Simon, “Problémes,” 8).

92Gee also the same author’s Recherches d’Histoire Judéo-Chrétienne (Paris: Moulton,
1962). In his brief “avant-propos” to the book, Simon notes that the term “Jewish Christian
(judéo-chrétien)” is susceptible of a number of meanings. It can mean Torah-observing
Christian, but it can also have a more general sense. In this sense it can characterise what
the two religions have in common and what divides them. Hence the essays collected to-
gether in the volume pertain to examples of what Simon terms a kind of syncretism be-
tween the religions, to subjects which reflect their continuity with each other, and to
questions of polemic. One half suspects that this broad-based definition of the term arose
in part from a desire on the part of Simon to justify his decision to bring this diverse body
of essays into one volume. For a discussion of Simon’s contribution to the study of Jewish
Christianity see E. Blanchétiere, “La contribution du Doyen Marcel Simon a I’étude du
judéo-christianisme,” in Le judéo-christianisme dans tous ses états (ed. Simon C. Mimouni
and F. Stanley Jones; Paris: Cerf, 2001), 19-30.

93 Michael D. Goulder, A Tale of Two Missions (London: SCM, 1994).

% Liiddemann, Opposition, especially 28-32.

43



JEWISH BELIEVERS IN JESUS

old-fashioned “party” definition of the term which plays up anti-Paulinism as a
central feature of the movement, have settled for one based upon the ongoing at-
tachment to certain Jewish practices. So, for instance, Mimouni has in his recent
collection of essays on Jewish Christianity defined the phenomenon as “a recent
formulation designating those Jews who recognised Jesus as messiah, who recog-
nised or did not recognise the divinity of Christ, but who continued to observe
the Torah.”®> Such a definition is not, of course, without its problems. As we
noted when discussing Simon’s endorsement of a praxis-based definition, it is not
straightforwardly clear in such a formulation which laws one would need to ob-
serve in order to be called a Jewish Christian, and scholars’ views on this matter
vary,’® even if a majority would appear to make circumcision central.

Two further issues emerge from Mimouni’s definition. The first relates to the
role of ethnicity in any definition. For some the Jewish origins of a Christian con-
vert are enough to render him a Jewish Christian, although for others this is to
render the definition meaningless given the very diverse ways in which Jewish
converts to Christianity reacted to their Jewish heritage.”” For Mimouni, in con-
trast to Simon, Jewish Christians are Jews who have been converted to Christian-
ity, and continue to observe Jewish laws, even if their opinions vary as.to the
necessity for Gentile converts to observe these laws. In this respect he follows a
number of recent interpreters.”® In this definition Judaizers of Gentilic origin
must be put in another category.®®

9 Simon C. Mimouni, “La question du definition,” in his Le judéo-christianisme an-
cien: essais historiques (Paris: Cerf, 1998), 70. This essay originally appeared in NTS 38
(1992): 161-86. For similar praxis-based definitions see Joan Taylor, “The Phenomenon
of early Jewish Christianity: Reality or Scholarly Invention?” VC 44 (1990): 326; Jean-
Daniel Kaestli, “Ott en est le débat sur le judéo-christianisme?” in Le déchirement: Juifs et
chrétiens au premier siécle (ed. D. Marguerat; Geneva: Labor et Fides, 1996), 243-72; and
Carleton Paget, “Jewish Christianity,” 733-42.

% For a variety of recent responses to this question see Carleton Paget, “Jewish Chris-
tianity,” 735-36.

97 From an earlier period see Ritschl’s criticisms of Schliemann, and Hoennicke’s criti-
cism of such a definition. For more recent times see G. Strecker, “Judenchristentum,” TRE
17:311.

%8 Note, for instance, Stephen G. Wilson, Related Strangers: Jews and Christians 70-170
C.E. (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 143; and Gunther Stemberger, “Judenchristen,” RAC
29:229. The latter places Jewish Christians between Judaizers of pagan origin and Chris-
tians of Jewish origins who absorbed themselves into the Gentile Christian community.

9Wolfram Kinzig, “ ‘Non-Separation’ Closeness and Co-operation between Jews
and Christians in the Fourth Century,” VC 45 (1991): 27-53, 44-45, appears to follow
Simon when he states that “on the institutional level the Jewish Christians and the
Judaizing Christians were clearly distinct,” but as far as religious practices were concerned,
“there was a wide overlap.” Interestingly, Kinzig sees the prevalence of Judaizing in the
fourth century as a direct consequence of the decline of Jewish Christian groups. For fur-
ther interesting comments on the categorization of Judaizers see B. Visotzky, “Prolegome-
non to the Study of Jewish-Christianities,” AJSR 14:61-62.

100Visotzky, “Jewish-Christianities,” 47-70, esp. 56—60.
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Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, there is already implicit in this def-
inition a sense of the diversity of the phenomenon, expressed for Mimouni in
terms of Christology, but expressed for others such as Visotzky not only in terms
of doctrine, but in terms of the type of Jewish laws practiced by Jewish Christians,
a point we have already hinted at in the previous paragraph.'®® Current second-
ary literature, following Simon, tends to talk about Jewish Christianities. Some-
times these Jewish Christianities are divided into orthodox and heterodox
types,'%! sometimes into more complex groupings.!%2 Some form of legal obser-
vance is invariable part of the definition of Jewish Christianity. Jewish ethnicity
is either a necessary or unnecessary requirement. All this has its origin in the lit-
erature of an older age that was responding to Baur. Taken together, this has a
number of consequences. One is obviously further to erode the model associated
with Baur of a Jewish Christianity opposed to a Gentile Christianity.193> More
significantly it may lead some to question the legitimacy of the term Jewish
Christianity. If we incline to this sceptical view, perhaps the future of study lies
more straightforwardly in the detailed examination of sources relating to sects
traditionally associated with Jewish Christianity rather than in studies of Juden-
christentum with what that term appears to imply about the unity of the phe-
nomenon. Such a thing already manifests itself in the work of Koch on the
Ebionites,!%¢ Pritz on the Nazarenes,!% and Luttikhuizen on the Elchasaites,106
even if the raison d’étre for such work does not overtly lie in a scepticism about
the concept of Jewish Christianity.

Two further points need to be made. First, the study of Jewish Christianity
has to a certain extent been affected by an ever-increasing appreciation of the di-
verse character of Judaism at the time of Christian origins. Such an acknowledge-
ment of diversity and its accompanying understandings of Jewish self-definition
have in a sense contributed to the ongoing perception of the plural character of
those designated “Jewish Christian.” Their diversity reflects a diversity already
present in Judaism itself. But such a recognition has also contributed to a perhaps
greater appreciation of the complex issue of who and what to term “Jewish Chris-
tian” conceived of in terms of what might or might not be tolerated within the

101See in this respect Mimouni, Judéo-christianisme, 73-90.

102See, for instance, Raymond E. Brown, “Not Jewish Christianity and Gentile Chris-
tianity but Types of Jewish/Gentile Christianity,” CBQ 45 (1983): 74-79; and Wilson, Re-
lated Strangers, 148-59.

1030n this see Brown, “Types.”

104G. A. Koch,“A Ciritical Investigation of Epiphanius’ Knowledge of the Ebionites”
(PhD diss., The University of Pennsylvania, 1976).

05Ray A. Pritz, Nazarene Jewish Christianity: From the End of the New Testament
Period Until Its Disappearance in the Fourth Century (StPB 37; Leiden: Brill, 1988).

106 Gerard P. Luttikhuizen, The Revelation of Elchasai: Investigations into the Evidence
for a Mesopotamian Jewish Apocalypse of the Second Century and its Reception by Judeo-
Christian Propagandists (TSA] 8; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1985).
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Jewish community. An understanding of Jewish Christianity, therefore, is to a
certain extent dependent upon one’s perception of the Jewish-Christian schism,
now widely held to be an event that is by no means uniform or precisely dat-
able.197 In this respect Colpe is quite right to note that the term Judenchristentum
is necessarily connected to one’s understanding of the reasons for and the pro-
cesses by which Christianity was transformed from a movement within Judaism
to an independent phenomenon, Christianity, outside of Judaism.!% But here we
should be a little cautious—a person may be conceived of as a Jewish Christian
without being a part of the Jewish community. It is, in the parlance of J. Louis
Martyn, only a Christian Jew who can be thought of as within Judaism.!% But
arriving at a clear view of who is and who is not a Christian Jew or a Jewish Chris-
tian, conceived in the above terms, is made difficult precisely because deter-
mining Jewish reactions to Christians is itself so difficult.!!0

A second and related point concerns the ongoing influence of a definition of
the term not so very distant from that advocated by Daniélou, i.e., one that plays
up a broadly ideological definition of the term!!! (this despite the fact that
Daniélou has come in for considerable criticism!!2). This influence is perhaps
most strikingly evidenced in the work of Bagatti, Testa and others on the ar-
chaeology of Jewish Christianity, not least because they rely so heavily upon

107For a general engagement with the subject of the “parting of the ways” and a
strong argument in favor of a late date see The Ways That Never Parted: Jews and Chris-
tians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (ed. A. H. Becker and A. Yoshiko Reed;
Texts and studies in ancient Judaism 95; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), and Daniel
Boyarin, Border Lines: The Partition of Judaeo-Christianity (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2004). For the possible consequences of this for an understanding of
Jewish Christianity see Skarsaune at a later point in this volume (ch. 23).

108Note Colpe, “Judenchristen,” 38: “Unter den ‘Transformationen’ in der Religions-
geschichte ist diejenige, die vom Judentum zum Christentum gefiihrt hat, vielleicht
immer noch der historisch schwierigste Fall, obwohl ihr mehr Untersuchungen als
anderen Transformationen gewidmet worden sein diirfen. Der Begriff ‘Judenchristentum’
driickt nicht mehr als die Schwierigkeit dieses Tatbestandes aus.”

1097, Louis Martyn, “Glimpses into the History of the Johannine Community,” in his
The Gospel of John in Christian History (New York: Paulist Press, 1978), 90-121, especially
104. See also Bruce Malina, “Jewish Christianity or Christian Judaism? Toward a Hypo-
thetical Definition,” JSJ 7 (1976): 46—57. See also n. 120 below.

110]n this context it is worth noting the work of Daniel Boyarin. In his Border Lineshe
posits an essentially late date for the division between Christianity and Judaism (4th cen-
tury). Against this background, he is not so much interested in the existence of a phenom-
enon, Jewish Christianity, but why people were so keen to denounce it as heretical,
especially so late. He argues strongly that this had much to do with Christian and rabbinic
desire to reinforce the purity of their respective orthodoxies. On this, see further Skarsune
in ch. 23 in this volume.

111See Liidemann’s comment: “Unless my impression is mistaken, Daniélou’s under-
standing of the matter . . . enjoys the greatest success.” (Opposition, 29).

112]n this regard special note should be taken of Murray “Recent Studies”; and Rob-
ert A. Kraft, “In Search of Jewish Christianity and its Theology: Problems of Definition
and Methodology,” RSR 60 (1972): 81-96.
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Daniélou’s analysis of so-called Jewish Christian symbols for their identification
of Jewish Christian artifacts and sites.!!? But his influence, unacknowledged or
acknowledged, is also seen in the somewhat profligate use to which the term Jew-
ish Christian is put in modern scholarship. A tradition is more often than not
deemed Jewish Christian not because it can be demonstrated that it emerged
from a community that observed certain Jewish laws, but because it has a Jewish
character about it, however we might define such a thing. We have already noted
how even a scholar such as Simon, who endorsed an essentially praxis-based
understanding of Jewish Christianity, at the same time flirted with a more ideo-
logically based definition. Richard Longenecker can still in his careful definition
write that the term can be applied to Christians whose conceptual frame of refer-
ence and whose expressions were rooted in semitic thought generally and Judaism
in particular.! Klijn, admitting to the immense Jewish influence on the church,
can state that “The object of the study of Jewish Christianity is to detect the pres-
ence, the range, the development and the disappearance of this influence,’!1> in
this context understanding “this influence” to have a heterodox character.!16
Gunther Stemberger, who is insistent upon the praxis-based aspect of any defini-
tion, can still state that any definition of the term expresses itself in what he
describes as “die Ausprigung des Glaubensbekenntnisses,”!7 although he admits
that there are difficulties with unravelling the precise meaning of such a phrase.
Of course, this type of definition, which appears to be intentionally broad, need
not be held outside of a praxis-based definition!!8 (as the case of Stemberger, for
instance, makes plain), but very often it is.

113Bagatti’s views are set out in The Church from the Circumcision (Jerusalem:
Studium Biblicum Franciscanum, 1971). For the relationship of his and others’ work to
that of Daniélou, see Joan Taylor, Christians and the Holy Places: The Myth of Jewish Chris-
tian Origins (Oxford: Clarendon; New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 12, who is
herself maximally sceptical of Bagatti’s et al.’s findings. For a less sceptical assessment see
Mimouni, “La question,” 317-452.

14Richard W. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity (London:
SCM, 1970), 3.

15Klijn, “Study,” 426.

1161bid., 431.

117 Stemberger, RAC 29:229. Note also Mimouni Judéo-christianisme, 231-55, who in
spite of the definition he espouses, still terms the strikingly antinomian Barnabas Jewish
Christian.

18 Daniélou had explicitly stated this when outlining his own understanding of the
term. Richard Bauckham, in his discussion of the theological profile of the Epistle of Jude,
Jude, 2 Peter (Waco, Tex.: Word, 1983), 8-10, betrays a certain uneasiness about adopting
such a position. He categorizes the text “apocalyptic Jewish Christian” but is uncertain as
to whether Jude or the community he addressed observed the Jewish law. His categoriza-
tion appears to derive more clearly from the fact that Jude betrays knowledge of certain
apocryphal Jewish texts, and from its apocalyptic profile. See also his categorisation of
The Apocalypse of Peter, as discussed in “Jews and Jewish Christians in the land of Israel
at the time of the Bar Kochba war, with special reference to The Apocalypse of Peter,” in Tol-
erance and Intolerance in Early Judaism and Christianity (ed. G. N. Stanton and G. G.
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This ongoing tendency to use the term “Jewish Christian” in this vague way
to describe what seems at first sight to be nothing more than material that shows
evidence of Jewish influence is understandable. We need not attribute it to the
overarching influence of Daniélou (few, for instance, would follow him in believ-
ing that the different things they describe form what Daniélou called “a distinct
entity”). Tendencies in the wider world of New Testament studies, and to a lesser
extent patristics, may account for the matter. One of these lies in the much
greater emphasis scholars are now willing to place upon Christianity’s Jewish
heritage. This emphasis has been present within scholarship for a long time, but
in recent times it has become notably prominent, in part stimulated by its post-
holocaust setting, in part inspired by a recognition of Jewish diversity. The on-
going recognition of Christianity’s debt to Jewish thought and theology is held by
some best to be expressed with the term “Jewish Christian.” A difficulty with such
an application lies, among other things, in determining on the basis of the defini-
tion what is not Jewish Christian, assuming the multi-faceted nature of Judaism.
Another difficulty lies in the fact that the term, given the history of its applica-
tion, can imply a unified ideological perspective that is difficult to eke out of the
vaguer theological definition. '

3. Concluding Observations

In antiquity no one, as far as we know, called himself a Jewish Christian or
spoke of belonging to an entity called “Jewish Christianity.” The terms are in-
vented ones, introduced to describe a supposed phenomenon of early Chris-
tianity. When we add to this the fact that the terms as used in English or any
other modern language are ambiguous as they stand, and that they may be
taken to imply different things in different languages (“Judenchrist” is not
prima facie the same as a “Jewish Christian”), the problem of definition be-
comes more complex still.

Those in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries who sought to define
the term were usually insistent that a law-observant and national aspect should
be central to any definition. In the light of Baur’s thesis about the formation in
the second century of what was termed “catholic Christianity,” scholars differed
as to the influence and unified character of Jewish Christianity. By the end of the
century many scholars saw the movement as minimally influential and variegated

Stroumsa; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 228—38. Here he defines Jewish
Christianity as “refer[ring] to communities of Christian Jews who maintained their Jew-
ish identity” (235 n.1), but is only able to show that the community of The Apocalypse of
Peter maintained such a thing in relation to its apocalypticism, mode of writing etc. That
is not to say that this community did not maintain its Jewish identity by observing certain
Jewish laws. It is merely to state that, lacking such evidence, we must assume an under-
standing of the term on the part of Bauckham that is theological in profile.
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in its character, assuming, for instance, a mild and more extreme form of the phe-
nomenon. Many had moved away from Baur’s view of the movement as essen-
tially anti-Pauline. At the same time it should be noted that scholars were only
too aware of the influence of Judaism upon early Christianity and in particular
so-called “early catholicism,” and that in the light of this some continued to oper-
ate with definitions of “Jewish Christian” that did not always straightforwardly
emerge from an understanding of the term as “Judaizing.” This explains, for in-
stance, Ritschl’s, Harnack’s, and Hort’s insistence that the term “Jewish Christian”
not be mixed up with Christianity’s obvious indebtedness to Jewish theology and
Scripture—hence Hort’s “Judaistic Christianity.” When scholars like Hoennicke
(and, to a lesser extent, Seeberg), talked of Jewish influence of a deleterious kind
upon Christianity, they reflected this ongoing difficulty with defining the term
and with establishing a universally accepted form of vocabulary.

More recent study of Jewish Christianity has taken further many aspects of
the previous era of study. Baur’s view of the influence of Jewish Christianity upon
the Christianity of the second century has now been more or less abandoned. The
notion of Jewish Christians as belonging to a unified entity called “Jewish Chris-
tianity” has also come under attack with the tendency now to speak in the plural
of “Jewish Christianities.” Broadly speaking the view is taken that such people,
while professing a belief in the messiahship of Christ, were united by their com-
mitment to certain Jewish laws, although scholars disagree about which ones,!!°
and that they entertained a variety of opinions on the need for Gentiles to imple-
ment such laws, as well as on questions of doctrine. Some scholars still wish
in this context to speak of heretical and orthodox forms of the phenomenon.
Scholars remain divided about the role of ethnicity in such a definition, and are
consequently uncertain as to how to categorise Gentile Judaizers. Some, taking
seriously the apparent collapse of any kind of meaningful ideological profile for
Jewish Christians, have defended an old view—one that might at one level be said
to bring out most clearly the sense of “Judenchrist”—that ethnicity alone should
determine whether someone should be categorized as a Jewish Christian, inde-
pendent of questions of an ongoing commitment to certain Jewish laws. In such a
tepid and probably unworkable definition, “Jewish Christian” comes under what
the editors of this volume have designated “Jewish believer in Jesus.”

As implied above, one of the major changes in the more recent period of
study has been the almost complete abandonment of the kind of historical narra-
tive into which Jewish Christianity was made to fit by Baur. Nowadays we do not
so easily speak as we once did about Catholic Christianity and its formation in the
second century. In such a narrative, Jewish Christians were normally perceived as a
central cog in the history of Christianity, and their profile within Judaism was re-
garded as much less important. That is not to say that it was not considered at all.
Neander, for instance, took an interest in such a problem, as did Graetz, and those

19This is broadly the definition adopted in this volume: a Jewish Christian is a Jew-
ish believer in Jesus who maintains a Jewish lifestyle. This is admittedly vague.
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other scholars who busied themselves with finding references to Christians in Rab-
binic literature. But nowadays, in part following the lead of Schoeps and Simon, and
stimulated by an ever-growing interest in the question of Jewish self-definition in
antiquity, such a concern has increased, witnessed to in part by the growing par-
ticipation of Jewish scholars in the discussion of the subject.!?

We concluded the final section of the main part of this chapter by noting the
ongoing presence in New Testament and patristic circles of a use of the term Jew-
ish Christian to describe a thought, viewpoint, religious motif, or literary form
which seems to have a Jewish aspect to it. We noted that such an understanding of
the term, which had been discussed most fully by Daniélou, but also informed the
work of many other scholars who were not necessarily themselves conscious fol-
lowers of the Frenchman, was altogether more diffuse than the traditional, sec-
tarian use of the term with its strong emphasis on Jewish practices. More often
than not it was impossible to show that the presence of an apparently Jewish motif
or idea in an individual writing betrayed its origin in a Jewish Christian commu-
nity, or that it belonged to an overarching entity we could call Jewish Christian
theology. But this “vaguer” use of the term, employed to express the widespread
influence of Judaism on ancient Christianity, persists in one form or another, and
sets up a potential contrast with other uses of the term with their concern for
questions of practices and sectarian groups like the Ebionites and Nazarenes.

The history of scholarly attempts to define the terms “Jewish Christian” and
“Jewish Christianity” demonstrates the ongoing difficulty with the terms. In part,
the difficulty may be said to lie in fulfilling the two conditions, first set out by
Richard Longenecker over thirty years ago, for any successful definition. Accord-
ing to Longenecker, a successful definition must have a sufficient degree of partic-
ularity and specificity to enable precision of treatment, as well as a breadth of
designation that will allow for variations in the entity studied.!?! But there may
be a sense in which we have become overly concerned with the creation of a hold-
all definition precisely because our instinct is to think of the term in a sectarian
way. In this respect the shadow of Baur still looms over us. Perhaps we should
simply accept the breadth of the term and the multiple uses to which it has been
put. This seems to have been the attitude of the most recent gathering of experts
in the field where the question of definition was left entirely open.'?? This may, of

120See Visotzky “Jewish-Christianities,” esp. 61, where he notes different tendencies
in Christian and Jewish approaches to the subject of Jewish Christianity; and Alan E
Segal, “Jewish Christianity,” in Eusebius, Christianity, and Judaism (ed. Gohei Hata and H.
W. Attridge; StPB 42; Leiden: Brill, 1987), 327-51. Also see Peter Tomson, “The War
against Rome, the Rise of Rabbinic Judaism and of Apostolic Gentile Christianity, and the
Judaeo-Christians: Elements for a Synthesis,” in The Image of the Judaeo-Christians in An-
cient Jewish and Christian Literature (ed. P. J. Tomson and D. Lambers-Petry; WUNT 158;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 1-31, 2.

121 ongenecker, Christology, 3.

122See Simon C. Mimouni and . Stanley Jones, eds., Le judéo-christianisme dans tous
ses états (Paris: Cerf, 2001). See also Pritz, Nazarene, 9: “In the end it may prove fruitless to
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course, mean that each author who uses the term is forced to define what s/he
means by it before commencing substantive discussion. Alternatively, it may mean
that we adopt different designations to describe different definitions of the term.
In such a scheme, “Jewish Christianity” means one thing, “Judaizing Christian-
ity” another, “Judaeo-Christianity” another and so on. After all, one feature of the
study of the subject has been its capacity to make use, in an often inconsistent
way, of terms related to Jewish Christianity but apparently describing something
different. Attempts at such standardization may of course not succeed.!??

To some retaining the term, with all its difficulties, many of which have
emerged in the preceding discussion, may seem counter-productive. The term is
simply too slippery and has too complex a history to be worth preserving, the ar-
gument might go. In this context we should point to Michael Williams’ attempt
to do away with the term Gnosticism and replace it with a more general category
of “biblical demiurgical traditions” which, in his opinion, better describes the
content of those texts usually called “gnostic.”124 Part of his argument relates to
the fact that it is by no means clear that many of those designated ‘gnostic’ did in
fact refer to themselves as such (this is particularly the case with the Nag Ham-
madi finds where the term does not appear);!?> and in part to the fact that at-
tempts at a typological designation too easily misdescribe the texts they seek to
define and lead, consequently, to a misreading of these same texts.!?¢ Similar criti-
cisms could be aimed at the category “Jewish Christian.” First, as we have already
stated, there are no ancient texts in existence in which individuals call themselves
“Jewish Christians”; and secondly it is quite clear that certain typological defini-
tions have led to a misreading of material in particular where genetic relations are
supposed to have existed between different texts associated with so-called Jewish
Christians. While some may think that this problem has largely been overcome by
the introduction of the idea of Jewish Christianities, others may still deem it un-
helpful, not least because of the ‘Jewish’ aspect of its name. Not only is it difficult
to determine the amount of Jewishness that makes a text Jewish Christian, and
the extent to which such a term implies a positive relationship to non-Christian
Judaism but, given the ongoing affirmation of the dependence of early Christian
culture on Judaism, the term Jewish Christian might simply appear tautologous.
Why not simply settle on a term like “Torah observant” and then introduce sub-
categories like Ebionite, Elchasaite etc.? This would, among other things, do away
with the problem of the Jewishness of “Jewish Christian,” outlined above, and

define it because it is so varied, but all should agree that needless argument over the dif-
fering concepts of “Jewish Christianity” can be avoided."

123See, for instance, Riegel, “Jewish Christianity,” 41415, for a not entirely successful
attempt at such a thing. He, of course, is not the first to undertake such a task.

124 Rethinking “Gnosticism”: An Argument for the Dismantling of a Dubious Category
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996), 51.

1251bid., 29-43.

126]bid., 43-53 and much of the rest of the book.
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transcend such complex issues as the role of ethnicity in the definition as well as
the place of a term like “Judaizer.”

I leave this as a not unproblematic option at the end of this chapter. Some
may think it unrealistic, not least because the term has for so long been a part of
scholarly discourse.!?” But that in itself is no reason to retain it. When one looks
at its complex history and the ongoing complications of the debate about its
meaning, a new start might be thought to be desirable.

127Kurt Rudolph presented this as a possible argument for the retention of the term
“gnosticism” in “ ‘Gnosis’ and ‘Gnosticism’—The Problems of Their Definition and Their
Relation to the Writings of the New Testament,” in The New Testament and Gnosis: Essays
in Honour of Robert McLachlan Wilson (ed. A. Logan and A. Wedderburn; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1983), 21-37.
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James and the Jerusalem Community

Richard Bauckham

1. The Community’s Self-Understanding

The original group of Jewish believers in Jesus were distinguished by their
claim that Jesus of Nazareth was the expected royal Messiah of Israel. Their basis
for this claim was also distinctive. They believed that Jesus, who had been cruci-
fied as a messianic pretender, had been declared truly God’s Messiah by God him-
self, in that God had raised Jesus from death and exalted him to share God’s own
throne in heaven. Thus the coming of God’s kingdom, which Jesus had pro-
claimed and practiced in his ministry, was now decisively underway. It entailed,
in the first place, the restoration of God’s effective rule over his own people Israel
in the way that the prophets had foretold. The community of believers in Jesus
understood themselves to be the nucleus of the renewed Israel. The outpouring
of God’s Spirit that they had experienced was their entry into the new life of
God’s people in the dawning new era of God’s eschatological presence. God was
now calling all Israelites to share in this newly constituted Israel through repen-
tance and commitment to Jesus as the Messiah, through receiving the Spirit and
participating in the community of believers in Jesus.

The core of the earliest community in Jerusalem were people who had been
followers of Jesus during his earthly ministry, though many others soon joined
them. The majority of those who had identified themselves with Jesus’ movement
before his death were Galileans, and many of these must have continued living in
Galilee and formed communities of Christians there. But a considerable number
evidently moved permanently to Jerusalem and, along with others, formed the
first Christian community there. It is this community in Jerusalem that all the
traditions we know regard as the original community, the one from which faith in
Jesus as Messiah spread, the mother church of the emerging Christian movement.
Until the great revolt of 66 and the destruction of Jerusalem in 70, the Jerusalem
church had a quite special and unrivaled status, acknowledged even by Paul, who
of the early missionaries was probably the most independent in his relationship
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to the mother church. It is clear that from the beginning the Jerusalem church
adopted into its own self-understanding the unique significance that the city of
Jerusalem had for Jews throughout the world.!

Jerusalem was geographically the center of the Jewish Diaspora, which
stretched as far east as it did west (cf. Acts 2:9-11). Jews in the Diaspora looked to
it as their religious and national center, to which large numbers also traveled on
pilgrimage. This was, of course, because of the temple in Jerusalem, the unique
place of God’s presence on earth and therefore also of cultic worship. Constant
interaction between the center and the Diaspora took the form not only of pil-
grimage to Jerusalem and temple tax sent to Jerusalem, but also of official letters
sent out to the Diaspora from the Jewish authorities in Jerusalem. Moreover, in
the expectations nourished by biblical prophecy Jerusalem was to be the center to
which the tribes of Israel would be re-gathered in the messianic age and to which
also the nations would come to worship the God of Israel.

The Jerusalem church, located at this literal and symbolic center of the Jew-
ish world, rather naturally assumed the corresponding role of center for the re-
newed Israel, the Christian movement. It must have been from the beginning in
touch with visiting Jews from the Diaspora and with nascent Christian commu-
nities throughout the Diaspora. The letter of James (see section 8) is a circular
letter sent out from the leader of the mother church to Christian groups through-
out the Jewish Diaspora. The “apostolic decree” is a halakic ruling promulgated
by the Jerusalem church and communicated in official letters to Christian com-
munities elsewhere (Acts 15:23-29). The widespread acceptance of its authority
(see below) shows the extent to which the Christian movement at large, Gentile as
well as Jewish, looked to the mother church as its authoritative center. As we shall
see, the Jerusalem church maintained its place in Judaism through its attachment
to the temple, but also saw itself as the new temple of the eschatological age.
It most probably placed itself at the center of its continuing hope for the es-
chatological ingathering of all Israel and the conversion of the nations to the God
of Israel.

Insight into the Jerusalem church’s understanding of itself can be gained
from the various designations it used of itself:

(1) The way (1} 686¢): This was evidently the term the first Jewish Christians
used for their form of Judaism. The absolute usage occurs five times in Acts (9:2;
19:9, 23; 24:14, 22; cf. 22:4: “this Way”), where we also find “the Way of the Lord”
(18:25) and “the Way of God” (18:26). These fuller forms have plausibly sug-
gested to many scholars that the Christian use of the term derives from Isa 40:3
(“In the wilderness prepare the way of YHWH, make straight in the desert a high-

1See further R. Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” in The Book of Acts in
Its Palestinian Setting (ed. R. Bauckham; vol. 2 of The Book of Acts in Its First Century Set-
ting; ed. Bruce W. Winter; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995), 417-27; R. Bauckham,
“James at the Centre,” EPTA Bulletin: The Journal of the European Pentecostal Theological
Association 14 (1995): 23-33.
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way for our God”). But the source need not be limited to this one verse. The way
to which Isa 40:3 refers is the way on which the Lord will travel when leading his
people from exile to the restored Zion. It features in several other passages in Isa-
iah describing the eschatological redemption (35:8; 42:16; 48:17; 49:11; 57:14;
62:10; cf. also 52:11-12), where it is also called “the way of my people” (57:14) or
“the way of the people” (62:10) and “the holy way” (35:8). In Isa 30, a prophecy of
Israel’s restoration which would readily be connected with these passages about
the way, even the absolute use of “the way” could be found (30:11, 21). For this
earliest Christian community the task of preparing the way (Isa 40:3; 57:14;
62:10), proclaimed by John the Baptist (cf. Matt 3:3; Mark 1:3; Luke 3:4; John
1:23), might well have been considered already complete. They were now travel-
ing the way. There is much to suggest that the prophecies of Isaiah, especially
chapters 40-55, were the most important part of the Hebrew Scriptures for the
early Christians’ understanding of the place of Jesus and themselves in the divine
purpose for Israel and the world. The term “Gospel” itself comes from them (Isa
40:9; 52:7). It seems very likely that the earliest Christian community found its
own place in these prophecies in the image of the highway on which God leads his
people to salvation in the restored and glorified Zion.

(2) The holy ones (the saints) (ot dyior): In Acts, this term as a designation
for Christians occurs only four times (9:13, 32, 41; 26:10), but there is good rea-
son to suppose that it goes back to the early Jerusalem church. In the New Testa-
ment, it is not only frequent throughout the Pauline literature, but also occurs in
Hebrews (6:10; 13:24), and Jude (3) and is frequent in Revelation (5:8; 8:3, 4;
11:18; 13:7, 10; 14:12; 16:6; 17:6; 18:20, 24; 19:8; 22:21). Moreover, Paul himself
uses it regularly for the Jerusalem church (Rom 15:25, 26, 31; 1 Cor 16:1; 2 Cor
8:4; 9:1, 12), and when speaking of his collection for the Jerusalem church can
refer simply to “the saints” without further specification (1 Cor 16:1; 2 Cor 8:4;
9:1, 12). The early Christian use of this term is quite remarkable, because in the
Hebrew Bible and Second Temple Jewish literature it usually refers to angels and
only very rarely to the people of God, whereas in early Christianity it hardly ever
refers to angels. The explanation is probably that, as a designation for the Chris-
tian community, the term derived from the phrase “the holy ones of the Most
High” in Dan 7:18, 22, 25, 27 (in v 22b “the holy ones” and in v 27 “the people of
the holy ones of the Most High”). This is consistent with evidence that Dan 7 was
an important passage for early Christians, who identified the human-like figure
with Jesus and connected Jesus’ message of the kingdom of God with the king-
dom that is there given both to the “one like a son of man” and to “the holy ones
of the Most High.”

(3) The church of God (1) £kkAnocia 100 800): From 1 Cor 15:9 and 1 Thess
2:14, it seems likely that this was the full form of the term originally used by
the Jerusalem church. It corresponds to the biblical “congregation (qahal) of
YHWH? (as in, e.g., Num 16:3). What is notable is that, whereas the usage of
qahal in the Hebrew Bible usually refers, often quite emphatically, to the actual
assembly of the people of Israel when they gather together, £xkAnocio in the New
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Testament seems very rarely to have this sense, but merely refers to the people
who together compose the church, whether actually gathered together or not.
Thus, for the actual assembly of the Jerusalem church, Acts requires another
word (10 mAfiBoc? 6:2, 5; 15:12, 22; cf. cuvoywyn in Jas 2:2 compared with
£xkAnoia in 5:14; éntouvayeyn in Heb 10:25). This may indicate that the reason
for the choice of the term to describe the community was not simply descriptive
but, as with other designations, scripturally significant. It was chosen to recall the
congregation of Israel after the exodus in the wilderness and designated the first
Jewish believers in Jesus the community of the new exodus.?

(4) The disciples (ot padnrai): The use of this term (Acts 6:1-2, 7; 9:1; 15:10
etc.) indicates continuity with the group of Jesus’ followers during his ministry.
The community practiced the way that Jesus had taught.

(5) The brothers and sisters (ot d8eAdoi): Jews commonly used this term of
each other (e.g., Acts 2:29), and early Christian usage (e.g., Acts 6:3; Jas 1:2) is
therefore not surprising. But it gained new meaning in the light of Jesus’ designa-
tion of those who do his Father’s will as his brothers and sisters (Mark 3:35). It no
longer expressed merely the kinship of born Jews, but the community bond of
those who voluntarily joined the renewed Israel. :

(6) The Nazarenes (ol Nofwpaiot).# From Acts 24:5 (the only occurrence of
this term in the New Testament) we know that the term “Nazarenes” was already
used of the first generation of Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. Whereas the term
“Christians” originated in Antioch among Latin-and Greek-speakers (Acts 11:27)
and was to become standard in those languages, “Nazarenes” must have origi-
nated in Aramaic and was to remain the standard designation for Christians in
Semitic languages. Since in fact it is the only term we know to have been used to
designate Jewish Christians by non-Christian Jews in Jerusalem, it is likely to have
been used from a very early stage, as soon as the first Christians were a distinctive
and significant enough group for others to need a word for them. Although the
etymology of the Greek form Na{mpoiog has been much debated,’ it is now gen-
erally agreed that it is adequately explained as a Greek form of an Aramaic word
with the geographical sense “of Nazareth.”¢ It is no different in meaning from the

20n this term, see Joan Taylor, “The Community of Jesus’ Disciples,” Proceedings of
the Irish Biblical Association 21 (1998): 25-32.

31 have compared these first three designations with the usage of the Qumran com-
munity in R. Bauckham, “The Early Jerusalem Church, Qumran and the Essenes,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. James R.
Davila; STD]J 46; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 63—89.

4See R. Bauckham, “Why Were the Early Christians Called Nazarenes?” Mishkan 38
(2003): 80-85.

5For a brief history of research, see Simon C. Mimouni, “Les Nazoréens: Recherche
étymologique et historique,” RB 105 (1998): 212-15.

6Michael O. Wise, “Nazarene,” DJG 571-74, explains the Greek o as a form of pro-
nunciation evidenced by the orthography of 1QIsaa. Klaus Berger, “Jesus als Nasorzer/
Nasirier,” NovT 38 (1996): 323-25, differs from the recent consensus in arguing that
Nolwpaiog corresponds to Hebrew nazir, “Nazirite” (LXX vagipaiog).
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alternative Greek word Nafapnvdg (both Greek words are used of Jesus in the
Gospels and Acts). The use of “Nazarenes” for Christians must be derivative from
the use of the same word to describe Jesus outside Christian circles (where he was
“Jesus the Messiah”). To distinguish him from other bearers of this not uncom-
mon Jewish name, people called him “Jesus the Nazarene,” meaning “Jesus from
Nazareth.” Such a usage was entirely natural and need not have been at all deroga-
tory, though it could also be an implied rejection of the claim that he was Mes-
siah, in that the Messiah was not expected to come from Nazareth. It is easily
intelligible that Jesus’ followers, though not themselves from Nazareth, should
have been called, by analogy, “Nazarenes.”

However, we know from Matt 2:23 that Christians saw more significance
than the purely geographical in the use of Nafmpaiog of Jesus.” It could be un-
derstood as an exegetical pun, designating Jesus the messianic “shoot” of David
(Isa 11:1: Hebrew néser/7%1) and perhaps also alluding to the term nazir/=m
(Greek valipoiog), meaning “someone consecrated to God” (Nazirite, as in
Judges 13:5, 7; 16:17). But néser/ %1 was also used in Scripture of the Messiah’s
people, the eschatological Israel (Isa 60:21), while a further punning connection
could be made with the root nsr/1%3 meaning “to watch, to preserve,” and so with
“the preserved (nsiré/*1 or n°stiré/™nx1) of Israel” whom the Messiah is to re-
store according to Isa 49:6 (a significant text for early Christians: cf. Luke 2:32;
Acts 13:47).8 The early Christians would have seen themselves as the beginning of
Israel’s restoration by the Messiah: the nsiré/*¥) restored by the néser/=%1. So
they could themselves have been responsible for the self-designation “Nazarenes,”
with deliberate allusion to Isa 49:6 along with the obvious reference to Nazareth.
It is more likely, however, that the term was first used of them by other Jews and
only given more than obvious significance as a secondary development by
Christians.

In addition to these designations for the community, there are two aspects of
the leadership of the community that offer insight into its self-understanding:

(1) The twelve (apostles): The Twelve, who as a collective body are promi-
nent in the early chapters of Acts, probably corresponded to the twelve princes of
the tribes in the original constitution of Israel in the wilderness (Num 1:4-16).°

"There is a bibliography of recent discussion of Nafwpotiog in Matt 2:23 in J. A.
Sanders, “Nafopaiog in Matthew 2.23,” in The Gospels and the Scriptures of Israel (ed.
C. A. Evans and W. R. Stegner; JSNTSup 104; Studies in Scripture in Early Judaism and
Christianity 3; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1994), 117 n. 1.

8Cf. especially Hakan Ulfgard, “The Branch in the Last Days: Observations on the
New Covenant before and after the Messiah,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in their Historical
Context (ed. T. H. Lim; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 233-47.

9William Horbury, “The Twelve and the Phylarchs,” NTS 32 (1986): 503-27. For the
association of the Twelve with the tribes, see Matt 19:28. They could not have been drawn
one from each of the tribes, since they include two pairs of brothers, but a group of twelve
leaders, even if not themselves from all the tribes, could stand representatively for the
whole people (1 Esd 5:8).
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They belong therefore to the community’s consciousness of itself as the nucleus
of the restored Israel, reconstituted through a new exodus as the new “congre-
gation of YHWH.”

(2) The pillars: Paul uses this term to describe three of the Jerusalem leaders:
James the brother of Jesus, Peter, and John the son of Zebedee (Gal 2:9). It is clear
from his account that this was how they were known in the Jerusalem church. The
term may well have been applied also to other such leaders. It probably reflects
the image of the community as a building, the pillars therefore being leaders who
act as key supports for the whole building. This is an instance of the portrayal of
the church as the new temple, the messianic temple built by God, which is com-
mon in early Christian literature, and shows that the image goes back to the Jeru-
salem church.!? In principle, if the eschatological temple was understood as people
rather than literally a building, the image would be set free from any necessary
geographical reference, as in fact it was in the course of its use in early Christianity.
But, so prominent is Jerusalem in the biblical prophecies of the messianic age, it
was natural for the first believers in Jesus to connect the new temple with Jerusa-
lem and to locate its major architectural features, such as the pillars, there.

In these various terms for the community and its leaders, therefore, we see
the community’s strongly eschatological understanding of itself as the nucleus of
the messianically renewed Israel.

2. The Community’s Life and Practice

From Luke’s summary description of the life of the Jerusalem church (Acts
2:42-47), it is evident that it centered on two locations. One was the temple,
where the believers in Jesus attended the public prayers at the times of the twice
daily burnt-offerings (2:46a, 47a; 3:1, 11). Luke probably means to ascribe their
favorable reputation among the people of the city generally to this exemplary
practice of cultic piety (2:47a). Their strong attachment to the temple and its cult
need not be inconsistent with the community’s understanding of itself as the new
temple, destined to take the place of Herod’s building. No doubt they knew Jesus’
prophecies of the destruction of the temple, but they could well have thought
that, while the temple still stood, its cult remained authorized by God. This
makes them decisively different from the Qumran community, which also under-
stood itself as a temple, but as a temporary substitute for the Jerusalem temple,
which the members of the community boycotted because they considered its ser-
vice corrupt and invalid. More than anything else this defined them as a sectarian
group, since it was especially common participation (even from a distance) in the
temple cult that united most Jews in a common practice of Judaism despite the

10Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 442-48; Christian Grappe, D’un
Temple a autre: Pierre et Eglise primitive de Jérusalem (Etudes d’histoire et de phi-
losophie religieuses 71; Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1992), 88-115.
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sharp disagreements of parties such as the Sadducees and the Pharisees. By con-
trast with the Qumran sect, the Jerusalem church did not hold aloof from the
temple. On the contrary, its outstandingly devout participation in the temple cult
maintained its place within common Judaism, a distinctive party, as Pharisees
and Sadducees were, but not a sectarian or schismatic movement.

From this point of view it is also worth noting that, according to Acts, other
Jews regarded the Nazarenes as a “party” (aipeotg).!! This is the term—not in it-
self pejorative—which Luke also uses of the Sadducees and the Pharisees (Acts
5:17; 15:5; 26:5). Since this is also Josephus’s usage for the Pharisees, the Saddu-
cees and the Essenes (e.g., Ant. 13.171), and unless Luke is dependent on
Josephus, it must reflect a standard Jewish Greek terminology for the various par-
ties within first-century Palestinian Judaism, based on comparing them, as
Josephus explicitly does, with Greek philosophical schools. Acts 24:5; 28:22 thus
clearly depict Christians as one of these parties within Judaism, by no means nec-
essarily one of which the speaker would approve, but not a group outside the ac-
cepted parameters of Jewish faith and practice.

The Jerusalem church not only attended daily prayers in the temple, but also
assembled daily in the outer court to hear the apostles’ teaching (Acts 2:42, 46;
5:12; in Luke’s terminology “the apostles” are the Twelve). This was no doubt the
only available space where the whole community could assemble for this pur-
pose. But the purpose was also evangelistic. These gatherings were occasions on
which the Twelve addressed the crowds (3:11-26), and many of their healing mir-
acles may have taken place there (cf. 2:43; 5:12-16). These too were evangelistic,
since they were performed in the name of Jesus and witnessed that Jesus was
alive and continuing, from heaven and through his apostles, the same ministry
of inaugurating the kingdom that he had practiced on earth (3:1-16; 4:10-12; cf.
Jas 5:14-15).

As well as attending the temple, the Jerusalem Christians also met in smaller
groups in homes (2:46b; cf. 4:23-31; 12:5, 12). As with some other Jewish groups
who fostered a distinctive form of religious life together, these meetings focused
on a common meal. Any such meal in an ancient context would carry connota-
tions of participation in a common life and relationship to God, but in the case of
the Jerusalem church the meals were probably understood as continuing Jesus’
own meal practice (as the term “breaking of bread” probably indicates), espe-
cially but not necessarily only his “last supper” with the disciples. For the com-
mon and distinctive identity of these Jewish believers in Jesus, this regular eating
together must have been crucial. Whether the practice of meeting in a number
of groups in various houses was also a medium for diversity, even division into
seriously differing groups, as has often been suggested, is much less certain. (We
shall discuss the distinction between “Hellenists” and “Hebrews” below.)

1'This term is often translated “sect,” but the sociological connotations that now at-
tach to that term are not appropriate. Whether or not Pharisees, Sadducees or Jewish Chris-
tians should be considered “sectarian” groups, this is not what the term aipeoig means.
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The community of goods practiced by the Jerusalem church, according to
Acts (2:44-45; 4:32-5:11), has often been regarded as a fictional idealization by
Luke. But the fact that community of goods was practiced not only by the
Qumran community, but also by many Essene groups in the towns and villages of
Jewish Palestine makes the Acts account entirely plausible,'? especially as the Je-
rusalem church’s practice can also be seen as an extension of the practice of Jesus
himself and the disciples who traveled with him, in living from a common fund
(Luke 8:3; John 12:6). The echo of Deuteronomy 15:4 (“there will be no one in
need among you”) in Acts 4:34 suggests that the practice was designed to fulfil the
requirements of Torah in the renewed Israel, and may be connected with the idea
of the eschatological jubilee announced by Jesus (Luke 4:18-19; Isa 61:1-2). In
the background lies the economic hardship of many Palestinian Jews under
Roman or Herodian rule, which undoubtedly fed into the other messianic and
revolutionary movements of the pre-70 period. Since many of the poor were
peasants who had been forced off their land by debt, part of the religious ideology
of these movements was the implementation of the neglected provisions of the
Torah for regular remission of debt (including Deut 15:1-4). When the Sicarii en-
tered Jerusalem in 66, they burned the archives containing the records of debt
(Josephus, J.W. 2.426). The community of goods in the Jerusalem church can be
seen as alternative strategy for realizing the ideals of the Torah in a community
which probably attracted many of the landless and unemployed. References to
the continuing need for assistance for the poor of the Jerusalem church (Acts
11:29; Gal 2:10) are not evidence for the failure of the scheme, as has sometimes
been suggested, but of the continuing attraction of the church to victims of the
harshening economic conditions of the time. Luke certainly portrays the com-
munity of goods not as a failed experiment, but as an aspect of his picture of the
original Jerusalem church as a model for all the churches. While this practice as
such was not, so far as we know, copied elsewhere,!> what it did pass on to the
early Christian movement more generally was a concern for the sharing of
possessions to the benefit of the poor in less formally organized ways (cf. Jas
2:15-16; 2 Thess 3:6-12; 2 Cor 8:8-14).14

12Brian Capper, “The Palestinian Cultural Context of Earliest Christian Community
of Goods,” in The Book of Acts in Its Palestinian Setting (ed. R. Bauckham; vol. 4 of The
Book of Acts in Its First Century Setting, ed. B. W. Winter; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1995), 323-56, also argues for some more specific parallels between Essene practice and
that attested in Acts. See also J. Draper, “The Social Milieu and Motivation of Community
of Goods in the Jerusalem Church of Acts,” in Church in Context/Kerk in Konteks (ed. C.
Breytenbach; Pretoria: NGK Boekhandelaar, 1988), 79-90.

13But cf. Lucian, The Passing of Peregrinus 13: Christians “despise all things equally
and regard them as common property.”

14Cf, Brian Capper, “Reciprocity and the Ethic of Acts,” in Witness to the Gospel: The
Theology of Acts (ed. 1. H. Marshall and D. Peterson; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1998), 499-518; John D. Crossan, The Birth of Christianity (San Francisco: HarperCollins,
1998), 427-30.
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Acts 6:1 makes a distinction between two groups in the Jerusalem church:
the “Hellenists” and the “Hebrews.” From F. C. Baur!” to Martin Hengel!6 this has
been the peg on which a highly influential theory about the development of the
early church has hung. What appears in Acts to be a dispute about the fair distri-
bution of the community’s economic resources was more fundamentally, accord-
ing to this theory, a major ideological divide about the observance of Torah by
Jewish Christians. The “Hellenists,” Diaspora Jews with allegedly more “liberal”
views of Torah and temple than conservative Jews of Palestinian origin, were
critical of the law and the temple. Their views are voiced by Stephen in Acts 7, and
it was they, not the “Hebrews,” who were subsequently objects of persecution
(8:1) because of these views. Dispersed from Jerusalem, they became the pioneers
of the “law-free” Gentile mission, paving the way for Paul’s mission with its
critique of the Torah. The departure of the “Hellenists” from Jerusalem left the
Jerusalem church in the control of the conservative “Hebrews” under the leader-
ship (then or later) of James. The Jerusalem church thus comes to represent ultra-
conservative Jewish Christianity, opposed to Paul and to the Gentile mission.
(Some who accept this general picture see James, on the basis of Acts 15, as a
mediating rather than an extreme figure.) This theory has been comprehensively
refuted in an important study by Craig Hill,'” and opposition to it is growing
among other scholars also.!8

Deconstruction of the theory involves the following, among other, consider-
ations: (1) It is now generally agreed that the terms “Hellenists” and “Hebrews”
refer to language-use, i.e., the “Hellenists” are Jews whose mother tongue is
Greek, because they were born in the western Diaspora, while the “Hebrews” are
Jews born in the land of Israel (or—a usually neglected point—in the eastern
Diaspora), who may well be able to speak some Greek but whose first language
is Aramaic.!® Of course, some cultural differences would accompany the lan-
guage differences. We know (from Acts 6:9) that groups of Jews from the Greek-
speaking Diaspora who had settled in Jerusalem formed distinct communities,

15For Baur’s theory and a brief review of subsequent scholarship, see Craig C. Hill,
Hellenists and Hebrews: Reappraising Division within the Earliest Church (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1992), 5-17.

16See Martin Hengel, Between Jesus and Paul (trans. J. Bowden; London: SCM, 1983),
chapters 1 and 3; Hengel, Earliest Christianity (trans. J. Bowden; London: SCM, 1986),
71-80. A recent study adopting this theory is Wolfgang Kraus, Zwischen Jerusalem und
Antiochia: Die “Hellenisten,” Paulus und die Aufnahme der Heiden in das endzeitliche
Gottesvolk (SBS 179; Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1999).

17Hill, Hellenists.

18Edvin Larsson, “Die Hellenisten und die Urgemeinde,” NTS 33 (1987): 205-25;
Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 428-29, 462-75; Oskar Skarsaune, “Were
the Hellenists ‘Liberals’?” Mishkan 24 (1996): 27-35; Barry L. Blackburn, “Stephen,”
DLNT 1123-26; Ben Witherington, The Acts of the Apostles: A Socio-Rhetorical Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1998), 240—47.

19The widespread acceptance of this view derives especially from C. F. D. Moule,
“Once More, Who Were the Hellenists?” ExpTim 70 (1958-59): 100-102.
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but it should not be overlooked that there could be significant cultural differ-
ences between these immigrant communities as well as between them and the
“Hebrews.” (2) The notion that Jews from the western Diaspora resident in Jeru-
salem would take a more “liberal” view of Torah and temple is mistaken. Most
would have settled in Jerusalem precisely out of devotion to the temple and to
the Torah, fervent observance of which would be facilitated by proximity to the
temple. They might be expected to be, if anything, more “conservative” or
“orthodox” than many Jews of Palestinian origin. (3) Though Stephen, in Luke’s
narrative, is accused of attacking Torah and temple, Luke is clear that this is false
witness (Acts 6:13). (4) Stephen’s speech is not critical of Torah or temple, but a
self-defense against these charges.?? Solomon’s temple (7:47), the speech argues,
was the fulfillment of God’s promise to Abraham (7:7). As a house built by
human hands, it is not the ideal and permanent—heavenly and eschatological—
dwelling-place of God, made by God’s own hands (7:48-50), and so (Stephen im-
plies) will not last for ever. Few, if any, Jews would have disagreed. (5) According
to Luke’s narrative, Stephen’s speech successfully defends him against the charges
brought. His audience are angry (7:54) because of the way he has cleverly turned
the charges against them (7:51-53). But his stoning is not due to the speech at all.
It is the penalty for the perceived blasphemy in his claim to see Jesus at God’s
right hand (7:55-57). In summary, there is nothing idiosyncratically “Hellenist”
about Luke’s Stephen: he voices what Luke surely regards as the common theol-
ogy of the Jerusalem church. If it is not a historically reliable picture, we have no
other evidence on which to base another account of the Hellenists. (6) The com-
mon view, based on 8:1, that the “Hellenists” (not mentioned in that verse) were
persecuted for their distinctive theological views, while the apostles, representing
“the Hebrews,” were not, is a misinterpretation. Luke does not say that the
apostles were not persecuted, but that they were not scattered from Jerusalem.
They may have been imprisoned. They may have escaped temporarily from the
city and then returned. Luke’s point in mentioning them is that this is not the
point at which their leadership of the Jerusalem church ends, whereas the next
persecution (chapter 12) drives Peter away from the city. (7) That it was some of
the “Hellenists” who pioneered the mission to Gentiles in Antioch (11:20) pre-
supposes only their linguistic and greater cultural affinity with such Gentiles, not
a different theology. There is no need to doubt Luke’s further report that
Barnabas, a “Hellenist” acting precisely as an official delegate of the Jerusalem
church, joined their work with enthusiasm (11:22-24).

Beyond all these specific points, there is one general problem with the hitherto
influential theory about Hellenists and Hebrews, which is also a wider problem
affecting much discussion of the Jerusalem church and its relation to the wider
Christian movement. This is the confusion between two quite different issues
about the Torah: Should Jewish believers in Jesus continue to practice the entire

20Edvin Larsson, “Temple-Criticism and the Jewish Heritage: Some Reflexions on
Acts 6-7,” NTS 39 (1993): 379-95.
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Torah? and: Should Gentile converts to the Christian faith be required to obey
the Torah? These are independent questions. A negative answer to the second
does not presuppose a negative answer to the first, while a positive answer to the
first cannot in itself decide the second. All our evidence suggests that it was en-
tirely taken for granted in the Jerusalem church that Jewish Christians remained
Torah-observant. This issue was not debated, and there was no division between
“Hellenists” and “Hebrews” on this issue. There were, as we shall see, disagree-
ments as to whether or to what extent Gentile Christians should obey the law of
Moses, but these were not between “Hellenists” and “Hebrews.”

Of course, various Jewish groups disagreed as to the interpretation of
Torah. Such legal differences were, for the most part, the most important dif-
ferences between them, dividing even Pharisees into adherents of one or other
of the “houses” of Shammai and Hillel. The Jerusalem Christians may have fol-
lowed Jesus in disregarding Pharisaic oral traditions of interpretation of the
law, and would not have been the only Jews to do so. They may have followed
Jesus in stressing the overriding significance of the commandments to love
God and the neighbor, without any implication that any of the other com-
mandments were abrogated. The letter of James could be evidence for this (cf.
2:8-13), and it could also suggest that, as with Jesus, their preferred mode of
expounding Torah was wisdom instruction rather than halakic debate and def-
inition. Perhaps an insistence on interpreting the law in the style of and with
the authority of Jesus lies behind the (mis)perception of some in the Hellenist
synagogues that Stephen was attacking the law (Acts 6:10, 13—14). In any case,
it is notable that, whereas in earlier chapters of Acts the Christians are repre-
sented as popularly respected for their exemplary piety (2:47; 5:13), popular
opposition arises for the first time in the synagogues of the Jewish immigrants
from the Diaspora (6:9-14). It may not have been Stephen’s message but his
audience that accounts for the difference.?! These immigrants were among the
most zealous of Jerusalem Jews for the Torah and the temple, the most sensitive
to any hint of priorities differing from their own.

Finally, in this section, we should note two forms of activity that must have
been of considerable importance in the Jerusalem church, as well as constituting
some of its most important contributions to the rest of the Christian movement.
One is the handing down of traditions of the sayings and deeds of Jesus. Many of
the oral traditions that have reached written form in the Gospels we know must
have taken form in the early Jerusalem church. Moreover, since Greek was an im-
portant language in the Jerusalem church, not only because of the “Hellenists”
within it but also because of its continuous ministry of preaching to Diaspora
Jews on pilgrimage to the temple, Gospel traditions must already, as Hengel has
stressed,?? have taken form in Greek, as well as in Aramaic. It is intrinsically likely
that the first written collections of Gospel traditions were produced in Jerusalem,

21Cf. Skarsaune, “Were the Hellenists,” 32-34.
22Hengel, Between, 27-28.
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but we have no means of identifying them with any probability. Studies of the re-
lationship of the letter of James to Gospel traditions, while showing affinities to
sayings in Q and special Matthean traditions, have not proved able to dem-
onstrate that James knew one strand of Gospel traditions identifiable to us.

The second activity is more certainly a literary, indeed scholarly one. This is
the development of Christian “pesher” interpretation of thé biblical prophetic
texts in which the first Christians read the events of eschatological fulfillment in
which they were involved. Evidence such as the letter of Jude, which contains one
of the most elaborate pieces of sustained exegetical work in the New Testament,??
and the speech of James in Acts 15:14-21,%4 evinces highly skilled use of contem-
porary methods of Jewish scriptural exegesis, such as we can observe in the
Qumran pesharim as well as elsewhere in Jewish literature. While working with
the accepted methods of Jewish exegesis, the exegesis itself does not simply follow
an established pattern, but is creative and must have been, in fact, the medium in
which the theological creativity of the earliest Christian circles mainly operated.
The fruits of it are probably to be seen in many places in the New Testament where
texts from the Jewish Scriptures are deployed in a creatively Christian way. We can
be sure of this in instances, like Psalm 110:1, where the use of a particular text is
very widespread across the early Christian writings and must therefore be of very
early origin. But such quotations are merely the surviving fragments of much more
extensive exegetical work (of the kind we see in Jude 5-19, 1 Pet 2:4-10 or Heb 1).
We must postulate something like an exegetical school within the early Jerusalem
church whose members could be considered the first Christian theologians.

3. Leadership

Christian traditions later than the New Testament call James the brother of
Jesus the first bishop of the Jerusalem church (the best evidence is probably the
Jerusalem bishops list discussed below). The actual term “bishop” may not go
back to his lifetime, but there is no doubt that it is appropriate in the sense that
for a considerable period up to his death in 62, James had a singular and unri-
valed position as head of the Jerusalem church, with the status in the wider Chris-
tian movement that was also implied by his position as head of the mother
church. Some traditions suggest that he occupied this position of eminence from
the beginning. Clement of Alexandria, for example, wrote that, after the ascen-

2R, Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives of Jesus in the Early Church (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1990), chapter 4 (“Jude’s Exegesis”).

24See R. Bauckham, “James and the Gentiles (Acts 15.13-21),” in History, Literature
and Society in the Book of Acts (ed. B. Witherington; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 154-84; Jostein Adna, “James’ Position at the Summit Meeting of the
Apostles and the Elders in Jerusalem (Acts 15),” in The Mission of the Early Church to
Jews and Gentiles (ed. J. Adna and H. Kvalbein; WUNT 127; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr,
2000), 125-61.
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sion of Jesus, the apostles Peter, James (the son of Zebedee) and John appointed
James the Lord’s brother bishop of Jerusalem (in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.1.3). In
Acts, however, apart from the reference to the brothers of Jesus in 1:14, James
goes unmentioned until 12:17, at the point in Luke’s narrative where Peter leaves
Jerusalem, to be found there again only at the apostolic council (15:7-11). This
has often been taken as Luke’s way of indicating that James effectively replaced
Peter as head of the Jerusalem church. But it has also been suggested that Acts
portrays Peter, the most prominent member of the Twelve, not as principal leader
of the Jerusalem church (the position James had held from the beginning) but as
leader of the church’s outreach to non-believers.?> The Twelve, with Peter at their
head, do play the latter role—and this is certainly the principal emphasis in
Luke’s narrative, of which the expansion of the Christian movement is the main
theme—but it is also clear that Acts 6:1-6 depicts the Twelve as leaders of the Je-
rusalem church itself. Probably, therefore, we should think of James only gradu-
ally reaching the position of pre-eminence in the church that he appears to have
in Acts 15 and certainly has in Acts 21. He was already a significant figure when
Paul paid his first visit to Jerusalem after his conversion (Gal 1:19). Paul’s refer-
ence to the three “pillars” with whom he consulted in Jerusalem—James, Cephas
[Peter] and John (Gal 2:9)—seems, with its striking positioning of James first, to
document a stage in this rise of James to pre-eminence in Jerusalem. It seems
likely that when many members of the Twelve were no longer permanently resi-
dent in Jerusalem, as was certainly the case with Peter, while at least one had died
(Acts 12:2), James stepped into the leadership gap. Any remaining members of
the Twelve would have become members of the college of elders with whom
James presided over the church (Acts 21:18).26

There is no doubt that James became a much more important person in the
early Christian movement than a casual reader of the New Testament is likely to
imagine. His prominence in later Christian traditions,?” even though their details
are mostly legendary, testifies at least to his historical importance, to be ranked
with Peter and Paul in his influence. He was the eldest of the four brothers of
Jesus (Mark 6:3), and so there is a certain “dynastic” character to his role. But
even the most fulsome later depictions of him never represent him as Jesus’ suc-
cessor. There was no question that the exalted Jesus governed his community
himself from the heavenly throne and needed no successor. James himself, per-
haps mindful of Jesus’ own depreciation of family relatedness to him (Mark
3:32-35; Luke 11:27-28), claimed authority not as brother but as servant of the
Messiah (Jas 1:1). Yet he, like his three brothers, was commonly known as “the
brother of the Lord” (Gal 1:19; 1 Cor 9:1; Hegesippus, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl.

25John Painter, Just James: The Brother of Jesus in History and Tradition (Columbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 1997), 42-44.

26See further Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 427-42.

27Ralph P. Martin, James (WBC 48; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1988), xli-Ixi; Painter, Just
James, chapters 5-7.
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2.23.4), and there was probably a widespread sense that, like the royal family in
any ancient court, it was appropriate that the relatives of the King should hold
major offices in the kingdom. James was far from being the only member of his
family who exercised leadership in the Christian movement.?® His brothers Joses,
Judas (Jude) and Simon were well known traveling missionaries (1 Cor 9:1), as
were, probably, his uncle Clopas (Joseph’s brother) and Clopas’s wife Mary (John
19:25).%° Jude’s two grandsons, Zoker and James, who farmed the family small-
holding in Nazareth, were also leaders of the Palestinian Jewish Christian com-
munities around the end of the century (Hegesippus, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl.
3.19.1-3.20.7),3° while James’s own successor as leader of the Jerusalem church
was his cousin Simeon the son of Clopas (see below). Julius Africanus, reporting
Palestinian Jewish Christian tradition at the beginning of the third century,
wrote, of the relatives of Jesus in general, that starting from Nazareth and
Kochaba (a Galilean village near Nazareth) they traveled throughout the land of
Israel. This is a rare glimpse of early Christianity in Galilee: evidently, while James
led the mother church in Jerusalem, Nazareth and Kochaba were bases for other
members of the family who worked as traveling missionaries.3!
Saying 12 of the Gospel of Thomas reads:

The disciples said to Jesus: “We know that you will depart from us. Who is to be great
over us?” Jesus said to them: “Wherever you shall have come, you are to go to James
the Righteous, for whose sake heaven and earth came into being.”

The saying probably derives from the original Jewish Christian mission to the
area of east Syria, which thus expressed the unique authority of the leader of
the mother church, and it may well go back to James’s own lifetime. The quasi-
surname, “the Righteous,” which is widely attested for James, is no mere tribute to
his personal piety. Only a few great biblical figures (Enoch, Noah and especially
Abraham) were commonly accorded this epithet, and the only post-biblical fig-
ure to whom it was standardly attached is the high priest Simeon the Righteous,
legendary in Jewish memory as the last truly righteous high priest whose ministry
had been blessed with the constant evidence of divine favor. This is not to say that
James was regarded as a high-priestly figure, which has sometimes been argued
on very slender evidence, but it does reflect the ascription to James of a central

28For a summary of what is known of the relatives of Jesus in the early church, see R.
Bauckham, “The Relatives of Jesus,” Themelios 21.2 (1996): 18-21.

2 Chapter 6 (“Mary of Clopas”) in R. Bauckham, Gospel Women: Studies of the
Named Women of the Gospels (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2002).

30Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 94—106.

31 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 57-70; the attempt by Joan E. Taylor, Christians
and the Holy Places, 31-35, to deny that these relatives of Jesus were Christians is wholly
implausible.

32For an alternative understanding of the relevant traditions in Hegesippus, see R.
Bauckham, “For What Offence Was James Put to Death?” in James the Just and Christian
Origins (ed. B. Chilton and C. A. Evans; NovTSup 98; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 206-15.

68



James and the Jerusalem Community

role in salvation history, as the man who oversaw the establishment of the messi-
anic people of God and whose exemplary righteousness modeled its life. It fol-
lows that it could be said of him, as Jewish theology said of Abraham, the
representative righteous person: “James the Righteous, for whose sake heaven
and earth came into being.” It is also therefore not surprising that Jewish Chris-
tianity developed an exegetical tradition in which references to him were found
in Scripture. For example, a version of Isa 3:10 (referring to “the righteous one”)
was understood to refer to his lynching (Hegesippus, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl.
2.23.15; (Second) Apocalypse of James 61.14-19, and Psalm 118 was read as
though James were the speaker.>

Among the Jewish Christian traditions about James that Hegesippus re-
corded around the middle of the second century there is the puzzling informa-
tion that he was called “Oblias, which is, in Greek, ‘Rampart of the people’” (in
Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.7). I have suggested elsewhere3* that this should be seen
in the context of the Jerusalem church’s understanding of itself as the messianic
temple, which, as we have already noticed, accounts for the description of James,
Peter and John as “pillars” (Gal 2:9), as well as that of Peter as the rock on which
the church was built (Matt 16:18) or of the apostles and prophets as the founda-
tions (Eph 2:20). The description of the new Zion in Isa 54:11-12 was an obvious
source for reference to such architectural features and was understood at Qum-
ran to refer to various different offices in the community (4Qplsad). Hegesippus’s
Greek word Oblias may be a corruption of the Hebrew gebul-am/op=533, “wall of
the people.” Gebil/ 23 is the word used in Isa 54:12 to describe the surrounding
wall of the city or temple. It was doubtless selected to refer to James’s special role
in the messianic people of God because, unlike other features of the description
in Isa 54:11-12, it is singular. But it may also refer to James as the powerful and
indefatigable intercessor whose prayers protected the city (Hegesippus, in Euse-
bius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.6). In the traditions in Hegesippus the Roman siege of Jerusa-
lem is, unhistorically, represented as immediately following the martyrdom of
James (2.23.18): the protective wall removed, the city fell prey to God’s judgment.
There is a remarkable parallel in the late first-century Jewish apocalypse of
Baruch, where Baruch is told to leave Jerusalem prior to its destruction, because
“your works are for this city like a firm pillar and your prayers like a strong wall”
(2 Bar. 2:1). In these traditions about James’s eminent role in salvation history we
seem in touch both with the early Jerusalem church’s self-understanding and
with the reverent reflection with which James was regarded in traditions that
developed after the fall of Jerusalem.

Alist of fifteen-Jewish Christian bishops of Jerusalem, beginning with James,
is preserved by Eusebius and, probably independently and in a slightly variant
form, Epiphanius. They knew it as a list extending to the time of the Bar Kokhba

33Bauckham, “For What Offence,” 212-13.
34Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church,” 448-50; “For What Offence,” 207-8
(see 207 n. 21 for other attempts to explain Oblias).
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War (132-135), after which Jews were banned from Jerusalem and the succession
of Gentile bishops of the city began. The second on the list, Simeon the son of
Clopas, was executed in the reign of Trajan, no earlier than 100 and plausibly sev-
eral years into the second century.?® That leaves thirteen bishops to fill a period of
about thirty years.?¢ Eusebius’s explanation, that they were very short-lived (Hist.
eccl. 4.5.1), is scarcely convincing. One possible explanation is-that the third name
on the list (Justus in Eusebius’s version) was the last Jewish bishop of Jerusalem,
and the remaining twelve names are those of a college of twelve elders with whom
James presided over the church.?” Another possibility is that the list in fact ex-
tends beyond 135 and includes a succession of Jewish bishops of Jerusalem in
exile, covering a period contemporary with the early Gentile bishops of the city.>
In support of this could be the probability that already between 70 and 132 the
bishops of Jerusalem were only nominally so, since, although the issue is still dis-
puted, it seems most likely that Jerusalem was unpopulated, other than by Roman
soldiers, between the two Jewish revolts.3® Presumably Simeon the son of Clopas
was a bishop of Jerusalem in exile, probably east of the Jordan (see section 6
below), and so may all his Jewish Christian successors have been.

4. Mission and Gentile Believers
On the basis of Old Testament prophetic expectations of the messianic age,

as well as some sayings of Jesus, it must have been clear that the eschatological
character of the Christian community, as the nucleus of the renewed Israel, gave

35Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 92-93.

36 Frederic Manns, “La liste des premiers évéques de Jérusalem,” in Early Christianity
in Context: Monuments and Documents (ed. F. Manns and E. Alliata; Studium Biblicum
Franciscanum: Collectio Maior 38; Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 1993), 419-31,
still maintains this understanding of the list.

37Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 70-79, developing the argument of R. van den
Broek, “Der Brief des Jakobus an Quadratus und das Problem der judenchristliche
Bischofe von Jerusalem (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. IV,5,1-3),” in Text and Testimony (ed. T.
Baarda, et al.; Kampen: Kok, 1988), 56-63. The argument is supported by the fact that six
of these twelve names appear in the apocryphal Letter of James to Quadratus as names of
Christian leaders in Jerusalem contemporary with James, though it could be that the au-
thor of this apocryphon merely assumed that those whom he knew from the bishops list
were later to be bishops of Jerusalem would already have been leaders in James’s lifetime.
Y. Lederman, “Les évéques juifs de Jérusalem,” RB 104 (1999): 211-22, considers all the
names after Simeon to be those of local church leaders in the early second century, but his
attempt to relate them to the rabbinic tradition of the five disciples of Jesus is very uncon-
vincing. (For a different view of that tradition, see R. Bauckham, “Nicodemus and the
Gurion Family,” JTS 46 (1996): 1-37; here 34-37.)

38 A problem for this view is that Eusebius apparently acquired the list from the ar-
chives of the Jerusalem church (Hist. eccl. 5.12.2), which are unlikely to have recorded
such bishops in exile.

3 Hillel Geva, “Searching for Roman Jerusalem,” BAR 23, no. 6 (1997): 36-37.
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it universal significance—both for all Israel and for all nations. It would be the
focus both for the restoration of Israel and for the conversion of the nations to
the God of Israel. In discussions of the origins of the Christian mission to the
world, it has been usual to distinguish the idea of a “centripetal” movement to the
center in Jerusalem from the rest of the world and the idea of a “centrifugal”
movement out from the center in Jerusalem to the rest of the world. The former is
the dominant picture in Old Testament prophecies of the return of exiled Jews to
Zion and of the pilgrimage of the nations to worship in Zion. In accordance with
this picture, it might have seemed sufficient for the messianic community simply
to wait in Jerusalem for the further eschatological events to transpire. In fact,
however, there is no evidence that the Jerusalem church ever adopted this ap-
proach. From the beginning there was missionary activity of a kind. The apostles
proclaimed Jesus as Messiah—not only to residents of Jerusalem, but also to the
much larger number of Jews from the whole of Palestine and from the Diaspora
who were constantly visiting Jerusalem for the festivals. From the beginning there
must have been many such visitors who heard and believed the Gospel message in
Jerusalem, were baptized, and returned to their homes in effect as missionaries.
Preaching the Gospel at the center of the Jewish world, in Jerusalem, was an ex-
tremely effective means of reaching the whole Diaspora, which was not much less
than coterminous with the whole of the known world. The apostles in Jerusalem
thus set in motion a centrifugal movement—the word of the Lord going forth
from Zion, as the prophet foresaw (Isa 2:3)—which would have been expected to
lead to the centripetal movement of eschatological assembly in Zion.

Thus it was not in principle a radically new departure when members of the
Jerusalem community itself traveled from Jerusalem to proclaim the Gospel else-
where. In Luke’s account in Acts, this apparently does not happen until members
of the Jerusalem church (other than the Twelve) are forcibly scattered by the per-
secution following the death of Stephen (Acts 8:1, 4; 11:19-20). But Luke’s ac-
count is somewhat schematic and no doubt simplifies the complexity of the
history. It ignores, for example, the links between the Jerusalem church and the
Christian communities of Galilee, as well as the precedent set by Jesus’ own
preaching tours with his disciples. There may well have been traveling missionar-
ies from the very beginning of the church. In Acts the evangelistic outreach of the
Jerusalem church within Jewish Palestine is represented especially by the activi-
ties of Philip, who was among those dispersed from Jerusalem by persecution and
worked as a pioneer evangelist (Acts 8:4-40), and Peter, who traveled to visit al-
ready established Christian communities, though not without evangelistic effect
on outsiders (Acts 9:32—43). But the missionary outreach of the Jerusalem
church’s members went much further. Others of those who left the city at the
time of the persecution went to Phoenicia, Cyprus and Antioch (Acts 9:19), while
Barnabas and Mark later, after splitting with Paul, became missionaries in Cyprus
and no doubt also elsewhere (Acts 15:39). Paul refers to the presence in Rome of
the apostles Andronicus and Junia, who must have been among the early mem-
bers of the Jerusalem church, since Paul says that they were “in Christ” before him
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(Rom 16:7). They may have been among those who first preached the Gospel in
the Jewish communities of Rome. Moreover, there is other evidence of close links
between the churches of Jerusalem and Rome: others who had been members of
the Jerusalem church and are later found in Rome are Peter, John Mark and Silas
(Silvanus) (1 Pet 5:12—-13; cf. Col 4:16). Probably the most reliable tradition about
the foundation of the church of Edessa attributes it to Addai, a missionary from
Jerusalem,4® while there must have been some historical root to the association
with the apostle Thomas that characterizes the early Christian literature of east
Syria. The brothers of Jesus (presumably not James, who remained in Jerusalem,
but Jude, Simon and Joses) were well known as traveling missionaries (1 Cor 9:1),
though we do not know whether they traveled outside Palestine. Their base may
have been their Galilean homes in Nazareth and nearby Kochaba,*! but they will
also have had close links with the Jerusalem church under James’s leadership.

The Jerusalem church maintained a directive and supervisory role in relation
to this whole expanding Christian movement. This is the significance of the trav-
els of Peter and John within Palestine (Acts 8:14-25; 9:32, 43), of Barnabas’s pres-
ence in Antioch (Acts 10:22-24), of the conference in Jerusalem when Paul and
Barnabas consulted with James, Peter and John about the principles of their Gen-
tile mission (Gal 2:1-10), of the visit of “certain persons from James” to Antioch
(Gal 2:12), of the Jerusalem council of Acts 15 and the implementation of its de-
cree (see below), and of saying 12 of the Gospel of Thomas, which we have al-
ready noticed. Probably Paul was unusual in the extent to which he worked
independently of the Jerusalem church, but even Paul acknowledged its unique
place in the Christian movement.

The authority of the Jerusalem church came into play most obviously and
decisively when the issue of Gentile believers in Jesus became a matter of contro-
versy. It was never, it seems, a matter of controversy that there could be Gentile
believers in Jesus,*? nor does anyone seem to have thought that such Gentile be-
lievers should constitute a distinct people (or peoples) of God apart from the
community of Jewish believers in Jesus. The question was whether such Gentile
believers could join the one messianic people of God only by converting to Ju-
daism as full proselytes (involving circumcision for men and obedience to the
whole Torah for men and women) as well as believing in Jesus and receiving the
Spirit, or whether faith, baptism and the Spirit alone were necessary. Since there

“0Probably the earliest reference to Addai is in the First Apocalypse of James (NHC
V,3) 36:15-25, where he is treated as a contemporary of James. The discussion of Addai by
Marie-Louise Chaumont, La Christianisation de Uempire Iranien des origines aux grandes
persécution du IVe siécle (CSCO 499; Louvain: Peeters, 1988), 1416, still takes no account
of this text and dates Addai’s mission to Edessa ca. 100.

41 Cf. Julius Africanus in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.7.14, discussed in Bauckham, Jude and
the Relatives, 66—69.

42Gee especially Peter Stuhlmacher, “Matt 28:16-20 and the Christian Mission in the
Apostolic and Postapostolic Age,” in The Mission of the Early Church to Jews and Gentiles
(ed.]. Adna and H. Kvalbein; WUNT 127; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 2000), 17-43.
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were many Gentiles who worshipped the God of Israel and attended synagogue,
without actually becoming Jews, and since some of these even visited the temple
in Jerusalem, it is quite possible that there were some Gentile believers in Jesus
very soon after the beginning of the Christian movement, but we should prob-
ably assume that such Gentiles were required to become Jews and that initially
this was uncontroversial. A deliberate strategy of mission to Gentiles was not
adopted, probably because mission to Jews had priority in the expected sequence
of eschatological events; the conversion of Gentiles would be expected to follow the
renewal of the Jewish people of God. According to Acts, a deliberate strategy of
proclaiming the Gospel to Gentiles first began in Antioch, where Greek-speaking
former members of the Jerusalem church pioneered it, soon joined by Barnabas,
who gave it the Jerusalem church’s blessing (Acts 11:20-24).

The conversion of the centurion Cornelius and his household in Caesarea,
through the preaching of Peter (Acts 10), occurred probably some considerable
time before this (Luke recounts it out of chronological sequence) and was an iso-
lated event, not itself the beginning of a mission to Gentiles.#? But it was of great
importance (and hence its prominence in Acts) in establishing in principle the
terms on which Gentiles could join the messianic people of God. What Peter
learned was that God no longer required the separation of Jews and Gentiles that
the Mosaic law had been designed to ensure. In order to understand the issue at
stake here, it is vital to realize that Jews generally regarded Gentiles not as ritually
impure, but as morally impure. Only Jews could contract ritual impurity, the sort
that comes through sexual functions, contact with corpses and so forth, is trans-
mitted through physical contact and proximity, and is not a matter of moral cul-
pability. But life in Gentile society was characterized by those especially culpable
sins—idolatry, murder, sexual immorality—that were morally defiling.4* Many
Jews therefore considered that close association with Gentiles—visiting Gentiles
in their homes or sharing a meal, as well as, of course, intermarriage—was for-
bidden by the Torah because of the danger of moral contamination, of being
drawn into or condoning the idolatrous and immoral practices common to Gen-
tile life. This—rather than, as many scholars have thought, the danger of ritual
defilement (which was minimal) or of disobedience to the Mosaic food:laws
(which Jews dining with Gentiles could keep by avoiding meat)—was the issue in
Peter’s visiting Cornelius in his home (Acts 10:28; 11:3) and in his later sharing of
table-fellowship with Gentile Christians in Antioch (Gal 2:12). What Peter
learned through revelation and through the evident gift of the Spirit to Cornelius
and his household was that reception of the Spirit and baptism, given to Gentile
believers in Jesus, cleansed them from moral impurity (Acts 15:8-9) without any

43This paragraph and the next summarize the detailed argument in R. Bauckham,
“Peter, James and the Gentiles,” in The Missions of James, Peter, and Paul: Tensions in Early
Christianity (ed. B. Chilton and C. A. Evans; NovTSup 115; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 91-142.

44For the two categories of impurity, see especially Jonathan Klawans, Impurity and
Sin in Ancient Judaism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000).
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need for circumcision and wholesale adoption of the Torah. Those who, in the
course of the controversy, took the alternative view (Gal 2:4, 12-13; Acts 15:1),
held that Gentiles could become morally pure only through circumcision (for
males) and obedience to the whole Torah—by ceasing to be Gentiles. This issue
of what was required of Gentile believers was inevitably closely connected with
the issue of close association between Jews and Gentiles. For Peter, the separation,
enforced by the Torah, between Jews and Gentiles was no longer necessary in the
case of association between Jewish and Gentile believers in Jesus, because the
latter were now morally pure, but for others, such association with uncircum-
cised Gentiles was scandalous (Gal 2:12).

The issue was discussed a number of times in meetings of Christian leaders
and of the whole Jerusalem church (Acts 11:1-18; Gal 2:1-10, 14; Acts 15)* be-
fore a final resolution was achieved. It was the success of the evangelization of
Gentiles in Antioch and in the early missionary travels of Paul and Barnabas that
exacerbated the controversy and made an authoritative decision essential. Paul’s
position, as presented in Galatians, was essentially the same as Peter’s, and he may
well have learned it from Peter when they spent a fortnight together at an early
stage of Paul’s apostolic career (Gal 1:18). Peter’s withdrawal from table-fellowship
with Gentile Christians in Antioch, under pressure of some kind from Jerusalem
(Gal 2:12), must have been a matter of expediency which Paul saw as betraying
the principle. At the Jerusalem council it was James’s careful argument from
Scripture, citing a prophecy in which it was clear that Gentiles who join the mes-
sianic people of God do so precisely as Gentiles (Acts 15:14-19), that finally set-
tled the matter. Based on James’s argument, the so-called apostolic decree, issued
by the council, denied that Gentile believers must obey the Torah, with the excep-
tion of four specific prohibitions (Acts 15:29) drawn from those the Torah itself
requires not only of Israelites but also of Gentiles resident in Israel (Lev 17-18).46
In effect, observing these prohibitions would make clear that Gentile believers
had indeed been morally purified by faith and the Spirit, such that there need be
no barrier to fellowship between Jewish and Gentile believers in Jesus.

The evidence suggests that this resolution of the issue was remarkably suc-
cessful.#” There is little or no evidence, after this date, of Jewish Christians who
argued that Gentile Christians must be circumcised and obey the whole Torah.
Moreover, observance of the four prohibitions in the apostolic decree was wide-
spread in Christianity down to the third century, a fact very hard to explain un-
less they were issued, as Acts 15 represents it, by a council of the mother church in

4In my view the private consultation between Paul, Barnabas and the three pillars
(Gal 2:1-10) was a different event from the council of Christian leaders and the whole Je-
rusalem church in Acts 15.

460n James’s argument and the apostolic decree, see Bauckham, “James and the Gen-
tiles”; Adna, “James’ Position.”

47This paragraph summarizes the detailed argument in Bauckham, “James and the
Jerusalem Church,” 462-75.

74



James and the Jerusalem Community

Jerusalem with the unrivaled authority of James at its head. A view that has been
very influential in modern scholarship, according to which the Jerusalem church
represented a “conservative” insistence on Gentile Christian obedience to the
Torah and opposition to Paul’s Gentile mission in principle, is mistaken. Of
course, the decision of the Jerusalem council made no difference to Jewish Chris-
tian obedience to the Torah, which was taken entirely for granted. What damaged
Paul’s subsequent reputation in Jerusalem, at least to some degree, was not his
policy towards Gentile converts, but the rumors that he was encouraging Jews to
abandon observance of the whole Torah (Acts 21:21).

5. Opposition from the Jewish Authorities in Jerusalem
(up to the Death of James)

According to Acts, the Twelve were subject to harassment and arrest by the
temple authorities in the early period of their preaching in Jerusalem (Acts 4:1-3;
5:17-18). We know of three subsequent periods when serious action was taken
against the Jerusalem church, including the execution of some its leaders. The
first was the persecution that began with the execution of Stephen and in which
Paul played a major role (Acts 8:1-3; 9:1-2). The second (ca. 42 C.E.) was insti-
gated by King Agrippa I (called Herod in Acts 12:1), who had the apostle James
the son of Zebedee put to death (Acts 12:1-3). The third occurred in 62 C.E., when
James the brother of Jesus was executed along with some others (Josephus, Ant.
20.199-203).

It is noteworthy that in every known case action against the Jerusalem
church or its leaders was taken when the reigning high priest was one of those
who belonged to the powerful Sadducean family of Annas (Ananus). Caiaphas,
son-in-law of Annas, had presided over the trial and condemnation of Jesus and
was still high priest when Stephen was tried before his council and stoned.
Matthias the son of Annas was probably high priest when Agrippa I had James
the son of Zebedee executed and Peter arrested. According to Acts, the king was
motivated by a desire to curry favor with “the Jews” (Acts 12:3, cf. 4, 11), but this
would have meant especially an attempt to placate the high priest Matthias and
his family. Agrippa had previously deposed Matthias’s brother Theophilus, re-
placing him with a member of the rival family of Boethus, but now had his own
political reasons for wanting the support of the family of Annas.*® So Agrippa’s
action against Christian leaders no doubt reflects the policy of the family of
Annas in their opposition to the followers of Jesus. Finally, James the brother of
Jesus was put to death by another son of Annas, Ananus II, who took advantage
of a period when the previous Roman governor had died and the next had not yet
arrived in Jerusalem, presumably to carry out some trials and executions which

48Crossan, The Birth, 508-9, following D. R. Schwartz.
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he did not expect a Roman governor to be easily persuaded to accept. We may
suspect something of a family vendetta against the followers of a man whose
movement Caiaphas had expected but failed to stamp out.

However, there is also a striking continuity in the charges on which Christian
leaders were arrested, tried and executed. So far as we are able to discern these,
they are all connected with the position Christians ascribed to Jesus, claiming
that (in fulfillment of Ps 110:1) God had exalted Jesus to his right hand in heaven,
i.e., to participate in God’s own cosmic rule.®’ If this claim was judged erroneous,
then it was also easily judged blasphemous according to the interpretation of the
law about blasphemy (Lev 14:10-23) that seems to have been deployed by the
temple authorities in this period (a broader interpretation than that in m. Sanh.
7:5, which may have been the interpretation favored by the Pharisees in this
period).>® Moreover, this blasphemous claim was, according to the Gospels, the
offense for which Caiaphas and his council had condemned Jesus himself to
death. The blasphemy did not consist in the claim to be Messiah as such, but in
the claim to participation in God’s own rule over the world, expressed in allusion
to Psalm 110:1 (Mark 14:62). It was this exaltation to God’s heavenly throne (cf.
Acts 2:32-36) that Peter in the early chapters of Acts claimed was being dem-
onstrated by miracles enacted in the name of Jesus, which were the focus of the
attempts of the chief priests to suppress the apostles’ preaching (Acts 3:12-16;
4:8-12; 5:16-18, 31).

The charges against Stephen, brought by members of the synagogues of Di-
aspora Jews in Jerusalem, were initially that he was blaspheming by speaking
against the temple and the law (Acts 6:11-14), but, despite a very common misin-
terpretation of Luke’s account, it was not on these charges that Stephen was con-
demned. His speech was a successful refutation of these charges, which angered
the members of the high priest’s council because of the way in which Stephen
ended by turning the charges against them (Acts 7:51-54). But the blasphemy for
which he was stoned (the punishment prescribed for blasphemy in Lev 24:16)
was altogether different. It was when he claimed to see “the Son of man standing
at the right hand of God” (Acts 7:56), that they reacted as one should to blas-
phemy (7:57) and took him to be stoned. Whatever misunderstandings lay be-
hind the trumped-up charges originally brought against Stephen, comparable
with the charge against Jesus with regard to the temple, which had to be dis-
missed (Mark 14:55-59), it was for attributing divine status to Jesus, associating
him with God’s sovereignty over the world, that Stephen was put to death. Argu-

49 For the significance of this claim in its Jewish context, see R. Bauckham, God Cruci-
fied: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testament (Carlisle: Paternoster, 1998), chap-
ters 1-2; R. Bauckham, “The Throne of God and the Worship of Jesus,” in The Jewish Roots
of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St. Andrews Conference on the Historical Ori-
gins of the Worship of Jesus (ed. C. C. Newman, J. R. Davila and G. S. Lewis; SJSJ 63; Leiden:
Brill, 1999), 43-69.

50 Bauckham, “For What Offence,” 223-25.
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ably, it was the exalted christological claims made by the Christian movement
that also aroused Paul’s zeal in persecuting it>!—until his experience on the road
to Damascus led him to regard those claims as correct.

Like Stephen, James the brother of Jesus was executed by stoning and must
therefore have been charged with an offense for which the Torah was understood
to prescribe stoning. The only plausible offenses in this category are blasphemy or
being a maddiah , i.e., someone who leads the people to go astray by worshipping
other gods (Deut 13:6-18). In either case, James must have been condemned for
making exalted christological claims about Jesus. Hegesippus’s rather legendary
account of his death (in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.8—18) attributes to him a state-
ment about “the Son of man” very like that made by Jesus at his trial in the Syn-
optic Gospels, but it is very likely borrowed from the Gospels and cannot be
treated as good evidence about James. However, a more promising clue to the evi-
dence brought against James is the question that, according to Hegesippus, his
opponents put to him: “Who is the gate of Jesus?” This is probably a slightly gar-
bled reminiscence of an exegesis of Psalm 118:20 (“This is the gate of YHWH; the
righteous shall enter through it”), in which James may have interpreted “YHWH”
as Jesus, and explained that the gate through which the righteous enter the escha-
tological temple is Jesus the Savior.>

The consistency of this evidence shows that a high Christology was character-
istic of the Jerusalem church. The low Christology later adopted by the Ebionites
should not be projected back onto the Jerusalem church, as has often been done.>

6. After James

Hegesippus and the Jerusalem bishops’ list agree in naming Simeon the son
of Clopas, first cousin to Jesus and James, as James’s successor in the leadership of
the Jerusalem church. In a passage substantially derived from Hegesippus, Eu-
sebius says that the election of Simeon took place “after the martyrdom of James
and the taking of Jerusalem which immediately ensued” (Hist. eccl. 3.11). This
statement entails Hegesippus’s erroneous idea that the fall of Jerusalem followed
immediately the martyrdom of James. Since James in fact died in 62, it seems
hardly likely that it was not until after 70 that his successor was appointed, and so
we should probably suppose Simeon to have succeeded James in 62. Hegesippus
also refers to an unsuccessful candidate for election, Thebouthis, who “because

S1Larry W. Hurtado, “Pre-70 Jewish Opposition to Christ-Devotion,” JTS 50 (1999):
50-54.

52This paragraph summarizes the detailed argument in Bauckham, “For What
Offence.”

53For the origin of Ebionite Christology, see R. Bauckham, “The Origin of the
Ebionites,” in The Image of the Judeo-Christians in Ancient Jewish and Christian Literature
(ed. Peter J. Tomson and Doris Lambers-Petry; WUNT 158; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2003), 162-81.
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he was not made bishop, began secretly to corrupt” the church with heresy (in
Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.5). In Hegesippus’s account, Thebouthis takes a key role
in a highly schematized genealogy of heresies, becoming the source initially of
several Jewish and Samaritan sectarian groups, then of the main varieties of
Gnosticism. This is not credible, but evidently Thebouthis was well remembered
as the source of some schism among Palestinian Jewish Christians, and it is prob-
able that the split between him and Simeon was doctrinal (the idea that
Thebouthis started his heresy because he was not made bishop is doubtless a po-
lemical slur). Possibly this was the ultimate origin of the distinction between
Nazarenes and Ebionites, who emerge as the two main forms of Jewish Chris-
tianity in the mid-second century.>*

The outbreak of the Jewish revolt against Rome in 66 must have faced Jewish
believers in Jesus, as it did all Palestinian Jews, with difficult decisions. We cer-
tainly cannot assume that all Jewish Christians adopted the same attitude to the
revolt. Jesus’ own refusal to take the option of armed rebellion and sayings of
Jesus which recommend non-violence may have dissuaded many from active
support of the revolt. Also important, however, especially for the Jerusalem
church, must have been the strong tradition that Jesus had prophesied the de-
struction of Jerusalem and the temple.>> This would have made it easy for follow-
ers of Jesus to conclude that the outcome of the revolt was not going to be Jewish
victory but the fall of Jerusalem. Such a conviction would in itself have supplied a
strong motivation for members of the Jerusalem church to leave the city, even
apart from the pressure to support the revolt that Christians in Jerusalem would
also have experienced. The church in Jerusalem was a prominent group in the
city; the revolutionary leaders in the city would have wanted to know its attitude,
as a group, to the revolt; it would have been difficult, especially for the leaders,
merely to abstain from expressing support for the revolt and not to be noticed.*
In a situation such as that of Jerusalem during the war, explicit dissent from the
war aims of the city’s leaders and especially demoralizing expectation of defeat
are unlikely to be tolerated and Josephus’s account gives a cumulative impression
that they were not.”” All these considerations suggest that many members of the

54This paragraph summarises the fuller discussion in Bauckham, Jude and the Rela-
tives, 82-90.

55This tradition is represented by various sayings in a number of strands of the Gos-
pel tradition. Few scholars would claim that all of these are “prophecies” written after the
event, even though many think that some are.

56] therefore disagree with J. S. McLaren, “Christians and the Jewish Revolt, 6670
C.E.,” in Ancient History in a Modern University (2 vols.; ed. T. W. Hillard, R. A. Kearsley
and A. M. Nobbs; Macquarie University: Ancient History Documentary Research Cen-
tre/Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1998), 2:54-60, who argues that most Jewish Chris-
tians would either have been actively involved in the revolt or would have avoided the war
by carrying on with life as usual.

57Jesus son of Ananias, who prophesied woe to the city and the temple for several
years until the Roman siege, was considered mad, was not silenced but, according to
Josephus, was assaulted daily (J.W. 6.300-309).
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Jerusalem church, especially the more prominent members, could well have left
the city at an early stage of the war.

Eusebius claims that “the people of the church in Jerusalem were com-
manded, according to an oracle given by revelation to trustworthy persons there
before the war, to leave the city and to live in one of the cities of Perea, which they
call Pella” (Hist. eccl. 3.5.3). The historicity of this event has been much debated.>8
At least one independent source—the Jewish Christian source incorporated in
book 1 of the Clementine Recognitions—corroborates Eusebius’s account in part,
without mentioning Pella (Rec. 1.37.2 Syriac), and shows that the story goes back
to Jewish Christian tradition. (Eusebius’s source was probably the mid-second-
century writer Aristo of Pella.) What makes it plausible is that the Jerusalem
church must in some sense have survived the war, since the Jerusalem bishops’ list
names successors to James in the period after 70. As we have already noticed,
these can hardly have been attached to a Christian community in Jerusalem,
which was unpopulated after 70, but they must have had a real connection with
the pre-70 Jerusalem church in order to be regarded as bishops of Jerusalem in
exile. That their place of exile was east of the Jordan is plausible in view of the fact
that the main centers of Palestinian Jewish Christianity in the second century
were east of the Jordan (including Pella). Eusebius’s story probably has at least
some historical worth.

However, this certainly does not mean there were no Jewish Christians west
of the Jordan after 70. Many communities outside Jerusalem likely remained
through and after the war. The action taken by Bar Kokhba against Christians
(see below) probably indicates that there were still many Christians in Judea at
the time of the second revolt (132-135). We know of some specific Jewish Chris-
tian leaders in Galilee between the two revolts: the two grandsons of Jude, Zoker
and James (see section 3 above), and Jacob of Sikhnin, who was remembered in
rabbinic tradition (¢. Hul. 2:24; Eccles. R. 1.8 §3; b. “Abod. Zar. 16b—17a) and may
be the same person as James the grandson of Jude.>® The historical kernel of the
story told by Hegesippus about the grandsons of Jude is probably that they were

58 The most important recent discussions that reject historicity are: Gerd Liidemann,
Opposition to Paul in Jewish Christianity (trans. M. E. Boring; Minneapolis: Fortress,
1989), 200-213; J. Verheyden, Die vilucht de christenen naar Pella (Brussels: Paleis der
Academién, 1988); Verheyden, “The Flight of the Christians to Pella,” ETL 66 (1990):
368-84. Those that defend historicity are Ray A. Pritz, Nazarene Jewish Christianity: From
the end of the New Testament Period until its Disappearance in the Fourth Century (StPB 37;
Leiden: Brill, 1988), 122-27; Craig Koester, “The Origin and Significance of the Pella Tra-
dition,” CBQ 51 (1989): 90-106; Vicky Balabansky, Eschatology in the Making: Mark, Mat-
thew and the Didache (SNTSMS 97; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997),
100-134.

59 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 106-21, where I argue that little historical infor-
mation can be gleaned from these traditions other than the existence of a Christian leader
called Jacob of Sikhnin around the end of the first century, and that another figure called
Jacob of Sama in rabbinic tradition is not the same person (as is often assumed) and can-
not be certainly known to have been a Christian.
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arrested (and released) by the Roman authorities because of their claim to
Davidic descent. According to Hegesippus it was on the same charge that Simeon
son of Clopas, cousin and successor to James the brother of Jesus, was put to
death at the beginning of the second century.®® These stories reflect the concern
of the Roman authorities about the revolutionary potential of Jewish messianism
in the period after the first revolt and indicate that Jewish Christians could come
under suspicion as supporters of Davidic messianism. But the fact that Jewish
Christianity was a form of messianism not associated with the failed militancy of
the revolt, together with the way in which the fall of Jerusalem and the temple
could be seen as vindication of Jesus and his followers, who had predicted it,
could have made Christianity quite popular in this period. Though hard evidence
is lacking, we may guess that the period between the revolts was a time of growth
for Palestinian Jewish Christianity.

Yet it would also have been in this period that it began significantly to lose its
place of prominence in the world-wide Christian movement and even for Jewish
Christians in the Diaspora. This must have been the consequence of the fact that
there was no longer a Christian community in Jerusalem itself and that pilgrim-
age to the temple, which maintained the close links between the Jerusalem church
and the Diaspora, will have entirely or largely ceased. The bishops of Jerusalem in
exile could not have had the same position of power and influence beyond
Palestine that James had earlier had.

It so happens we are better informed about what happened to Christians in
Judea during the second Jewish revolt in Palestine (132-135) than we are in the
case of the first revolt. Justin Martyr, writing soon after the events, says that the
leader of the revolt, Bar Kokhba (Justin calls Simon bar Kosiva by this messianic
nickname), ordered that Christians be punished unless they denied Jesus as Mes-
siah (1 Apol. 31.6). We know from the Bar Kokhba letters that severe measures
were taken against Jews who refused to join the revolt, and Christians would have
good reasons not to do so: they could not regard Bar Kokhba as Messiah, as
his followers did, and they could not support the goal of the revolt, which was
to rebuild the temple, since they saw its destruction as its final end prophesied
by Jesus.

We also possess one literary work, the Apocalypse of Peter, which was very
probably written by a Palestinian Jewish Christian during the war. It portrays Bar
Kokhba as a false Messiah who is persecuting the followers of the true Messiah
Jesus. As well as this theme of the true Messiah, the apocalypse also deals with the
themes of the true temple and the true people of God, which must also have been
pressing concerns for Jewish Christians experiencing hostility from their fellow
Jews at this period. Instead of a temple on mount Zion, which Bar Kokhba was
proposing to rebuild, the apocalypse promises the followers of Jesus entry into
the sanctuary of God in heaven, though treated as apostates from Israel by other

60 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 92-93.
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Jews, the followers of Jesus are assured that they will inherit the eschatological
promises to Israel along with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.!

It is likely that the Bar Kokhba war was something of a turning-point in the
relationship of Jewish Christians in Palestine with other Jews. A wide spectrum of
Palestinian Jews would have perceived the failure of Jewish Christians to support
the revolt as a betrayal of the national religious cause, a betrayal by which they
aligned themselves with the Roman oppressors. In the context of the extraordi-
narily severe measures taken by the Romans in Judea after the war, surviving Jew-
ish Christians would have been unpopular, as would Jewish Christians in Galilee,
to which many Judean Jews moved. It is not surprising that most of our evidence
for Jewish Christianity in Palestine from this date onwards relates to areas to the
east of the Jordan. To the west of the Jordan there may have been few remaining
Jewish Christians after this period.

7. Prosopography of the Jerusalem Church

The following list is of named persons who were certainly or probably mem-
bers of the Jerusalem church at any time before 70 C.E.6

Addai. According to the Syriac Teaching of Addai (ca. 400?) Addai the apostle was
sent to Edessa by Judas Thomas (the name of the apostle Thomas in east Syrian
Christian tradition) and founded the church there. The version of the story in
Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 1.13.11-21) calls him Thaddaeus, one of the Twelve (Mark
3:18), probably as a result of trying to find reference in the New Testament to this
otherwise unknown apostle. Addai also appears in the First Apocalypse of James
(NHCV,3) 36.15-25, where he is given the gnostic role of writing down esoteric
traditions of Jesus’ teaching received from James of Jerusalem. The rare name
(hypocoristic form of Adaiah) and obscure person of Addai suggest that a real
person, the first Christian evangelist in Edessa, was remembered even though the
stories about him are legendary. Other literature from the region testifies to some
connection with the apostle Thomas and with James (Gos. Thom. 12).

61 For fuller discussions of the Apocalypse of Peter and its context, see R. Bauckham,
“Jews and Jewish Christians in the land of Israel at the time of the Bar Kochba war, with
special reference to The Apocalypse of Peter,” in Tolerance and Intolerance in Early Judaism
and Christianity (ed. G. N. Stanton and G. G. Stroumsa; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998), 228-38; R. Bauckham, The Fate of the Dead: Studies on the Jewish and Chris-
tian Apocalypses (NovTSup 93; Leiden: Brill, 1998), chapter 8, especially 176-94, 235-46.

62The twelve persons named in the Jerusalem bishops list who, I have suggested, may
have formed a council of elders who presided over the Jerusalem church with James (Jude
and the Relatives, 70-77), have not been included because their status is very uncertain.
Persons named in the Gospels who may well have been members of the early Jerusalem
church but are not listed here include Nathaniel, Lazarus, Martha and Mary of Bethany,
Salome, Bartimaeus, Malchus.
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Agabus (Acts 11:28; 21:10-11). One of several prophets who were members of the
Jerusalem church. Like some other early Christian prophets, he evidently also
traveled to other churches. His two prophecies reported in Acts are the only early
Christian prophecies to have survived within the New Testament, apart from the
Book of Revelation and some debatable examples.

Ananias (Acts 5:1-10). He and his wife Sapphira were early members of the Jeru-
salem church who sold their property, as others also did, in order to contribute
the money to the church’s common fund, but pretended to donate the whole pro-
ceeds of the sale while in fact retaining part of the sum. Their subsequent deaths
were remembered as exemplary judgments. In favor of the historicity of these two
is the fact that the Aramaic name Sapphira “is found almost exclusively among
the Jerusalem rich of the 1st century.3

Andrew. One of the Twelve, originally a fisherman from Bethsaida, brother of
Simon Peter.

Andronicus (Rom 16:7). See Junia.

Bartholomew. One of the Twelve.

Clopas and Mary. Since Clopas was a very rare name, Clopas the brother of Jesus’
putative father Joseph (Hegesippus, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.4) and Clopas the
husband (this is the most probable relationship) of Mary (John 19:25) are cer-
tainly the same person. Cleopas (Luke 24:18) is probably the Greek name Clopas
used as the Greek sound-equivalent of his Semitic name. If both were in Jerusa-
lem as followers of Jesus at the time of his death, as these traditions suggest, then
they were probably among the founding members of the Jerusalem church. Like
other relatives of Jesus, they probably also kept their association with the family
homes in Galilee and may have been traveling missionaries.%*

James the brother of Jesus. See sections 3, 4 and 5.5

James the son of Alphaeus. One of the Twelve. He may be the same person as
“James the little” (a reference to his height, not his age or importance), whose
mother Mary and brother Joses were evidently also known in the early church
(Mark 15:40, 47; 16:1; Luke 24:10; cf. Matt 28:1).

63Margaret H. Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names in Acts,” in The Book of
Acts in Its Palestinian Setting (ed. R. Bauckham; Vol. 4 of The Book of Acts in Its First Cen-
tury Setting; ed. Bruce W. Winter; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans), 79-113, 95.

64 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 15-18, 60-68; Bauckham, Gospel Women, chapter 6.

65 Recent studies of James include Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church”; Pierre-
Antoine Bernheim, James, Brother of Jesus (trans. J. Bowden; London: SCM, 1997); Painter,
Just James; Chilton and Evans, James the Just; B. Chilton and J. Neusner eds., The Brother of
Jesus: James the Just and His Mission (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2001).
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James the son of Zebedee (Acts 1:13: 12:2). A fisherman from Capernaum (with his
father and his brother John) before becoming a disciple of Jesus. Although, dur-
ing Jesus’ ministry, he was one of the inner group of three among the Twelve, he
is not mentioned along with Peter and John in Acts 3—4 and 8. But he was a sig-
nificant enough leader of the Jerusalem church for king Agrippa I to have him
put to death (see section 5), probably the first of the Twelve (other than Judas
Iscariot) to die.

John the son of Zebedee (Acts 1:13; 3:1-4:31; 8:14-25; Gal 2:9).5¢ A fisherman from
Capernaum (with his father and his brother James) before becoming a disciple of
Jesus. During the ministry of Jesus, he was one of the inner group of three among
the Twelve, and this prominence among the Twelve continues in the accounts
which pair him with Peter in the early chapters of Acts (3:1-4:31; 8:14-25) and in
Paul’s reference to him as one of the three “pillars” (see section 1) with whom he
and Barnabas conferred about the principles of their mission to the Gentiles (Gal
2:9). There he is named third after James the brother of Jesus and Peter (Cephas).
These are the only New Testament references to him outside the Gospels, unless
he is credited with the authorship of the letters of John (as in the traditional iden-
tification of him with the “disciple Jesus loved” of the Fourth Gospel and with the
author of both this Gospel and the Johannine letters) and/or the book of Revela-
tion (few now consider that the same author could have written both the Gospel
of John and the book of Revelation, whose author calls himself prophet but not
apostle or disciple of Jesus). According to Philip of Side (5th century) and George
the Sinner (9th century), Papias wrote that John was killed by the Jews, like his
brother James. This would suggest an early martyrdom in Jerusalem and there are
a few other traces of a tradition that John was martyred.5” Mark 10:39 has been
considered either the source of the tradition or an additional—and early—evi-
dence of it. This tradition would be an alternative to the much more widespread
tradition that John moved to Ephesus, where he died a natural death at an ad-
vanced age. I have argued elsewhere that the earliest evidences of this tradition
refer, not to John the son of Zebedee, but to another John, also a disciple of Jesus,
who lived in Ephesus and was remembered in the second century as the “disciple
Jesus loved” and the author of the Fourth Gospel. This John, called John the
Elder by Papias, was only later identified with John the son of Zebedee.® The
tradition of the latter’s early martyrdom could scarcely survive alongside this
identification.

For an account of the figure of John in the New Testament, in tradition and in
modern scholarship, see R. Alan Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee: The Life of a Legend
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1994).

67 Culpepper, John, 170-74; Martin Hengel, The Johannine Question (trans. J. Bow-
den; London: SCM, 1989), 158-59.

68R. Bauckham, “Papias and Polycrates on the Origin of the Fourth Gospel,” JTS 44
(1993): 24-69.
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John Mark (Acts 12:12, 25; 13:5, 13; 15:37-39; Col 4:10; 2 Tim 4:11; Phlm 24; 1 Pet
5:13).9° A Jerusalem resident from a wealthy family (see Mary the mother of John
Mark) related to Barnabas (Col 4:10). His Latin name, Marcus, was one of the
most common of Latin praenomina and was probably adopted when he traveled
outside Palestine.”® Barnabas may have been instrumental in Mark’s becoming a
Christian, and it was Barnabas, with Paul, who took Mark to Antioch, presum-
ably to assist in that church’s flourishing mission to Gentiles, as well as Jews. As an
assistant to Barnabas and Paul, he accompanied them on their missionary jour-
ney to Cyprus (where, presumably, like Barnabas, he had family connections),
but left them soon after they landed in Asia Minor and returned to Jerusalem. For
this reason Paul refused to take Mark on a later missionary journey, with the re-
sult that Barnabas and Mark instead embarked on evangelistic work without Paul
in Cyprus. But the breach with Paul must have been overcome later, when Mark
appears as once more a coworker of Paul’s (Col 4:10; 2 Tim 4:11; Phlm 24). The
references in Colossians and Philemon could place Mark in Ephesus, Caesarea or
Rome, depending on the view taken as to the place of Paul’s imprisonment when
he wrote those letters. First Peter 5:13 places him in Rome, with Peter and
Silvanus, consistently with the tradition recorded by Papias (in Eusebius, Hist.
eccl. 3.39.16) that Mark acted as Peter’s interpreter and wrote the Gospel of Mark
on the basis of Peter’s preaching.”!

Joseph Barnabas (Acts 4:36—37; 9:27; 11:22-26, 30; 12:25-15:39; 1 Cor 9:6; Gal
2:13; Col 4:10). An apostle (1 Cor 9:6), which in Paul’s terminology means he had
been commissioned in a resurrection appearance of Jesus, and so probably also a
founder member of the Jerusalem church. He is also called a prophet and teacher
(Acts 13:1). He was a Levite and a native of Cyprus (and therefore presumably a
“Hellenist,” having Greek as his mother tongue), who seems still to have owned
land there until he sold it and put the proceeds into the common fund of the
Jerusalem church (Acts 4:36-37; but his field may have been in Judea). Since Jo-
seph was a common name, he acquired also an Aramaic nickname Barnabas,
evidently given him by the members of the Twelve and supposed to mean “son of
encouragement/exhortation” (though this was probably a false, popular etymol-
ogy), no doubt a reference to his teaching ministry. On Paul’s first visit to Jeru-
salem after his conversion, Barnabas introduced him into the church, which was
initially highly suspicious of him (Acts 9:26-27). This mediation was presumably
possible because Barnabas was both a very senior member of the church and, like

®For an account of the figure of Mark in the New Testament, in tradition and in
modern scholarship, see C. Clifton Black, Mark: Images of an Apostolic Interpreter (Edin-
burgh: T&T Clark, 1994).

70Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names,” 105.

"I'The plausibility of Papias’s claim is enhanced by the fact that, contrary to what
many scholars think, Papias’s purpose is not to bolster the authority of the Gospel of
Mark but to excuse MarKk’s failure to put his material into accurate chronological order.
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Paul, came from the Diaspora and mixed in the circles of Greek-speaking Jews in
Jerusalem. This also explains why he became the Jerusalem church’s delegate to
Antioch when the Gentile mission, undertaken by Greek-speaking Jewish Chris-
tians from Jerusalem, began there. He became deeply involved in this mission in
Antioch, brought Paul in to join in the work, and was sent by the church of
Antioch with Paul on a missionary journey to Cyprus (perhaps chosen not only
for its proximity to Antioch but also as Barnabas’s native land) and south Galatia
(Acts 13-14). In Luke’s account, they are initially “Barnabas and Saul” (13:2, 7),
indicating that Barnabas was the senior partner, but then “Paul and Barnabas”
(13:43, 46, 50 etc.), perhaps suggesting that Paul soon emerged as the natural
leader of the group (which also included Barnabas’s relative John Mark, until he
dropped out: 13:13). At the Jerusalem council, where Barnabas’s seniority was
again relevant, the order “Barnabas and Paul” recurs (15:12). The two missionary
colleagues went their separate ways after disagreeing as to whether to take Mark
with them on the next journey (Acts 15:37—-39). That Barnabas had joined Peter
and the other Jewish Christians in withdrawing from fellowship with Gentiles at
Antioch, leaving Paul to take his stand alone (Gal 2:13), may also have helped
to precipitate a parting of the ways between them. Barnabas and Mark went on
to missionary work in Barnabas’s native Cyprus again (Acts 15:39), and no
more is known of his career unless Paul’s two subsequent references to him
(1 Cor 9:6; Col 4:10) mean that he was personally known to the Christians in
Corinth and Colossae. These references at least testify to his reputation as a well
known apostle.

Joseph Barsabbas Justus (Acts 1:23). He had been a disciple of Jesus throughout
his ministry (cf. Acts 1:21-22) and so was eligible to take Judas’s place among the
Twelve. His Aramaic nickname Barsabbas, needed because Joseph was a common
name, means “son of the Sabbath,” indicating that he was born on the Sabbath.”?
His other additional name, Justus, is a Latin name used by Jews as an equivalent
of Joseph because of its similar sound, and was probably adopted because he be-
came a traveling missionary outside Palestine. Papias, who heard a story about
him from the daughters of Philip, calls him “Justus, who was also called
Barsabbas,” which is how he would have been known when his Latin name was
substituted for its Hebrew sound-equivalent. The story is that he drank deadly
poison without harm (Papias, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.5), a story that perhaps
lies behind Mark 16:18.

Joseph of Arimathea.”® A Jerusalem aristocrat, member of the high priest’s coun-
cil, with landed estates in the area of the Judean town known otherwise as
Ramathaim-zophim or Ramathain. The accounts of him in the Gospels would
lead one to expect that he became a member of the early Jerusalem church.

72Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names,” 101-2.
73See S. E. Porter, “Joseph of Arimathea,” ABD 3:971-72.
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Joses/Joseph the brother of Jesus. Joses (Mark 6:3) (Hebrew Yose) was a common
abbreviation of the name Joseph (Matt 13:55), and presumably it was the form
used in the family to distinguish him from his father Joseph. Since in both lists of
the brothers (Matt 13:55; Mark 6:3) he comes second, he was probably next in age
after James. He was a traveling missionary (1 Cor 9:5) and must have been associ-
ated with the Jerusalem church of which his brother James was head, but whether
he was ever a member of that church is uncertain.

Judas Barsabbas (Acts 15:22-34). A prophet and prominent member of the Jeru-
salem church, one of two entrusted with taking the official letter from the Jerusa-
lem council to the churches of Antioch, Syria and Cilicia.

Judas (Jude) the brother of Jesus. Probably the author of the letter of Jude (see sec-
tion 8). The authority with which he writes to a church or churches he had not
founded suggests that, though he worked as a traveling missionary (1 Cor 9:5), he
was also associated with his brother James in the leadership of the Jerusalem
church, while the skilled exegesis he deploys in the letter associates him with the
exegetical school within the Jerusalem church (see section 2). He must have in-
herited at least part of the family farm in Galilee, since his grandsons Zoker and
James were farming it in the late first century, when they were also leaders in the
Jewish Christian movement in Palestine.”4

Judas the son of James. One of the Twelve, according to Luke’s list (Luke 6:16; Acts
1:13), which may well be the official list as he obtained it from the Jerusalem
church. This Judas also appears in John 14:22. In Matthew’s and Mark’s lists of
the Twelve, the corresponding name is Thaddaeus (Matt 10:3; Mark 3:18; some
manuscripts of Matthew have Lebbaeus). Thaddaeus is a Semitic hypocoristic
(Taddai)?> from the Greek name Theudas (itself a shortened form of Theo-
dotus).”® Probably Theudas has enough similarity in sound to the Hebrew name
Judas (Yehudah) to have been used as its Greek equivalent.

Junia (Rom 16:7). That the name in Romans 16:7 is the common female Latin
name Junia, not the putative male name Junias, has been shown conclusively in
recent study.”” She was probably the wife of Andronicus. That they were “in
Christ” before Paul almost certainly indicates that they were early members of the
Jerusalem church, while the fact that Paul calls them apostles’® means that they
were among those commissioned by the risen Christ in a resurrection appear-

74Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 94—106.

75There is a Rabbi Taddai in rabbinic traditions, e.g., b. Sanh. 38b.

76 Cf. Gustaf Dalman, The Words of Jesus: Considered in the Light of Post-Biblical Jewish
Writings and the Aramaic Language (trans. D. M. Kay; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1902), 50.

77Summarized in Bauckham, Gospel Women, 150-52.

78 Paul’s phrase almost certainly means “prominent among the apostles,” not “well
known to the apostles™ Bauckham, Gospel Women, 15461, against M. H. Burer and
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ance. That they were “prominent” among the apostles hints at a significant mis-
sionary career of which we have only the information this statement of Paul’s
provides, but it may be that they played an important role in the foundation or
development of the church in Rome. Junia’s Latin name was most likely adopted
when she and her husband moved to Rome. Since Jews often adopted a Greek or
Latin name that sounded similar to their Semitic name (e.g., Simeon and Simon),
I have suggested elsewhere that Junia is the same person as Luke’s Joanna (Luke
8:3; 24:10), a member of the Herodian aristocracy who had been part of the
romanized court of Herod Antipas at Tiberias.”®

Mary the mother of Jesus (Acts 1:14). Her presence with the Twelve and the other
women disciples of Jesus in the group that formed the original nucleus of the Je-
rusalem church is the last reliable reference to her. But if, as several recent schol-
ars think, the “beloved disciple” of the Gospel of John was not one of the itinerant
disciples, but a disciple of Jesus resident in Jerusalem, then the information that
this disciple took her to his home (John 19:27) could indicate that she was per-
manently resident in Jerusalem from that time.

Mary the mother of John Mark (Acts 12:12). Probably a widow, she owned one of
the houses in which part of the Jerusalem church regularly met. Presumably she
had not relinquished ownership of it to the common fund, but put it at the dis-
posal of the church. With a courtyard and gate, it was a large house. (Apart from
the temple courts, large houses owned by wealthy members of the church, were
the only available meeting places of the church.) Mary may have been from
Cyprus, like her relative Barnabas, but the relationship may have been her
husband’s. There is no reliable basis for the idea that the Last Supper was held in
her house.

Matthew. One of the Twelve. The Gospel of Matthew calls him “the tax collector”
(9:3) and assigns to him the story of the Galilean tax collector called by Jesus
(Matt 9:9-10), which Mark tells of Levi (Mark 5:27-29).

Matthias (Acts 1:23-26). He was chosen by lot to replace Judas Iscariot as a mem-
ber of the Twelve, and was eligible for this position because he had been a disciple
of Jesus throughout Jesus’ ministry, as well as a witness to Jesus’ resurrection
(Acts 1:21-22).

Mnason (Acts 21:16). A native of Cyprus (like Barnabas), whose Greek name was
no doubt chosen as a sound-equivalent to the Hebrew name Manasseh. From
Acts 21:16-17 it is not clear whether he lived in Jerusalem or on the way from

D. B. Wallace, “Was Junia Really an Apostle? A Re-examination of Rom. 16:7,” NTS 47
(2001): 76-91.
79Bauckham, Gospel Women, chapter 5.
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Caesarea to Jerusalem (the variant D text clarifies the text in the latter sense), but
since he was “an early disciple” we can assume he had belonged to the Jerusalem
church at an early stage. The phrase (apyoiog poéntig) may mean only “a dis-
ciple of long standing,” but (for the point to be remarkable enough to be worth
making) it more likely means “an original disciple,” i.e., one of the founding
members of the Jerusalem church, who must therefore also have been a personal
disciple of Jesus. The idea that, as a Greek-speaking Jew (“Hellenist”) originally
from the Diaspora, he would represent a more “liberal” outlook than most in
the Jerusalem church and thus be friendlier to Paul than most, is based on an un-
tenable theory about the distinction between “Hellenists” and “Hebrews” in the
Jerusalem church (see section 2).

Nicanor (Acts 6:5-6). One of the Seven, a Greek-speaking Jew, perhaps from the
Diaspora. The account of the appointment of the Seven (Acts 6:1-6) implies that
they belonged to that part of the Jerusalem church that was composed of Greek-
speaking Jews (“Hellenists”), i.e., those whose mother-tongue was Greek. Some
were certainly or probably Jews from the Diaspora who had settled in Jerusalem
(Nicolaus, Parmenas, Prochorus), and it is quite probable that all were, but some
may have been of Palestinian origin.

Nicodemus. A member of a prominent aristocratic Jerusalem family, a Pharisee,
and a member of the high priest’s council. His family must have been the Gurion
family, known from Josephus and rabbinic traditions, in which the Greek name
Nicodemus (in Hebrew Nagdimon) was a family name. The Nicodemus of the
Fourth Gospel was not plausibly the Nagdimon ben Gurion who was remem-
bered in rabbinic traditions as one of the wealthiest men in Jerusalem at the time
of the Revolt, but he may well have been his uncle or closely related in some other
way. John 19:39-40 should be understood as a public acknowledgment of Jesus
as the Messiah (Nicodemus gives Jesus the extravagantly expensive burial ap-
propriate to a king), after which we should expect that Nicodemus joined the
early Jerusalem church. As Nagqai (the Hebrew hypocoristic form of Nagdimon/
Nicodemus) he also appears in the rabbinic tradition of the five disciples of Jesus
(b. Sanh. 43a).80

Nicolaus (Acts 6:5-6). One of the Seven, a Jewish proselyte originally from
Antioch. Irenaeus (Haer. 1.26.3) and other church fathers thought that the
Nicolaitans (Rev 2:6, 15) were his heretical followers, but this may have been no
more than a guess. The fact that he is called a proselyte suggests that the others of
the Seven were born Jews.

Parmenas (Acts 6:5-6). One of the Seven, a Greek-speaking Jew from the
Diaspora.8!

80 Bauckham, “Nicodemus,” 1-37.
81Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names,” 111.
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Philip. One of the Twelve, originally from Bethsaida (John 1:44). His Greek name,
though used by other Palestinian Jews, may in his case have reference to the local
tetrarch Herod Philip. His mediation between Jesus and “the Greeks” (John
12:21)—i.e., Greek-speaking Jews in Jerusalem for the festival—probably relates
to the mixed (Jewish and Syrian) population of Bethsaida and the fact that Herod
Philip had given it the status of a Greek polis: a resident of Bethsaida would be
likely to speak some Greek.

Philip (Acts 6:5-6; 8:4-40; 21:8-9) and his daughters (Acts 21:9). Philip was a
Greek-speaking Jew, who may have been originally from the Diaspora, though his
Greek name was also used by Palestinian Jews. A distinct person from the Philip
who was one of the Twelve (Acts 1:13), this Philip was one of the Seven, ap-
pointed to oversee the distribution of the resources of the Jerusalem church (Acts
6:1-6), but, when many members of the church were scattered from the city in
the persecution that followed the death of Stephen, he became a traveling evange-
list within Palestine (Acts 8:4-40), responsible for first bringing the Gospel to Sa-
maritans, as well as for converting the Ethiopian eunuch, who was technically a
Gentile, since as a eunuch he could not become a proselyte. So in Acts 21:8 he is
called “the evangelist” (the only person so called in Acts) as well as “one of the
Seven.” Later Philip settled in Caesarea (Acts 8:40; 21:8) with his four unmarried
daughters, who were well known as prophets (21:9).82 Luke may have known him
in Caesarea and received from him some of the traditions that appear in Acts. He
and at least three of his daughters moved, perhaps at the time of the Jewish War,
to Asia Minor. He died in Hierapolis, where two of his daughters also lived, still
unmarried, until their deaths (Polycrates, in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.24.2;% Proclus,
in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.31.4). They were known to Papias bishop of Hierapolis
(Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.9). A third daughter married and died in Ephesus
(Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.24.2).

Prochorus (Acts 6:5-6). One of the Seven, a Greek-speaking Jew probably from
the Diaspora.?

Rhoda (Acts 12:13-15). Servant in the house of Mary the mother of John Mark.
Her name makes it probable that she was originally a Gentile slave,? though she

may have converted to Judaism before also becoming a Christian.

Sapphira (Acts 5:1-10). See Ananias.

82For a study of Philip in Acts, see E. Scott Spencer, The Portrait of Philip in Acts
(JSNTSup 67; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1992).

83 Polycrates mistakenly identified this Philip with the Philip who was one of the
Twelve.

84Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names,” 111.

851bid.
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Silas, aka Silvanus (Acts 15:22—18:5; 2 Cor 1:19; 1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1; 1 Pet
5:12). A prophet and prominent member of the Jerusalem church, whom 1 Thess
2:7 seems to identify as an apostle. In Paul’s usage this would mean that he was
commissioned in a resurrection appearance of Jesus and thus was also a founder
member of the Jerusalem church. He was one of two entrusted with taking the of-
ficial letter from the Jerusalem council to the churches of Antioch, Syria and
Cilicia. Unlike the other Jerusalem church delegate, Judas Barsabbas, Silas went
on to accompany Paul on the missionary journey that took him through Asia
Minor and into Macedonia and Greece. In Acts he is last mentioned with Paul
and Timothy in Corinth (Acts 18:5). Like Paul, he was a Roman citizen (Acts
16:37-38), and in the Pauline letters and 1 Peter he is known by his Latin cogno-
men Silvanus, which was no doubt regarded as a sound-equivalent of his Semitic
name Silas (itself perhaps a hellenized version of the Aramaic form of Saul). He
appears with Timothy as co-sender and perhaps co-author of Paul’s two letters to
Thessalonica (1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1), which were written not long after these
three had evangelized that city, and Paul also refers to Silas and Timothy as his
colleagues in the proclamation of the Gospel in Corinth (2 Cor 1:19). We do not
know why Silas apparently did not remain a companion of Paul, as Timothy did,
after this period in Corinth. It is possible that he split with Paul because in Cor-
inth Paul decided he could not enforce the whole of the decree of the Jerusalem
council (Acts 15:29) on his Gentile converts there (1 Cor 10:25-27 implies they
may eat meat with blood in it). Later Silas appears in Rome, with other former
members of the Jerusalem church: Peter and John Mark (1 Pet 5:12).

Simon Peter. See sections 3 and 4. Peter seems to have been based in Jerusalem
only until the persecution in the reign of Agrippa, though he visited for the Jeru-
salem council of Acts 15. There is a large literature on the figure of Peter in the
New Testament, early traditions, and archaeology.86

Simon of Cyrene and his family (Matt 27:32; Mark 15:21; Luke 23:26). MarK’s ref-
erence implies that, when seized by the Roman soldiers and required to carry
Jesus’ cross, Simon was coming into Jerusalem after working in the fields. He was
therefore not in Jerusalem as a visitor but a Jew from the large Jewish community
of Cyrene who had settled permanently in Jerusalem (he would have belonged to
the Cyrenaican synagogue community mentioned in Acts 6:9). Moreover, Mark’s
reference to his sons Alexander and Rufus must presuppose that they would be

86E.g., Oscar Cullmann, Peter: Disciple-Apostle~Martyr (trans. E V. Filson; London:
SCM, 1953); Raymond E. Brown, Karl P. Donfried and John Reumann, eds., Peter in the
New Testament (London: Chapman, 1974); Carsten P. Thiede, Simon Peter: From Galilee to
Rome (Exeter: Paternoster, 1986); Carsten P. Thiede, ed., Das Petrusbild in der neueren
Forschung (Wuppertal: Brockhaus, 1987); R. Bauckham, “The Martyrdom of Peter in
Early Christian Literature,” in ANRW 11.26.1 (1992): 539-95; Pheme Perkins, Peter:
Apostle for the Whole Church (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000).
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known to at least some of his readers. We may deduce that, as a result of his expe-
rience, Simon and his family became members of the early Jerusalem church. It
has been suggested that Paul’s reference to Rufus and his mother in Romans 16:13
is to members of this family (that Paul, who had never been in Rome, knew
Rufus’s mother well implies she was not a native of Rome). This would make
sense especially if the Gospel of Mark were written in Rome, but Rufus was too
common a Jewish name (it was used as a Latin equivalent of Reuben) for cer-
tainty to be possible. Two ossuaries found in a tomb in the Kidron valley, beside
Jerusalem, are inscribed as belonging to Alexander of Cyrene, son of Simon, and
Sara of Ptolemais, daughter of Simon.?” But, again, the names are too common
(among Cyrenaican as well as other Diaspora Jews)® for a connection with the
Simon of Mark 15:21 to be more than a possibility.

Simon (Simeon) the son of Clopas.®® Son of Joseph’s brother Clopas, he succeeded
James as head of the Jerusalem church, probably soon after James’s death in 62
C.E. (see section 6), and remained bishop of the Jerusalem church, though pre-
sumably in exile (in Pella?), until his martyrdom (either between 99 and 102 C.E.
or between 108 and 117 C.E.). The account of his martyrdom that Hegesippus re-
counted from Palestinian Jewish Christian tradition has legendary and hagio-
graphical features that testify to the extreme reverence with which he was
regarded. He is said to have died at the age of 120 years, the biblical limit on
human life (Gen 6:3) which no one since Moses had attained. It cannot be acci-
dental that this age was also attributed in rabbinic tradition to the three great rab-
bis: Hillel, Johanan ben Zakkai, and Akiba, the last two contemporaries of Simon.
There must be a polemical relationship between these rival claims to be com-
pared with Moses.

Simon the brother of Jesus (Matt 13:55; Mark 6:3). He was a traveling missionary
(1 Cor 9:5) and must have been associated with the Jerusalem church of which
his brother James was head, but whether he was ever a member of that church is
uncertain.

Simon the Zealot. One of the Twelve. The significance of his sobriquet (“Cana-
naean” in Matt 10:4; Mark 3:18 is a Greek form of the Aramaic word for “zealot”)
is disputed. It is not a technical term for a member of the revolutionary party “the
Zealots,” since Josephus only uses this term when this specific group emerges at
the time of the Revolt in 66. Applied to Simon, the term may mean only that he
was zealous for the law of Moses, but probably has the additional overtone that he

87N. Avigad, “A Depository of Inscribed Ossuaries in the Kidron Valley,” IEJ 12
(1962): 1-12.

8For Simon and Alexander, see Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names,”
93-94, 96-97

89 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 79-94.
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shared that “zeal” for the law that (on the model of Phinehas and Elijah) required
the use of violence by individuals to punish flagrant violations of it.

Stephen (Acts 6:5-8:1). One of the Seven, a Greek-speaking Jew (“Hellenist”),
whose name makes it likely he came from the Diaspora.”® He was a very effective
communicator of the Gospel in the Jerusalem synagogues belonging to the vari-
ous communities of Jews of Diaspora origin, where he also encountered strong
opposition. The charges of speaking against the law of Moses and the temple
(Acts 6:11, 13) no doubt had some basis in references by Stephen to Jesus’ proph-
ecies of the destruction of the temple, but Luke considers them false charges and
Stephen’s speech before the high priest’s council is designed to refute them. He
was stoned to death (making him the first known Christian martyr) because his
vision of Jesus at the right hand of God in heaven was deemed blasphemous (Acts
7:55-58). The common scholarly attribution to Stephen of a distinctive “Helle-
nist” theology, critical of Torah and temple, has no adequate basis in the Acts ac-
count (see section 2), though the distinctive character of his speech does suggest
that Luke composed it on the basis of information about what Stephen said.

Thaddaeus. See Judas the son of James.

Thebouthis. As a candidate for the position of successor to James, he was most
probably a member of the Jerusalem church before 70. See section 6.

Thomas. One of the Twelve. Thomas means “the twin” and is probably not the
apostle’s true name but a nickname. In the east Syrian Christian tradition he was
known as Judas Thomas, and it is possible that Judas was his name. One of the
Twelve named Judas would have needed a nickname to distinguish him from
other bearers of this common name (borne by two other members of the Twelve).
It does not mean that he was the twin of Jesus or of someone else who appears in
the Gospel narratives; the mere fact that he was a twin would be sufficient for that
distinguishing characteristic to be used as his nickname. In some texts of the east
Syrian tradition he was understood to be a kind of spiritual twin of Jesus (but
not, usually, a biological twin).! The literature of this tradition—the Gospel of
Thomas, the Book of Thomas, the Acts of Thomas—is strongly associated with
Thomas, and it may be that the Gospel traditions and Christian teaching in
Edessa and its region really derived in some sense from the apostle Thomas. But
that Thomas himself visited the area must be more doubtful. In the Teaching of
Addai the connection is more indirect: Thomas in Jerusalem sends Addai to
Edessa (see Addai).

Timon (Acts 6:5-6). One of the Seven, a Greek-speaking Jew, most likely from the
Diaspora.

9OWilliams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names,” 111-12.
91 Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives, 32-36.
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8. Literature

From the period up to 135 only three integral literary works from Palestinian
Jewish Christianity have come down to us: the New Testament letters of James
and Jude and the Apocalypse of Peter. (If we were to include works written outside
Palestine by authors who had been members of the Jerusalem church there would
be other candidates, at least, for inclusion: the Gospels of Matthew,?> Mark® and
John, Hebrews, 1 Peter, the Johannine letters, and Revelation. But if these authors
had come from Jerusalem, they had also probably had many years of experience
outside Palestine, and so could not be claimed for Palestinian Jewish Christianity
in the same sense as the three works just mentioned.) Whether some written Gos-
pel materials, originating in the Jerusalem church (see section 2), have been in-
corporated into the Gospels we know is very difficult to judge.®* We have
fragments of three Jewish Christian Gospels: the (originally Aramaic) Gospel of
the Nazarenes, which was closely related to our Gospel of Matthew, the Greek
Gospel of the Ebionites, dependent on the three Synoptic Gospels, and the Greek
Gospel of the Hebrews, which is usually thought to have originated in Egypt. Some
form of the first may well date from before 135 (Papias seems to have heard about
it, though he did not know it, and Hegesippus may have known it), but the extant
fragments leave its precise relationship to our Matthew obscure. The author of
Luke-Acts probably tapped the traditions of the Jerusalem church, but the extent
to which he may reproduce written sources about the Jerusalem church in Acts is
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