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PREFACE

Over the last two decades, and especially the last five years, the data avail-
able for studying Judaism and the origins of Christianity have risen phenom-
enally. We scholars used to talk about 7 Dead Sea Scrolls; now we struggle to
comprehend over 170 Dead Sea Scrolls.! We began teaching advanced
courses on the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha by referring to 17 writings;
now we must ponder at least 65 documents,? sifting for early Jewish writings
and the traditions in them, and, at the same time, considering the inclusion
among the Pseudepigrapha documents such as the Apocalypse of Pseudo-
Methodius, and the Revelation of Elchasai.? In addition, the vast advances
in the field of archaeology and the study of ancient iconography now need to
be included.

Specialists throughout the United States, Germany, Great Britain, and
Israel urged me to organize an international symposium designed to answer
this primary question: why and in what ways are these early Jewish and early
Christian writings important for the study of Judaism and the origins of
Christianity? Obviously the data are too amorphous, complex, and span too
many centuries and Hellenistic cultures to be discussed fruitfully without
some subquestions upon which to focus. Also, the steering committee
deemed it wise not to exclude, as do the academies, the faith commitments
of potential members of the symposium, so that a full discussion of the cen-
tral questions can be heard by all in attendance—Jews, Christians, and oth-
ers. It was decided, therefore, to provide time both for a full, honest, and
nonconfessional debate, and for a discussion of the impact the results of such
debates might have upon personal beliefs.

1. See the new and comprehensive edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls, organized by Princeton
Theological Seminary, edited by the editor of this volume.

2. See J. H. Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2 vols. (Garden City.
N.Y., 1983-85). . -

3. See the forthcoming articles in Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha by Stephen
Gero and Gerard P. Luttikhuizen.

xiii
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Professor David Dungan and I met several times and began to focus atten-
tion on a specific theological issue in one century in particular, with the rec-
ognition that contiguous centuries would also be scanned. The symposium
would examine from all perspectives—including iconographic and literary
evidence—the concept of the Messiah and related figures in first-century
Judaism and earliest Christianity, with concentration especially on Palestin-
ian phenomena. He and I traveled to Washington, D.C., to seek advice
about funding from the National Endowment for the Humanities. A grant
from the Foundation for the Renewal of Gospel Studies covered our ex-
penses for this initial planning. Dr. Thomas Gillespie, President of Princeton
Theological Seminary, heard our request for support and further guidance.
He listened, asked some hard questions, and finally endorsed our plans and
committed a significant amount of institutional support. As a result, govern-
ment funding possibilities were increased, and the success of the symposium
was enhanced.

The steering committee consisted of J. H. Charlesworth (chair), D. Dun-
gan, J. J. M. Roberts, A. Segal, and J. Christiaan Beker. The committee set
the agenda, chose the participants, and planned the physical arrangements.

1 am grateful to manv for the phenomenal success of the symposium,
which was held in October 1987 at Princeton Theological Seminary. The
steering committee constantly went beyond the usual responsibilities to en-
sure an enjoyable as well as productive symposium. Additional grants were
received from the Foundation on Christian Origins, and especially the Na-
tional Foundation for the Humanities. The Center of Theological Inquiry,
and its chancellor, the late James I. McCord, opened its doors and welcomed
usin arelaxed environment each evening. James Brownson, Steve Kraftchick,
and Alan Segal helped me edit these papers for publication. Professor Roberts
and Dr. Jin Hee Han provided significant assistance and Michelle Charles-
worth helped me with the final editing. Most importantly I am indebted to
President Gillespie for his support of pure scholarly research, and to the
specialists who participated in the symposium and came from far away, in-
cluding Israel, Norway, France, Germany, Scotland, and England.

On the final day of the symposium a plenary session was arranged to dis-
cern if major agreements had been reached. The consensus of the members
of the symposium was obtained by public vote and discussion.

Major disagreements. What do terms like “messianology,” “eschatology,”
“apocalypticism,” and “theocracy” mean, and which groups should be de-
scribed by them? Scholars expressed a variety of views, many of which were
complementary. They agreed that more discussion on these terms was
needed, but that more extended discussion would probably not resolve all
the disagreements. They expressed divergent opinions about these terms,
which will require further examination and joint study. For example, the
term “son of man” (or “Son of Man”) aroused considerable debate. While
there was agreement that this term was pre-Christian, there was disagree-
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ment over the influence of this term (or title) both on the Gospels and on
Jesus of Nazareth.

Experts on many sources presented fruitful papers on specific issues.
They agreed that it is now necessary to discuss how these analytic studies
contribute to the overall reconstruction of the period. It is time to aim at a
more reliable understanding of Jews and “Christians” at the beginning of the
era, and to explore those concerns, commitments, and dreams that united or
separated them.

Agreements. Scholars came together from different countries and tradi-
tions to look at a common period in which streams diverge in order to gain
better understandings of how they diverge and to foster understanding and
overcome prejudice. They agreed that the time is propitious for sensitive
and fruitful cooperation among Jews and Christians.

Christos is the title or term most frequently applied to Jesus in the New
Testament. Scholars agreed that the crucial question is the following: How
did this happen, since “the Messiah” is rarely found, and the functions or
attributes of “the Messiah™ are even less explained, in extant pre-70 Jewish
documents?

The term and the title “Messiah” in the Hebrew Bible refers to a present,
political and religious leader who is appointed by God. It was applied pre-
dominantly to a king, but also to a priest, and occasionally to a prophet. This
carefully crafted statement was passed unanimously.

Scholars concurred that there was no single, discernible role description
for a “Messiah” into which a historical figure like Jesus could be fit. Rather,
each group which entertained a messianic hope interpreted “Messiah” in
light of its historical experiences and reinterpreted Scripture accordingly.
This position was unanimously endorsed.

It is inappropriate to speak of a single normative stream of Judaism in the
postexilic period or throughout the period of the Second Temple. Diverse
interpretations of common traditions were entertained by different groups.
This insight was unanimously endorsed.

After this book was completed some scholars claimed that two unpub-
lished texts among the Dead Sea Scrolls contained important references to
the Messiah. One text ostensibly referred to the Messiah who will come and
die for the sins of the world. The other text allegedly mentioned the Messiah
will come and resurrect the dead. These claims appeared in major news-
papers, like the New York Times, during the period from September 1991 to
April 1992. In fact, in the news release by the University of Chicago of April
8, 1992, we are told that in 4Q521 “a Hebrew writer says of the coming
Messiah, “He shall heal the wounded, resurrect the dead, and proclaim glad
tidings to the poor.””

The first text is 4Q285 (photograph number 41.282). It does not contain
the noun “the Messiah.” And no line has the words that a person has died or
will die for the sins of the world. The text seems to be an exegetical expan-
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sion on Isaiah (especially chapters 10-11); it may be messianic. My response
to these claims appeared in “Sense or Sensationalism? The Dead Sea Scrolls
Controversy,” The Christian Century 109.4 (January 29, 1992) 92--98.

The second text is 4Q521 (photograph number 43.604). S. A. Reed cata-
logued it as a text on “the resurrection.”* There are 13 fragments. The first
line of the largest fragment has the noun Imshyhw, dative or accusative for
“his (i.e. God’s) Messiah.” On another fragment, we see wk mshyhy, which
means “all the Messiahs of.” The document thus does not consistently refer
to one messiah; hence R. H. Eisenman’s claim that this text refers to “a
single Davidic-style messiah” is misleading.? We need to allow for the possi-
bility that in one place one Messiah is mentioned and in another two Mes-
siahs as in 1QS are designated. Most importantly, the claim that the Messiah
“resurrects the dead” is inaccurate. The Lord, adny,® becomes the ruling
noun in fragment 1, line 3, and continues through line 13 in which we do
find wmtym yhyh, “and he will give life (to) the dead ones.” As in many early
Jewish texts, including the Amidah, God is perceived as the one who resur-
rects the dead.*

1. S. A. Reed, Dead Sea Scross Inventory Project (Claremont: Ancient Biblical Manuscript
Center, 1992) fascicle 8, p. 10.

2. R. H. Eisenman, "A Messianic Vision,” BAR 17 (1991) 65.

2. “Lord” is written defectively at least eight times in this document. This is the only one of
the Dead Sea Scrolls in which adny is always written defectively.

4. I am grateful to Loren Stuckenbruck. James VanderKam, and Larry Schiffinan for discus-
sions regarding the “unpublished messianic™ passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls.
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J. H. CHARLESWORTH ]_

FROM MESSIANOLOGY TO CHRISTOLOGY:
Problems and Prospects

What is a “Christian™? Most people would answer: one who believes that
Jesus of Nazareth was “the Christ” Jews were expecting. Many Christians,
Jews, and most citizens of the modern world would tend to agree on this
definition. It is, however, misleading and, indeed, inaccurate.! It assumes
three things: (1) that the title “Christ” fully categorizes Jesus, (2) that Chris-
tians are clear and in agreement on what this title, “Christ,” denotes, and (3)
that all, or virtually all, Jews during the time of Jesus were looking for the
coming of the Messiah or Christ. This paper reports on an examination of the
sources of Jewish thought before 70 c.E., when the Temple was destroyed;
the result produces a serious challenge to the third assumption and probably
undermines the other two.

DEFINITION

It is helpful to define what I mean by “Messiah,” “messianic,” “messianol-
ogy,” and “christology.” Scholarly publications on messianology and christol-
ogy are frequently garbled by the different definitions which are used; many
of which are never clarified.2 For the most part, I am convinced, Jewish mes-
sianology developed out of the crisis and hope of the nonmessianic Macca-
bean wars of the second century B.C.E.? Palestinian Jews yearned for salva-

1. See Charlesworth, “From Jewish Messianology to Christian Christology: Some Caveats
and Perspectives,” in Judaisms and Their Messiahs, ed. J. Neusner, W. S. Green, and E. Frer-
ichs (Cambridge, 1988), pp. 225-64.

2. The term “messianic” has been used loosely and incorrectly, causing confusion and distort-
ing ancient ideologies, as S. Mowinckel stressed many decades ago in his He That Cometh: The
Messiah Concept in the Old Testament and Later Judaism, trans. G. W. Anderson (New York,
Nashville, 1954), p. 451.

3. See the important observations along this line by A. Caquot in his “Le messianisme-qum-
ranien,” in Qumran: Sa piété, sa théologie et son milieu. ed. M. Delcor (Bibliotheca Ephemeri-
dum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 46: Paris, Leuven, 1978), pp. 231-47.
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tion from their pagan oppressors. For an undeterminable number of Jews
the yearning centered on the future saving acts by a divinely appointed, and
anointed, supernatural man: the Messiah. This eschatological figure will in-
augurate the end of all normal time and history. I, therefore, use the term
“Messiah” in its etymological sense, to denote God’s eschatological Anointed
One, the Messiah.* The adjective “messianic” refers to images, symbols, or
concepts either explicitly or implicitly linked to ideas about the Messiah.
The noun “messianology” denotes Jewish ideas or beliefs in the Messiah. The
noun “christology” is used here in a narrow sense; it is reserved for reflec-
tions on Jesus as the Christ. My concern now is to discern how and why
reflections about a Palestinian Jew, namely Jesus of Nazareth, could move
from messianology to christology. By exploring this issue I am not implying
that christology did somehow flow from the messianology.

INTRODUCTIONS

Introductions to the New Testament often imply that there was a recog-
nizable definition of what the Messiah was to do, that there was a set concept
of the Messiah, and that Jews were looking for the coming of the Messiah
who would save God’s people. Let me illustrate this point by quoting from
three major introductions.

The most influential and celebrated Roman Catholic New Testament In-
troduction is by Professor Alfred Wikenhauser. He describes the dominant
theme of Matthew as follows:

Jesus is the Messias or Son of David who was promised in the Old Testament
and earnestly awaited by the Jews; but through the fault of his people, and
particularly of their leaders, he was prevented from fulfilling his mission.>

The paragraph ends at this point. Should not the student have been warned
that Matthew does not represent a putative Jewish viewpoint, and that the
Old Testament does not contain a programmed mission for “the Messiah”?
The statement would also be dubbed anti-Jewish and anti-Semitic by many
scholars, both Jewish and Christian, because it perpetuates the concept that
Jesus was the Messiah, or Christ, who was “prevented from fulfilling his mis-
sion,” or put to death, by “the Jews.” Furthermore, the next paragraph be-

4. See Charlesworth, “Messiah,” in [llustrated Dictionary & Concordance of the Bible, eds.
G. Wigoder, S. M. Paul, B. T. Viviano, and E. Stern (New York, London, 1986), pp. 682-84
(the last fifteen lines are not by me; I am more impressed by the redactional nature of the New
Testament).

3. A Wikenhauser, New Testament Introduction, trans. J. Cunningham (Dublin, 1958, with
many reprints), p. 186.
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gins with these words: “The main thesis of the Gospel is proved by showing
that the Messianic prophecies are fulfilled in him; . . .” The student may
erroneously assume that Matthew preserves a valid record of Jewish mes-
sianic ideas, and that Jesus should be heralded as “the Messiah” because he
clearly fulfilled all messianic prophecies.

Decades ago Professor Rudolf Bultmann cogently and perceptively
warned against the imposition of a messianic message onto the sayings of
Jesus:

No saying of Jesus mentions the Messiah-king who is to crush the enemies of
the People . . . Jesus’ message is connected with the hope of other circles. . . . &

Bultmann’s insight is profound and needs to be stressed. The sayings of Je-
sus, both those which are authentic and those which were attributed to him,
do not contain speculations on or prophecies concerning the coming of a
Messiah who will conquer the Gentiles, namely the Romans. Hence we
must ponder two possibilities: either such a messianic dimension was de-
leted from the teachings of Jesus, which seems improbable, or Jesus” Jewish
followers refused to portray him as a teacher who was concerned with mes-
sianic predictions. Jesus’ message was certainly apocalyptic and eschatologi-
cal; but it was not messianic. What are the implications of this discovery?

No member of the Princeton Symposium on the Messiah holds that a crit-
ical historian can refer to a common Jewish messianic hope during the time
of Jesus or in the sayings of Jesus.” It may not even be easy to demonstrate a
common messianic hope among his earliest followers.

The most recent and erudite Introduction to the New Testament is by Pro-
fessor Helmut Koester. Frequently he seems to assume the myth that Jews
expected a Messiah and knew what functions he would perform. In describ-
ing the beliefs of the Samaritans, he states “that just like the Jews the Samar-
itans expected the coming of the Messiah.”® No discussion is focused on the
problem of dating the Samaritan ideas,® and no proof is offered to support
the claim that “Jews expected the coming of a Messiah.”

6. R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, 2 vols., trans. K. Grobel (New York, 1951~
55) vol. 1, p. 4. I have quoted Bultmann in such a way as to eliminate his invalid assumption that
these “other circles” were apocalyptic—as if the concept of the Messiah does not appear in the
apocalypses (see 4Ezra and 2Bar)—and the belief in a “miraculous change in historical (i.e.
political and social) conditions . . . a cosmic catastrophe” cannot be messianic.

7. After the papers for the Symposium were delivered and discussed, a plenary session was
devoted to a discussion of a possible consensus on such issues. See “Preface” at the beginning of
this volume.

8. H. Koester, Introduction to the New Testament (Hermeneia; Philadelphia, Berlin, 1982),
vol. 1, p. 249.

9. See the following discussion on the Samaritans, Talmon’s excellent paper in this collection,
and Talmon’s “Types of Messianic Expectation at the Turn of the Era,” King, Cult and Calendar
in Ancient Israel: Collected Studies (Jerusalem, 1986) see esp. pp. 207-9. Professor Talmon
knows the Samaritan writings and has spent considerable time with Samaritans who live today
on Mt. Gerizim.
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Later in the same volume, Koester describes the first great Jewish revolt
against Rome in these terms: the Romans “were confronted with a move-
ment that was inspired by revolutionary messianic ideas and that had the
allegiance of large parts of the whole population” (p. 402). The next sentence
also seems misleading: “Characteristic for the political messianism of the re-
bellion was the appearance of a group which Josephus calls the “Zealots.”
Can we be so certain that the Jewish rebellion of 66-74 C.E. and the group
called the “Zealots” were both messianic?

Surely the catalyst of the rebellion, as Josephus and Koester claim, was
not Jewish messianism but “the incredible stupidity and brutality of the Ro-
man procurator” {p. 401), who was Gessius Florus (64-66 c.E.). He robbed
the Temple, desecrated Jerusalem, and wantonly offended all religious Jews.
What observations allow us then to describe the revolt as “messianic”? Given
Josephus’ penchant to attribute apologetically the revolt of 66-74 C.E. to
messianic extremists should caution us against describing it as “messianic.”
In contrast to the revolt of 132-135 C.E., it was not led by a heralded Mes-
siah.

These excerpts from two of the best available introductions to the New
Testament reveal a glaring problem in the study of Early Judaism and Chris-
tian Origins. There is a deeply seated and widely assumed contention that
the Jews during the time of Jesus were expecting a Messiah, and that they
had some agreement on the basic functions he would perform. Yet this con-
tention is assumed; it is not researched.

CHRISTOLOGIES

Many books on christology and New Testament theology perpetuate with-
out demonstration the following invalid assumptions: (1) One can move
smoothly from Jewish messianology to Christian christology. (2) What the
Jews expected was fulfilled in the life and teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, who
is then transparently the Messiah, Jesus Christ. (3) Jesus’ followers were con-
vinced of his messiahship because they saw how he filled the portrait of the
Messiah.

Early Jewish literature, however, cannot be mined to produce anything
like a checklist of what the Messiah shall do. The proclamations and teach-
ings in the earliest Jesus communities in Palestine may reflect the use of
something like a list of testimonies about the Messiah; but these do not prove
that Jews had a common messianology. They are evidence of what the earli-
est “Christians” created. A checklist is an objective collection of what is ob-
vious; a testimony is one individual’s or group’s subjective collection of Old
Testament prophecies. Jesus™ earliest followers were obviously pressed to
prove their claim that he was the expected Messiah. Their efforts are evident
in the remnants of the old tradition that Jesus would fulfill the messianic
prophecies in the future, when he returns as the Christ (see Acts 2:36 and



J. H. CHARLESWORTH 7

Rom 1:4), in the pneumatic exegesis of originally nonmessianic prophecies
and psalms {viz. Pss 22 and 110),' and in the addition of messianic episodes
to the story of Jesus.

Before proceeding further, it is necessary once again to illustrate the ex-
tent to which gifted and well-trained scholars have perpetuated the conten-
tion, perhaps unwittingly, that Jesus is best understood as the Messiah
awaited by the Jews. Note these excerpts:

In his highly acclaimed and widely circulated New Testament Theology"
Professor Ethelbert Stauffer concluded as follows:

The first title he (namely Jesus) did accept as a valid and accurate description
of his saving mission was that of “Christ” (Mark 8:29). This gives a special au-
thenticity to the title of Messiah as a predicate to describe Jesus Christ. The
early Church laid claim to all the honors that this title involved. Particularly
did she stress the Messiah’s vocation to suffer (Acts 17:3).

After an impressive review of the pertinent data, Professor George Eldon
Ladd, in A Theology of the New Testament, comes to the following conclu-
sion:

Jesus in some way acted like the Messiah; yet a Messiah very different from
contemporary Jewish hopes. It is difficult to believe that Jesus filled a role of
which he was unconscious. He must have known himself to be the Messiah. 12

1 find it difficult to comprehend how the Jewish man Jesus could have
thought he was the Messiah and yet one who was “very different” from the
Messiah expected by the Jews. Despite knowledge of the primary and sec-
ondary sources, Ladd perpetuates two fallacies: Jesus “must have known” he
was the Messiah, and there was a coherent idea of the Messiah among his
fellow Jews. Also, what is meant by the statement that “Jesus in some way
acted like the Messiah”? Did he or did he not?

We have numerous early Jewish sources that portray the Messiah, vari-
ously, as one who will serve as the eschatological high priest (the Dead Sea
Scrolls, the T12P), or as the consummate benevolent and all-powerful king
(PssSol 17). Numerous functions are sometimes attributed to the Messiah:
He will judge the wicked (PssSol 17, 4Ezra 12, 2Bar 40), destroy them
{PssSol 17, 18; 4Ezra 12, 2Bar 72; cf. Isa 11), deliver God’s people (PssSol
17, 4Ezra 12; cf. Zech 9), and/or reign in a blessed kingdom (PssSol 17, 18;
9Bar 40; cf. Ps 2).

10. See D. Juel’s demonstration that earliest Christian thought began as biblical exegesis and
“that what stands at the beginning of that reflection and provides a focus and a direction for
scriptural exegesis is the confession of Jesus as Messiah” (p. 1). D. Juel, Messianic Exegesis:
Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early Christianity (Philadelphia, 1988).

11. E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, trans. J. Marsh (London, 1953), p. 112.

12. G. E. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, 1974), p. 144.
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Jesus is acknowledged by Paul and the Evangelists to have performed
none of these functions attributed to the Messiah. The author of Jude could
not simply shift from God to Jesus a prediction about the accomplishments
of the coming one in the endtime (eschaton), as described in the Books of
Enoch (1En 1:9). He had to change the prophecy in order to have Jesus fulfill
the prediction. ™

Jesus’ actions were decidedly not those often associated with the Messiah.
He certainly performed miracles, as we know assuredly from studying the
Evangelists” sources, Josephus, and Rabbinics; but the Messiah is not por-
trayed in Early Judaism as a miracle worker (even though he does perform
wonders in 4Ezra 13). Jesus suffered and was crucified; and despite attempts
from scholars for over one hundred vears to prove otherwise from our vastly
increased store of primary sources, we still have no evidence that Jews dur-
ing the time of Jesus considered that God’s Messiah would come and suffer. 14
The rabbinic references to two Messiahs, one of whom will die, postdate the
second century C.E., and, therefore, are too late to be used to portray the
messianology of the early Jews.?s The reference to the death of the Messiah
in 4 Ezra 7:29 is not a Christian interpolation into this Jewish apocalypse.
But the death of the Messiah here is not efficacious and is clearly distinct
from the Christian affirmation about Jesus. According to 4 Ezra 7, the Mes-
siah’s death serves to mark the end of a set period of time and history.

In his An Introduction to the Theology of the New Testament the former
Dean of York, Alan Richardson, presents an insight that is worth quoting:

It is truly astonishing, in view of the weight of OT prophecy concerning the
Davidic Messiah, how little the NT makes of the matter. The evangelists rep-
resent Jesus as the new Moses, the new Joshua, the new Elijah, and so on; but
there is perhaps only one pericope in the tradition which sets forth Jesus as the
new David, viz. the Walking through the Cornfields on the Sabbath (Mark
2.93-28).1

The OT passages that Richardson has in mind as referring both to David and
the Messiah refer clearly only to David. The interest in David was impres-

13. See my discussion in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament (SNTS
MS 54; Cambridge, 1985, repr. 1987), pp. 72-74.

14. Hengel correctly states that “in the light of all our present knowledge, the suffering and
dying Messiah was not yet a familiar traditional figure in the Judaism of the first century AD” (p.
40). Hengel, The Atonement: The Origins of the Doctrine in the New Testament, trans. J. Bow-
den (Philadelphia, 1981).

15. See Charlesworth, “The Concept of the Messiah in the Pseudepigrapha,” ANRW 11.19.1,
pp. 188-218; see esp. pp. 198—200; and P. Schifer, “Die messianischen Hoffnungen des rabbin-
ischen Judentums zwischen Naherwartung und religidsem Pragmatismus,” in Studien zur Ge-
schichte und Theologie des Rabbinischen Judentums (AGAJU 15; Leiden, 1978), pp. 214~43;
and J. Neusner, Messiah in Context: Israel's History and Destiny in Formative Judaism (The
Foundations of Judaism; Philadelphia, 1984), see esp. pp. 18-19. )

16. A Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology of the New Testament (London, 1958),
p. 126.
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sively high during the time of Jesus, as we know more clearly now than when
Richardson wrote, thanks to the recovery of compositions in the name of
David—like the More Psalms of David—and writings which celebrate
him, both among the Dead Sea Scrolls and elsewhere.!” We now know also
that there were descendants of David living in Palestine during the time
of Jesus.1®

The “truly astonishing” reaction is the key for us; the NT writings do not
elevate Jesus as a type of David. Jesus was not celebrated by his earliest
followers as “a” or “the” new David. And despite the movement of “Christ”
from title to proper name, the confessions preserved in the NT writings cel-
ebrate Jesus as “Lord,” or “Son.” Conspicuously absent among the kerygmata
and creeds is the confession that Jesus is the long-awaited Christ. The only
true exception is Mark’s account of Peter’s confession.

Even if Mark accurately records Peter’s words, we have no way of discern-
ing what Peter meant by “Christ.” Even if we knew exactly what he meant,
we still would not be able to perceive what Jesus was thinking, since scholars
throughout the world have come to agree that according to Mark Jesus did
not simply accept Peter’s claim that he was the Messiah (contrary to Mat-
thew’s version). If Jesus had accepted the declaration he was the Messiah,
then we would be able to explain how his earliest followers came to this
startling conclusion. If he did not accept the claim, as now seems obvious
after years of scholars’ sensitive and historical study of Mark and the Jewish
literature contemporaneous with him, then we are faced with the problem
of why and how his followers concluded that the title “the Messiah” was ap-
propriate for him.'® Research on such issues leads not to easy answers but to
perplexing questions.

There was reason to be optimistic that some resolutions might be ob-
tained by the Princeton Symposium.?® First the problems were clarified and
put into sharp focus. The two major questions seem to have been the follow-

ing:

1. How and in what ways, if at all, did the Jews, in Palestine and before
70 c.E. especially, express their ideas concerning the Hebrew (and Ar-
amaic) word “Messiah.” Related to this question are others, notably
these:

a. How widespread were these concerns?

b. Were references to “the Messiah” clustered in discernible
groups, whether economic, cultic, social, synagogal, or so-called sec-
tarian?

17. See “More Psalms of David” in OTP, vol. 2, pp. 609-24.

18. See D. Flusser’s discussion (of the ossuary with the inscription which clarified that the
bones inside belonged to a descendant of David) in Jesus’ Jewishness, ed. Charlesworth (New
York, 1991), pp. 153-76. -

19. See Dahl’s paper in the present collection.

20. See the resolutions of the members of the Symposium; these are presented at the begin-
ning of this volume, p. xiii.
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¢. How can we be convinced we have translated "W or yo10t6¢
correctly as “the Messiah,” rather than as “a messiah,” or “the Anointed
One,” rather than “an anointed one”?*

d. How can we discern that references to “the son of David” or “Da-
vid” are messianic, and how should we then define the adjective “mes-
sianic.” Granted that to delimit this term only to references to “Mes-
siah” seems myopic, but how can we avoid eisegesis and an imprecise
use of this term?

e. When do nouns like bar and phrases like bar nasha move from
nouns to terms, and from terms to titles, and what criteria aid us in
discerning that such titles are messianic?

f. Was the title “the Messiah” an amorphous and fluid concept
among the early Jews, or was it confusingly contradictory, at least to
many intellectual and devout Jews?

g. Can we discern any coherence in the title “the Messiah” or are
we confronted only with divisive contingencies?

The second major question is as follows:

2. If most Jews were not looking for the coming of “the Messiah,” and if

Jesus’ life and teachings were not parallel to those often or sometimes
attributed to the coming of “the Messiah” or “the Christ,” then why,
how, and when did Jesus™ earliest followers contend that he was so
clearly the promised Messiah that the title “Christ” became his proper
name by at least 40 C.E., or ten vears after the crucifixion? Some re-
lated questions are the following:

a. What is the relation between the post-Easter claim that Jesus is
the Christ and Jesus’ life before the cross?

b. What is the relation between the early kerygmatic claim that Je-
sus is “the Christ” and the traditions about Jesus’ trial before the San-
hedrin, when according to Mk 14:61-62 he reputedly claimed to be
“the Christ™

c. What is the relation between the confession that Jesus is the
Christ and Jesus’ death?

d. What is the relation between the proclamation of Jesus” messiah-
ship and either the affirmation that the resurrected Jesus had been
seen or the belief that God had raised him from the dead?

21. The form '@ may not even derive from the well-known root for “messiah.” It may well

be another noun (or form) with a prefixed mem. For example, E. M. Schuller wisely translates
w’ny miyhkin 4Q381 13 not as “and I your Messiah,” but as “from Your discourse.” The root is
syh, “meditation,” or “discourse.” See her valuable Non-Canonical Psalms from Qumran: A
Pseudepigraphic Collection (Harvard Semitic Studies 18; Atlanta, 186), pp. 94-97.
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e. What fluidity was there in the early Palestinian Jesus Movement
between the terms “Messiah” or “Christ” and its messianic content?

f. Was the author of 1 Enoch 37-71, or Jesus, or one of his followers
the first Jew to link the terms “Messiah” and “Son of Man™?

g. Did the prophecy of Isaiah 33, and the concept of the suffering
servant, become associated with Jesus life in Jesus’ teachings or was it
a post eventum thought shaped only by Jesus’ death on the cross?

h. At what stage did “servant” become wed with “Messiah” or ob-
tain messianic overtones?

These two series of questions may well give the impression that I have read
none of the primary or secondary literature on messianology (the term which
represents the Jewish concept(s] of the Messiah), or christology (the term
which specifies the Christian argument that Jesus is the Christ). Yet even
after refining our nomenclature, it is frustrating to see that “Jewish” is sepa-
rated from “Christian” as if Jesus and his earliest followers were not Jews and
did not fit solidly and firmly within pre-70 Palestinian Judaism (or better,
Judaisms).

These questions arise for the following reasons: the advance beyond ahis-
torical confessionalism by Jews and Christians alike, the ever increasing
abundance of primary texts, a refined perception of the complexities of pre-
70 Judaism(s) and earliest Christianity, and the development of a self-critical
and sophisticated historical methodology.

The phenomenal—somewhat unparalleled—advancement in biblical re-
search can be summarized by the following list of conclusions which is rep-
resented in a wide range of publications:

1. The term “the Messiah” simply does not appear in the Hebrew Scrip-
tures (or Old Testament).?? The last group of scholars to acknowledge
this fact were the conservative Christians, and now the very conserva-
tive New Testament specialist [the late] Professor George Eldon Ladd
states, without qualification, that “the simple term ‘the Messiah” does
not occur in the Old Testament at all.”®® Of course, the title “the
Anointed One” denotes in the Hebrew Scriptures (or Old Testament)
a prophet, a priest, and especially a king.

2. The Hebrew Scriptures (or Old Testament) certainly do contain some
extremely important passages that were implicitly messianic, such as

22. See the resolutions of the members of the Symposium: these can be found at the beginning
of the present work. Also, see Roberts’s paper in the present collection, and W. Harrelson, “The
Messianic Hope,” in fudaism, 200 B.C.-A.D. 200, ed. J. H. Charlesworth (Evanston, 1., 1983
[this slide series is distributed by the Religion and Ethics Institute, Inc., P.O. Box 664, Evans-
ton, I1l. 60204)).

23. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament, p. 136.
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Psalm 2, 2 Samuel 7, Isaiah 7, 9 and 11, Zechariah 9, and Dan 9:26.
These passages may be defined as “messianic” so long as this adjective
is not used to denote the prediction of an apocalyptic, eschatological
“Messiah.”

3. These scriptures were interpreted with precisely this messianic con-
notation by Jews during the two centuries before the destruction of
Jerusalem and the Temple in 70 C.E.

4. The noun, term, or title “the Messiah” appears rarely in the literature

of Early Judaism or from roughly 250 B.C.E. to 200 c.E. But it is also

true that in the whole history of Israel and Pre-Rabbinic Judaism “the

Messiah” appears with unusual frequency and urgency only during

this period, especially from the first century B.C.E. to 135 C.E.#

Jesus’ sayings reveal that his message was not about the coming of the

Messiah. His preaching focused on the coming of God’s Kingdom, not

the kingdom of the Messiah.

6. Jesus never proclaimed himself to be the Messiah. He apparently re-

jected Peter’s confession, that he (Jesus) was the Christ, as satanic,

because he did not wish for his mission and message to be judged ac-
cording to human concepts of the Messiah.®

The disciples are never portrayed as asking Jesus for his views about

the Messiah. Before his crucifixion in 30 C.E. they were apparently not

preoccupied with speculations about the coming of a Messiah. It is far
from clear what term they would have chosen to categorize him.

8. In the early Palestinian Jesus Movement, according to Acts 3:20, and
in Paul’s letters, “Christ” is a proper name for Jesus of Nazareth. In the
gospels it is a proper name or title (Mt 1:1, Mk 1:1, Lk 2:11, Jn 1:17).

ot

~1

As I perceive the work of the leading specialists, these eight points reflect a
broad consensus among Jewish and Christian scholars today,® and present

24. The scope of this paper does not allow for a discussion of the messianic movement related
to Simon Bar Kokhba; for sources and discussion see the following: P. Schiifer, Der Bar Kokhba-
Aufstand (Texte und Studien zum Judentum 1; Tiibingen, 1981), see esp. pp. 55-67; P. Schifer,
Geschichte der Juden in der Antike (Stuttgart, 1983), see esp. pp. 163—-65.

25. R. H. Fuller points out that Mk 8:27-33 is composed of Marcan redaction and early tradi-
tion. He concludes that Jesus’ rebuke to Peter—"“Get behind me, Satan”—originally followed
Peter’s confession, “You are the Christ.” Fuller concludes: “Jesus rejects Messiahship as a merely
human and even diabolical temptation.” See Fuller, The Foundation of New Testament Christol-
ogy (New York, 1965), p. 109. Fuller’s insights are impressive, but it is not possible to continue
to assume, as does Fuller, that “Messiah” meant “the Davidic Messiah of a religious-national
kind” (p. 109). If Jesus rejected Peter’s confession, it is quite possible that he did so for numerous
reasons, and one of them could well be that no human or angel was empowered to make such a
divine declaration. According to some Jewish documents (viz. PssSol 17, 4Ezra 13:52), only God
can disclose who is the Messiah.

26. For a good bibliography on Jewish messianology, see “Messianism” in E. Schiirer’s The
History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, ed. G. Vermes, F. Miller, M. Black, and
P. Vermes (Edinburgh, 1979), vol. 2, pp. 488-92.
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an enormous advance in understanding Early Judaism and Christian Ori-
gins.

Many New Testament scholars used to think the essential question was
the following one: Why did the earliest followers of Jesus take the Jewish
concept of the Messiah and contend that he was the one expected by the
Jews? This is an incorrect question. It assumes that Jews advocated a set and
coherent concept of the Messiah. It assumes that Jesus’ followers were pri-
marily interested in describing Jesus as the Messiah, and not, for example,
as “the son of God,” or the “Lord.” The question also fails to force the thinker
to ponder about what Jesus™ followers may have meant by such words and
whether they were terms or titles.

Another pivotal question seems to be: Why did the Jews not recognize
that Jesus was the Messiah? Again this is a false question, because it assumes
that there was a coherent concept of the Messiah among Jews. It also as-
sumes that Jesus’ followers had no difficulty with this acclamation, and that
his life and thought were unmistakably messianic and in line with prophecy
and a checklist description of the task of “the Messiah.”

A major question continues to be raised but answered unsatisfactorily: If
Jesus thought he was the Messiah, would he not have made that claim ex-
plicit? The common and mistaken answer is yes. In reality the answer is
probably no. Jesus probably would not have proclaimed himself to be the
Messiah if he had conceived himself to be the Messiah. According to some
early Jewish texts, like the Psalms of Solomon 17 (and perhaps 18), only God
knows the time and identity of the Messiah, and according to many other
texts God is keeping the Messiah in a secret place (see 4Ezra 7:28--29, 12:31-
34, 13:26; 2Bar 30:1-2; cf. OdesSol 41:15).

Another question has been disclosed to be misleading: How did Jews dis-
tinguish between the concept of “the Messiah” and other concepts, such as
“the Son of Man,” “the Righteous One,” and “the Elect One”? It will come as
a shock to many scholars that this is a very poor question. It is inappropriate
because it assumes that all Jews made such a distinction. In fact, according
to the Book of the Parables of Enoch (= 1En 37-71), which was composed
by a Palestinian Jew before 70 C.E., these four concepts were related and at
times identical.?” There was considerable fluidity among the various titles
that could be or become messianic titles.

THE LITERATURE OF EARLY JUDAISM

What shaped first-century Jewish thought? The only sources we possess
for ascertaining the ideas of the Jews in Palestine before the burning of the

27. See my comments in Judaisms and Their Messiahs, see esp. pp. 236-38; and the impor-
tant and convincing paper in this collection by VanderKam.
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Temple in 70 C.E. are their writings. Hence we must turn to texts, acknowl-
edging that we have only a portion of the influential literature produced by
the early Jews. We are not able to demonstrate how influential are the writ-
ings which have survived; and we should recognize that perhaps the most
influential thoughts came through oral traditions connected with the Temple
cult or with socially influential groups.

The numerous Jewish writings that antedate the defeat of Bar Kokhba in
135 ¢.E. and the end of the period in which the New Testament documents
were composed, roughly 150 C.E., cumulatively clarify three observations:

1. Most of the Jewish texts contain no reference to “a” or “the” Messiah
or to “a” or “the” Christ.

2. The texts that do contain references to “the Messiah,” “Christ,” or
“Anointed One” do not reveal a coherent picture.

3. Hence we have no evidence for the assertion that the Jews during
Jesus’ time were looking for the coming of “the” or “a” Messiah, and
there was no paradigm, or checklist, by which to discern if a man was
the Messiah. In such an ideological and social setting it was not pos-
sible for a group to point to objective proofs for its own idiosyncratic

belief.

The Samaritans. The Samaritans were a splinter group with Palestinian
Judaism. We have learned lately that their break with other Jews did not
occur before or shortly after the Babylonian Exile; it occurred during the last
few decades of the second century B.C.E. They shared with other Jews the
sanctity of the Pentateuch. They heralded a very ancient Israelite holy area,
namely Mount Gerizim, as the only true place for worship. They longed for
the coming of the Taheb, apparently their term for “the Messiah”; but it
means “restorer” and was perceived not as a new David but as a new Moses
{a Moses redivivus). The passages in which this title appears are very late,
postdating the second century C.E., and cannot be used with any reliability
for assessing early Jewish messianology.?

Josephus. In the received Greek texts Josephus does use the noun
“Christos,” but the passages are suspect, prompting many scholars to con-
clude that they were added by a Christian scribe. I am convinced that Jose-
phus did refer to Jesus, using the phrase “tou legomenou Christou” (Ant 20.
200); but it is far from clear what he means by these words.2® He could be

28. See the definitive study of Samaritan messianism by the Professor fiir jiidische Religions-
geschichte am Institut fir Judaistik der Universitit Wien, namely F. Dexinger, Der Taheb: Ein
“messianischer” Heilsbringer der Samaritaner (Salzburg, 1986) and Dexinger, “Die Taheb-
Vorstellung als politische Utopie,” Numen 37 (1990), 1-21.

28. See Charlesworth, Jesus Within Judaism (Anchor Bible Reference Library; Garden City,
N.Y., 1988).
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denoting “the so-called Christ,” or “the proclaimed Christ.” Earlier in the
Antiquities, the Greek ho christos houtos én (Ant 18.63) clearly means “he
was the Christ.” This affirmation cannot be attributed to Josephus. The
tenth-century Agabius Arabic text has “he was perhaps the Messiah.” Surely
neither the Greek nor the Arabic is appropriate for a Jew who was as learned
and experienced as Josephus, and who had disdain for apocalyptic and mes-
sianic movements.®® We should allow for Christian redaction in both the
Greek and Arabic recensions. If Josephus did use the noun “Christ,” we are
far removed from what he meant by it, and even more distanced from his
pre-70 fellow Palestinian Jews.3!

The Targums. In the Targums we find a considerable number of mes-
sianic passages. One of the most militant portraits of the Messiah, for
example, is found in the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan. Note the following
excerpt:

How noble is the king, Messiah, who is going to rise from the house of Judah.
He has girded his loins and come down, setting in order the order of battle
with his enemies and killing kings with their rulers (and there is not a king or a
ruler who shall stand before him), reddening the mountains with the blood of
their slain. With his garments dipped in blood, he is like one who treads grapes
in the press. (Targum to Gen 49:11)%

Such passages in the Targums are too late for us to consider at the present
time. In their present form they postdate 200 C.E. and often tend to reflect
the historical setting of these later centuries.®

The Mishnah. While the Targums reflect the reintroduction of messianol-
ogy into Jewish thology, the Mishnah, as compiled by Judah the Prince, re-
flects the discussions at Yavneh (Jamnia) and Usha, and the anatiapocalyptic
and antimessianic reactions to the horrifying revolt of 66-63/4 C.E., and the
clearly messianic but abortive revolt of 132-135 c.E. led by Simon Bar
Kokhba, whom the greatest Rabbi of the time, Akiba, hailed as the Mes-
siah.%

30. See the translations and discussions in Charlesworth, Jesus Within Judaism, esp. pp.
90-102.

31. Long ago A. Schlatter in Die Theologie des Judentums nach dem Bericht des Josefus (Gii-
tersloh, 1932; repr. with a Stellenregister by H. Lindner: Hildesheim, New York, 1979) argued
that the collapse of the Jewish revolt was for Josephus “nicht das Ende des Messianismus. . . .
Aber ihre Hoffnung richtet sich nicht mehr auf den Davidssohn und Menschensohn, nicht mehr
auf ein verklirtes Jerusalem und einen glinzenden Tempel, sondern flicchtet sich ins Jenseits
und schaut zum Himmel empor. Die Hoffnung beschiftigt sich nur noch mit dem Schicksal des
Einzelnen, mit der Erlésung seiner Seele” (p. 259).

32. J. Bowker, The Targums and Rabbinic Literature (Cambridge, 1969), p. 278.

33. See S. H. Levey, The Messiah: An Aramaic Interpretation: The Messianic Exegesis of the
Targum (Monographs of the Hebrew Union College 2; New York. 1974).

34. See Schifer, Der Bar Kokhba-Aufstand.
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Rabbinic Judaism has no clear anti-Christian polemic, but it could not
develop in ignorance of the growing strength of Christianity, which claimed
to be the true religion of Israel because it was empowered by God’s Messiah,
Jesus Christ. Hence I have no doubt that the dearth of messianology in the
Mishnah should be seen also in the context of the struggle for survival of
rabbinic Judaism alongside of, and sometimes against, a messianic move-
ment heavily indebted to Judaism, called Christianity.

Professor Jacob Neusner in Messiah in Context argues insightfully that
“the Messiah as an eschatological figure makes no appearance in the system
of the Mishnah,” because the Mishnah is “a law code or a school book for
philosophical jurists.” According to Neusner, the Mishnah fails to treat the
issue of salvation, and thereby “omits all reference to its own point of origin,
and thus lacks a historical account or a mythic base.”%

Old Testament Apocrypha. The noun “Messiah” or “Christ” does not ap-
pear in the thirteen books in the Old Testament Apocrypha.®” That fact is
remarkable. It means that the Maccabean revolt, according to 1 and 2 Mac-
cabees, was not a messianic movement, and that the revolt was organized
around faithfulness to Yahweh and the Torah, and not around allegiance to
some Messiah, as in the Second Great Revolt of 132-135 c.E. It also reveals
that the expansions to the Hebrew scriptures, such as the Epistle of Jere-
miah, the Additions to Daniel, and the Additions to Esther, were not pro-
duced by some messianic interpretation.*®

We come now to the two main bodies of early Jewish texts that contain the
most numerous and most significant messianic passages. The first is the Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha. The second is the Dead Sea Scrolls.

Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. Today we know at least fifty-two docu-
ments under the category of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. In this col-
lection we do indeed find some of the most impressive and significant rec-
ords of Jewish messianism. As the informed Jewish scholar Joseph Klausner

35. Neusner, Messiah in Context, pp. 18~19.

36. Neusner, Messiah in Context, p. 19. Neusner contends that “the Mishnah presents us with
a kind of Judaism that has an eschatology without the Messiah, a teleology beyond time”
(p. 20). Also see Neusner, “One Theme, Two Settings: The Messiah in the Literature of the
Synagogue and in the Rabbi’s Canon of Late Antiquity,” Biblical Theology Bulletin 14 (1984)
110-21.

37. See the discussion in Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with a
Supplement (SBL SCS 75; Chico, Calif., 1981), p. 19.

38. ]. Klausner in The Messianic Idea in Israel does have a section on “The Messianic Idea in
the Apocrypha,” but he defines “messianic idea” too broadly, including, for example, Sirach 35
as messianic, when there is no mention of the Messiah or even David. The same is true of Sirach
36, yet Klausner judged it to be “completely filled with messianic expectations . . .” (p. 253).
See Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel, trans. W. F. Stinespring (London, 1956). Klausner
correctly wrote, “it is proper to pay attention to one important item: the personality of the
Messiah is not mentioned in any book of the Apocrypha (p. 250, italics his; see also pp. 254, 271).
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stated long ago, “the Messianic expectations in the Apocrypha and Pseud-
epigrapha are precious jewels in the crown of Judaism. . . .™®

Before turning to a discussion of the four documents that antedate 200
c.E. and that contain Jewish reflections on the coming of the Messiah, let me
clarify why only these works will be examined. The discussion of Jewish mes-
sianology over the past one hundred years has been vitiated by loose criteria
and the inclusion of passages that are now widely recognized as nonmes-
sianic. To avoid this dilemma, only documents that actually contain the noun
“Messiah” or “Christ” will be included. Each of these four documents is non-
composite, hence passages linked with clearly messianic sections will also be
included for examination. Restricting the following examination only to pas-
sages in which the term “Messiah” or “Christ” appears should serve for the
present to clarify the complex mass of data. Hence the alleged messianic
sections of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs will not be examined
here®; it is often forgotten that this document does not contain the term
“Messiah” or “Christ.” !

A more perplexing problem is confronted in the Dream Visions of Enoch
(1En 83-90). This is a separate book and should not be read in light of a later
work titled the Parables of Enoch (1En 37-71). Extremely important for our
discussion are two alleged references to the “Messiah” in the Dream Visions
of Enoch. Numerous specialists are convinced that a passage in the Dream
Visions refers to the Messiah. Here are some recent translations of that pas-
sage (1En 90:38):

39. J. Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel, p. 386. Klausner erred in judging many of “the
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha” as “products of the spirit of the Zealots and Sicarii in those
warlike times” (p. 386, n. 1). None were probably written by the Zealots or the Sicarii. We must
not attempt to align all the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha that were written before 70 with
what we know about the groups (or sects) prior to 70. We simply are too ill-informed.

The quotations from Klausner may be misleading; he incorrectly read passages in the OT
Apocrypha which referred to God’s future acts as a warrior as if they were not distinguishable
from the Messiah’s future acts.

40. TReu 6:8 has mechri teleidseés chrondn archiereds christou; and this phrase should be
translated as “until the consummation of times; he (Levi) is the anointed high priest” (or “until
the consummation of times of an [the] anointed high priest”) and not “until the consummation of
times of Christ the high priest.” The phrase is translated correctly by H. C. Kee in OTP, vol. 1,
and by H. M. de Jonge in The Apocryphal Old Testament ed. H. F. D. Sparks (Oxford, 1984).
Also see the following excellent translations: “. . . jusqu'a I'achévement des temps du grand
pretre oint dont a parlé le Seigneur” (M. Philonenko, in La Bible: Escrits intertestamentaires,
Paris, 1987); “sommo sacerdote unto indicato dal Signore” (P. Sacchi in Apocrifi dell' Antico Tes-
tamento [Turin, 1981]). Contrast the opinion of M. de Jonge, who defends (despite his published
translation) the rendering which refers this phrase to “Christ” and explains it as a Christian
statement. See M. de Jonge, ed., Studies on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (SVTP 3:
Leiden, 1975), p. 22.

41. The two major so-called messianic passages in the T12P are TSim 7:1-2 and TJud 21:1-3.
The term or title “Messiah,” “the Anointed One,” or “the Christ” does not appear in these verses.
See Charlesworth, “The Concept of the Messiah in the Pseudepigrapha,” in ANRW, 11.19.1, pp.
188-218; see esp. p. 208. Also see M. de Jonge. Studies on the Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs, pp. 22325, 219-20.
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. . . and that something became a great beast with huge black horns on its
head.*
.. . and that buffalo became a great animal with great black horns on its
head. . . .
. and that wild-ox was (or became) a large animal and had big black
horns on its head.
. . und dieser Stier war ein grosses Tier, und (es hatte) an seinem Kopf
grosse schwarze Horner.*
. . et cette Parole devint la béte magnifique portant de grandes cornes
noires.
. e questa cosa era un grande animale con, sulla testa, grandi corna
nere. . . . %7
. . un é6rix (que es un animal grande) con grandes cuernos negros en la
cabeza, . ...

This passage is located in the famous animal allegory. Most of the translators
quoted above contend that here we have a reference to the Messiah or a least
a messianic passage (Uhlig, Caquot, F. Corriente and A. Pifiero, and L. Fu-
sella). I am impressed, however, by the ambiguity of the allegory, and by the
absence of the noun “Messiah” in this passage and in the Dream Visions. If
the beast mentioned in 1En 90:38 is to be identified as the Messiah,
then who is the white bull or cow with huge horns described in 90:37? Is not
the author being intentionally vague? Are there not numerous other divine
mediators besides the Messiah who could possibly be considered as the
“great beast with huge black horns”? Professor Matthew Black has suggested
that since the “white bull” is “here clearly parallel to the white bull at 85.3
symbolising Adam, the image seems to refer to the birth of a new or second
Adam, more glorious than the first, for ‘his horns are large.” " The image in
1En 85:3 does not necessarily represent “the Messiah.” It may refer to
Adam. Black’s suggestion deserves serious consideration.

In my judgment 1En 90:38 is not clearly messianic, and it certainly
does not contain a “description of the Messiah,” as one learned scholar

42. Translated by E. Isaac in OTP, vol. 1, p. 71.

43. Translated by M. Black in The Book of Enoch or [ Enoch: A New English Edition with
Commentary and Textual Notes (SVTP 7; Leiden, 1983), p. 83.

44. Trans. M. Knibb in The Apocryphal Old Testament, p. 291.

45. Trans. S. Uhlig in Apokalypsen: Das dthiopische Henochbuch (JSHRZ 5.6; Giitersloh,
1984), p. 704.

46. Trans. A. Caquot in La Bible: Ecrits intertestamentaires, edited by A. Dupont-Sommer
and M. Philonenko (Paris, 1987), p. 596.

47. Trans. L. Fusella in Apocrifi dell’Antico Testamento, edited by P. Saachi (Turin, 1981),
pp. 629--30.

48, Trans. F. Corriente and A. Pifero in Apocrifos del Antiguo Testamento, edited by A. Diez
Macho (Madrid, 1984), vol. 4, p. 123.

49. M. Black in The Books of Enoch, p. 280.
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claimed.® I am impressed by the allegorv and its kaleidoscopic symbolism.
Since the Enlightenment, we Western scholars have sought focused and pre-
cise language; yet phenomena are usually ambiguous. The beauty of the al-
legorical animal apocalypse is in its openness and comprehensiveness. As the
authors of some pre-100 C.E. Jewish writings stressed, specifically the au-
thors of the Psalms of Solomon and 4 Ezra, no sage can describe, clarify, or
identify the Messiah. God has preserved the Messiah in a secret place, will
reveal him at the proper time, and he alone knows the identity of the Mes-
siah. To understand early Jewish theology our terms must be as representa-
tive as possible; we simply cannot continue to use the adjective “messianic”
as if it is synonymous with “eschatological,” even though an influential
scholar, Professor Oscar Cullmann, encouraged us to continue such a
method.3!

We must not claim as clear what is intentionally imprecise. We must heed
the words of the discerning philosophical mathematician, F. P. Ramsey,
when he warns that the “chief danger” of the scholar is to treat “what is vague
as if it were precise. . . .2 A revered New Testament scholar, Krister Sten-
dahl, formerly Professor of New Testament at Harvard and Bishop of Stock-
holm, recently cautioned against the ancient and modern “authority figures

. who claim more precision in their definitions than is good for theol-
ogy.”® In summation, the allegory in the Dream Visions may at best be alleg-
edly messianic; but it will not influence the following synthesis of messianic
ideas in the Pseudepigrapha.

We turn now to the four early Jewish documents in the Pseudepigrapha
that contain the word “Messiah.” In chronological order they are the Psalms
of Solomon, the Parables of Enoch, 4 Ezra, and 2 Baruch. These four docu-
ments date from 50 B.C.E. to 100 C.E.,> were composed by Palestinian Jews
in a Semitic language, and are preserved in a Semitic language. The last
three are apocalypses. Let us address eleven questions to these documents.

Can the ancestry of the Messiah be discerned? The PssSol 17:21-34 and
4Ezra 12:31-34 are the only two that state he will be descended from Da-

50. The quotation is from P. G. R. de Villiers’ “The Messiah and Messiahs in Jewish Apocalyp-
tic,” in Neotestamentica 12 (1978) 75-110: see p. 81. P. de Villiers is a gifted scholar; his research
is usually outstanding and precise.

31. O. Cullmann, “Jesus the Messiah,” The Christology of the New Testament, trans. S. C.
Guthrie and C. A. M. Hall (The New Testament Library; London, 1959, 1963) pp. 111-36.

52. 1 have only slightly altered the quotation; Ramsey writes about the “chief danger to our
philosophy. . . .” The motto is quoted from F. P. Ramsey, The Foundations of Mathematics
(New York, 1931), p. 269. I am indebted to K. R. Popper for drawing my attention to this motto;
see K. R. Popper, Popper Selections, ed. D. Miller (Princeton, 1985) p. 87.

53. K. Stendahl, “Foreword,” in Jakob Jénsson, Humour and Irony in the New Testament
(BZRG 28; Leiden, 1985).

34. For a discussion of the date of the Parables of Enoch, which probably are pre-70-and
perhaps from the late first century B.C.E., see Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigra-
pha and the New Testament, esp. pp. 8890, 102-10.
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vid.® It is surprising that this part of the tradition, which we would have
expected to be a set part of the lore, is found in only two of the pre-135 c.E.
Jewish pseudepigrapha. It is also conceivable that the emphasis in 4 Ezra
13:22 that the Messiah is God’s son is a reaction, perhaps within the Ezra
cycle or group, against the claim that the Messiah must be “David’s son.”
Messianic ideas were not necessarily Davidic. For example, the Enoch
group tended to link the Messiah with Enoch, and the Samaritans believed
the Taheb was to be seen in terms of Moses. Psalm 2 preserves another re-
cord of the tradition that the Lord’s anointed (2:2), obviously seen in some
early Jewish circles as the Messiah, is to be the son of God (2:7); but the
connection of this future ideal king (2:6) with David is not made explicit. We
are left with uncertain, and perhaps fluid, traditions.

Did not most Jews assume the Messiah was to be a militant warrior? This
conclusion is assumed by many, perhaps most, New Testament specialists.
They frequently argue that Jesus did not declare himself to be the Messiah,
because he would have been mistaken as a political and military leader. Ex-
plicit support for this bewitching view that Jews were expecting a militant
Messiah is found among the early Jewish Pseudepigrapha only in 2 Baruch
72. According to this section of 2 Baruch, the Messiah will slay Israel’s ene-
mies with the sword (Syr. hrb’; 2Bar 72:6). In many other passages the stress
is on the nonmilitary means of the Messiah. Both PssSol 17:21-33% and 4
Ezra 13:4-11 emphasize that the Messiah will not rely on a sword, horse, or
other military weapons. He will conquer not with a weapon in his hand but
with what streams forth from his mouth, the word®: “Undergird him with
the strength . . . to destroy the unlawful nations with the word of his mouth”
(PssSol 17:22-24)%8; “and whenever his voice issued from his mouth, all who
heard his voice melted as wax melts when it feels the fire” (4 Ezra 13:4).%°
The Messiah’s bloody confrontation—implied in 2 Baruch 72 and described
in gory details in the late Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan (Gen 49:11)—is re-
jected by the authors of the Psalms of Solomon and 4 Ezra.

Why does the Messiah slay or defeat the nations? There is more than one
documented answer. According to the Parables of Enoch, it is probably be-

53. 3En 45 and 48 also record the tradition that the Messiah will be a descendant of David,
but the document is too late to be included here.

56. The Messiah in PssSol 17 is a political figure and he does have some military functions;
but most important for understanding the messianology of this psalm is 17:33—"he (the Mes-
siah) will not rely on horse and rider and bow, /Nor will he build up hope in 2 multitude for a day
of war.” I am convinced that this psalm was written against the belief that the Messiah will be a
militant warrior. In that sense, of course, it may be taken as evidence for the existence of such a
view. Was this view popular in the late or middle of the first century B.C.E.?

37. See the significant insights brought forward by Heintz regarding the iconographical back-
ground to the concept of a sword emanating from the mouth. What Heintz suggests about the
biblical image should be applied also to the PssSol. See Heintz's paper in this collection.

38. See the translation of PssSol by R. B. Wright in OTP, vol. 2.

39. See the translation of 4Ezra by B. M. Metzger in OTP, vol. 1.
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cause they are full of sinners who deny the Lord of the Spirits (e.g., 1En
45:2). According to PssSol 17:21 and 24, it is perhaps because they are “un-
lawful nations” with “unrighteous rulers.” According to the PssSol 17:22 and
2 Baruch 72, it is because they rule Jerusalem or ruled over Israel. This latter
concept demands the possibility that some of the nations will not be de-
stroyed, as stated in 2Bar 72:2.

Will the Messiah not purge Jerusalem? The author and community be-
hind the Psalms of Solomon (see PssSol 17:21-33)%® were convinced of an
affirmative answer, but most of the documents that mention the Messiah do
not describe him acting on behalf of Jerusalem.®' According to 4 Ezra 7:28—
29, the Messiah will appear, inaugurate the messianic period, and then die.
No active functions are given to him. He does not die in battle or in the
attempt to purge Jerusalem, even though the author of 4 Ezra had lived
through such a dream. He appears in history only after the eschatological
city and land are disclosed (4Ezra 7:26).

Will the Messiah condemn sinners? This concept is found in the PssSo} 17
and in 4Ezra 12:32 (cf. 1En 48, 2Bar 72). In many other texts, notably 4 Ezra
7:28-29, the ungodly are not even mentioned in connection with the Mes-
siah.

Is he not always portrayed as a king? According to PssSol 17:21-33, he
will be a king. Note this excerpt:

See, Lord, and raise up for them their king, _
the son of David, to rule over your servant Israel
in the time known to you, O God.

There could have been some dissension in the group which used these
psalms liturgically in Jerusalem, because Psalm 17 is framed at the beginning
and end with the affirmation that God, and not the Messiah, is the eternal
king.%2 Note the beginning and end of Psalm 17:

Lord, vou are our king forevermore, . . . (17:1)
May God dispatch his mercy to Israel;

may he deliver us from the pollution of profane enemies;
The Lord himself is our king forevermore. (17:45, 46)%

60. For further discussion see Charlesworth, Judaisms and Their Messiahs, pp. 235-36.

61. The Parables of Enoch contain numerous ideas. 1En 56:7 does not mention the Messiah,
but it does refer to the attempt of the Parthians to conquer Jerusalem.

62. TReu 6:5-12 states that the Lord will reign through Levi. It is not necessarily a contradic-
tion to say that the Lord is King and the Messiah is King. As we know from the early traditions
dating from the time of the monarchy, one stream of thought was that Yahweh is king and David
and his descendants are representing God as king; hence they are kings. Likewise the early Jew
saw no problem in hailing God and the Messiah as “Lord.” See Ps 110 and its interpretation in
the first century; most recently now see Juel, Messianic Exegesis.

63. See Wright’s translation in OTP, vol. 2, pp. 665, 669.
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Psalms of Solomon 17 seems to contain a polemic against the Hasmonean
dynasty, which in its final years became decadent and in which the rulers,
beginning with Aristobulus I (104-103) claimed the title of “king” (see PssSol
17:5-6). Hence the corruption of the Hasmonean “kings” apparently stimu-
lated a messianology that portrayed a Messiah who was not a king.% We also
observe a retransference back to God of the functions shifted in the second
and first centuries B.C.E. from God to the Messiah (I shall turn to that di-
mension of our work at the conclusion of this paper). For now it is pertinent
to point out once again the lack of a set function or status for the future Mes-
siah.

Will the Messiah not be the eschatological judge? Leaving aside the prob-
lems with associating the messianic age with the eschatological age, which
are sometimes distinguished, as in 4 Ezra, let me point out that no coher-
ency exists here either. He shall be a judge according to most of the texts,
namely PssSol 17:21-33, 4Ezra 12:31-34, and 2Bar 40:1-2. But according to
4 Ezra 7:31-44 and 7:113-14, judgment commences only after the Messiah
dies, and after the period of primeval silence.

Did the Jews not agree that the Messiah will gather a holy people? This
function is assuredly affirmed in PssSol 17:21-23, and he does “protect”
them according to 2 Bar 40. According to the thrust of 4 Ezra, esp. 7:140 and
8:3, the new age will have “only a very few” in it. Moreover there are many
passages, notably 4 Ezra 7:28-29 and 2 Bar 30:1-4, in which the Messiah
simply performs no functions at all. Obviously it is impossible to compile a
checklist of functions that the Messiah is to fulfill; some of the most signifi-
cant passages that contain the word “Messiah” do not ascribe to him any
function.®

Shall the Messiah not inaugurate a new age?® This dimension seems clear
from Psalms of Solomon 17. But according to 4 Ezra 7, the Messiah does not
begin a new age, he simply seems sandwiched between two eras, following
one and dying before the next begins. His death has no efficacious dimen-
sions.%” What has just been said about an apparently “functionless” Messiah
applies here as well. We must rid our minds of the presupposition that the
Messiah simply cannot be mentioned and left functionless. He will obviously

64. For a discussion of kingship and the Hasmoneans, see M. Hengel, J. H. Charlesworth, D.
Mendels, “The Polemical Character of ‘On Kingship’ in the Temple Scroll: An Attempt at Dating
11QTemple,” JjS 37.1 (1986) 28-38.

65. I have tried to choose my words carefully. I have not insinuated that because no functions
are described the Messiah is to be functionless. That exegesis is patently absurd. The Jew knew
that God alone could explain the functions of the Messiah or of other mediators.

66. See E. Fruenwald’s article on the concept of eschatology and messianology in Judaism,
published in The Messianic Idea in Jewish Thought (Publications of the Israel Academy of Sci-
ences and Humanities; Jerusalem, 1982) [in Hebrew].

67. See the excellent study by M. E. Stone: “The Concept of the Messiah in IV Ezra” in
Religions in Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough, ed. J. Neusner (Stud-
ies in the History of Religions: Supplements to Numen 14; Leiden, 1970), pp. 295~312.
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perform some function, but some Jews certainly refused to usurp God’s pre-
rogative and define those ante eventum.

Is the Messiah to assist in the resurrection of the dead? According to 1En
51:1, Sheol and Hell “will give back” all the dead; but there is no mention of
acts performed by the Messiah. The tradition in 1 Enoch is complex and
probably intentionally ambiguous; the one who chooses the righteous ones
among the dead is “he,” which is an example of the ambiguous relative pro-
noun in Semitics. “He” may refer back to “the Lord of the Spirits.” But it is
conceivable that some members of the Enoch community would have as-
sumed that “he” may be the Messiah, since Enoch is told, “All these things
which you have seen happen by the authority of his Messiah so he may give
orders and be praised upon the earth” (1 En 52:4; italics mine). The Messiah
is “his”—that is, he belongs to the Lord of the Spirits. Moreover, “all these
things” may well refer back only to the events described in 1En 52:1-3, in
which neither the Messiah nor resurrection is mentioned explicitly.

Both the Messiah and resurrection, however, may have been interpreted
by members of the Enoch group to be included among “all these things.” It
is pertinent to remember that all the passages discussed above are from the
same book of Enoch, which was probably composed before the turn of the
era. It does contain explicit references to the Messiah, as we have seen.

According to 2 Baruch 30, the righteous alone will arise with the advent
of the Messiah.%® According to 4 Ezra 7:28-29, however, both the righteous
and the unrighteous will be resurrected only after the Messiah dies, and the
interlude of primeval silence begins and ends. These Baruch and Ezra tra-
ditions are very different, yet the Messiah is not the one who raises the dead.

Will the Messiah not establish a permanent and peaceful kingdom? This
idea may have been once connected with early Jewish interpretations of
Isaiah 7, 9, and 11, and Isaiah 42—45;% it seems to be found in PssSol 17:21-
32. In contrast to this idea, the apocalypses present us with two mutually
exclusive ideas. According to 2 Baruch 36-40 and 4 Ezra 7, the kingdom of
the Messiah will be finite; his kingdom will be part of the limited messianic
age that precedes the eschaton. According to 1 Enoch 38 and 48-52, and 2
Baruch 73 and 74, however, his kingdom will be eschatological and eternal.

Is the Messiah going to be a human? According to 2 Baruch, the Messiah
seems to be a terrestrial king who shall embody all the dreams attributed to
the kings of ancient Israel. According to 4 Ezra 12:31-34, the Messiah “will

68. In the following pages I will attempt to show that “advent” is meant here and not as-
cension.

69. Potentially misleading is the following comment by R. J. Werblowsky: “One may, perhaps,
commit a technical anachronism and describe as “messianic’ those scriptural passages that
prophesy a future golden age, the ingathering of the exiles, the restoration of the Davidic dy-
nasty, the rebuilding of Jerusalem and the Temple, the era of peace when the wolf will lie down
with the lamb, and so on.” See Werblowsky, “Messianism: Jewish Messianism” in The Encycl -
pedia of Religion, ed. M. Eliade (New York, 1987), vol. 9, p. 472.
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arise from the posterity of David.” But according to 4 Ezra 13:3-14:9, he is
depicted as a man who ascends out of the sea: hominem qui ascenderat de
mari.™ Obviously we have seen contradictory traditions preserved by the
authors of 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch; and this is only one reason to affirm that
although these apocalypses were composed after the burning of the Temple
in 70 C.E., they preserve traditions that antedate that catastrophic event.

What we observe is not chaotic thought. Instead, through literature we
witness tangible indications of the creativity and liveliness of pre-70 Jewish
thought, and the nonsystematic phenomenological expressions of real and
enslaved people struggling with the impossibility of describing the future.
One should not dismiss these passages as ideological; they are sociological
deposits of a time of crisis. The apparent chaotic thought is actually the nec-
essarily unsystematic expressions of Jews subjugated to the experienced evil-
ness of a conquering nation.

It is necessary to stress emphatically that such texts should not be read as
if we were in a proverbial ivory tower. They must be studied as if we were
within the ambience of the Burnt House, the high priest’s home burned by
the Romans in 70 C.E., and now unearthed with the charred beams of wood
virtually still smoldering.

According to the texts collected into the Pseudepigrapha, the earliest ex-
plicit use of the terminus technicus—"“Messiah” or “Christ”—is the first cen-
tury B.C.E. in the Psalms of Solomon and in the book of the Parables of En-
och. Prior to that time, the Jews had not experienced the horrifying
corruption by Hasmonean “kings” and did not fear the Romans, with their
massive, well-organized, and technically advanced armies under a seem-
ingly invincible emperor or king. In the second century B.C.E. most Jews
considered the Hasmoneans the agents of God and the Romans their allies
and friends.™ The successes of the early Hasmoneans or Maccabees left no
vacuum in which to yearn for the coming of a Messiah.

THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

The other body of early Jewish literature that contains explicit references
to “Messiah” or “Christ” is the Dead Sea Scrolls. The discussions of this as-
pect in the Scrolls is so well published and known that some refer to a con-
sensus:” At Qumran the belief in the Davidic Messiah was joined with, and

70. Why this “man” should be identified with the Messiah is because 4 Ezra was compiled or
composed by one person, “man” corresponds with the perception of the “Messiah” in 4Ezra 11
and 12, and what is said about him links up with the other passages in which the noun “Messiah”
appears. See Charlesworth, “The Messiah in the Pseudepigrapha,” in ANRW I1.19.1, p. 205.
The Latin text of 4Ezra is from A. F. J. Klijn, ed., Der Lateinische Text der Apokalypse des Esra
(Texte und Untersuchungen 131; Berlin, 1983).

71. See Charlesworth, “The Triumphant Majority as Seen by a Dwindled Minority: The Out-
sider According to the Insider of the Jewish Apocalvpses, 70-130," in To See Qurselves As Oth-
ers See Us, ed. J. Neusner, ¢t al. (Chico, Calif., 1983), pp. 283-315.
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made subordinate to, the belief in an Aaronic Messiah. The excesses and
failures of the Hasmonean ruler (later called “king”) in Jerusalem led the
Qumranites to yearn for the coming of a priestly messiah. This thought
seems a natural development, since the earliest Qumran Essenes were
priests who had been expelled from the Temple and lived in exile in the
Judean desert near the Dead Sea.™

At the present time I intend to modify this consensus in five significant
ways. First, we now have well over 170 documents that probably were cre-
ated, written, or redacted at Qumran. Most of them do not contain the noun
“Messiah.” Often this omission is startling, if the Qumran community was
a messianic group. In addition to the Psalters 150 Psalms of David, other
Davidic psalms were found, and some of these were intentionally written as
Davidic Pseudepigrapha. Not one of them is messianic. None of the Pesh-
arim contains messianic exegesis.™ The Isaiah Pesher 1 (4Q161) makes only
a frustratingly brief reference to the Branch of David which shall arise at the
end of days. The Temple Scroll, which may have been brought to Qumran
from elsewhere and edited in a final form in the scriptorium, does not con-
tain one reference to the “Messiah.” The fact seems strange in a document
that is characterized by a tendency to subordinate the king to the priest.
Since a reference to the “Messiah” is found in the psalmbook attributed to
Solomon, why is there no mention of “Messizh” in the Qumran Psalter,
namely the Hodayoth or Hymns Scroll?™

Statistically we must admit that messianology was not a major concern of
this community, at least not in its early history. The terminus technicus for
the eschatological Messiah, M"Wn, except for the obscure reference in the
fragment of the Patriarchal Blessings (4QPBless), occurs in only three docu-
ments: 1QS, 1Q8Sa,™ and CD (which probably was brought to Qumran and
redacted there). It seems that less than 3 percent of the Qumran documents
contain the word IW.

72. See the paper presented in the Symposium by L. Schiffman. We both are critical of the
so-called consensus, emphasize the diversity of thought at Qumran and the minimal role given
to the Messiah in the few passages in which he is mentioned. These conclusions were obviously
derived independently. We had access to each other’s paper only after our own work was com-
pleted. Also, see the important earlier publication by A. S. van der Woude, Die messianischen
Vorstellungen der Gemeinde von Qumran (Assen, 1957). Good bibliographical data for Qumran
messianology are found in G. Kittel's TDNT vol. 9 under chrié and in E.-M Laperrousaz, Lat-
tente du messie en Palestine & la veille et au début de I'ére chrétienne (Collection Empreinte
Dirigée par Henry Hierche; Paris, 1982).

73. See Charlesworth, “The Origin and Subsequent History of the Authors of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Four Transitional Phases Among the Qumran Essenes,” RQ 38 {1980) 213-33.

74. See the similar comments by Schiffman in this volume.

75. D. Dimant correctly reports that the role of the messianic figures in the Dead Sea Scrolls
“is not always clear, and some of the texts, like the Hodayot, lack reference to the Messiah
altogether, even though they contain elaborate eschatological depictions.” D. Dimant, “Qumran
Sectarian Literature,” in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period, ed. M. E. Stone (Com-
pendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum 2.2; Assen, Philadelphia, 1984), p. 539.

76. 1QSb states that the Prince of the Congregation will disperse justice on behalf of the
afflicted. The exegesis of this statement is far from clear.
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Second, all work on the theology of the Dead Sea Scrolls is confused if it
does not allow for diversity and development in the community.”™ We must
acknowledge these two factors because of the increased variety in the com-
munity as attested by the successive archaeological expansions or alterations,
and the discovery of a Pharisaic-type of phylactery in the caves, beginning
with the first century B.C.E. Diversity and development is also reflected in
the redactions and additions to texts, in the sheer length of time the Qumran
Essenes lived at or near Qumran (from c. 150 B.C.E. to 68 C.E.), and by the
variety of thought among the Scrolls.™

Third, at Qumran some fragments raise interesting questions. What is the
original meaning of 4Q Florilegium? According to this fragment, the Qum-
ran Essenes interpreted the prophecy of Nathan to David, so that the refer-
ence is transferred to David’s descendant, and probably to the Messiah. Na-
than told David that God had said, “I will be his father, he shall be my son”
(see 2Sam 7:14). The interpretation of this fragment is not clear; but it may
preserve the concept, well known from Psalm 2 and 4 Ezra, that the future
king will be God’s son. According to this fragment, the future “branch of
David” shall interpret the Law, save Israel, and rule in Zion at the endtime.
What is highly significant for us now is the recognition of a possibly messianic
passage in which the king is not subordinated to the priest. According to 4Q
Florilegium there are not two messiahs.

Likewise, in the Patriarchal Blessings (4QPBless) the “Messiah of Righ-
teousness” will be of the branch of David. He apparently will renew the
covenant through something like kingship.

Fourth, perhaps the most excitement for our discussion comes from the
discovery of a fragmentary copy of what seems to be the earliest version of
the Rule of the Community. The renowned Qumran expert J. T. Milik claims
that he has identified the earliest copy of the Rule, and that it does not con-
tain the famous passage in which the two messiahs are mentioned.™ The
earliest form of the Rule of the Community ostensibly does not contain a
reference to one or two messiahs.®

This conclusion, however, is not possible. Larry Schiffman has found and

77. The nouns msyhw in CD 1.12 and bmsyhw in CD 6.12 refer to “his anointed,” and “by his
anointed,” but both of these comments denote God’s prophets. In 1QSa 2.12 the context centers
on the instructions for beginning a meal and the seating arrangements in the Council of the
Cfommunity with the arrival of the Messiah of Israel—there is no clear reference to “the Messiah
of Aaron.”

78. An excellent monograph on the theology of Qumran, which does indeed incorporate di-
versity at Qumran, is H. Lichtenberger's Studien zum Menschenbild in Texten der Qumrange-
meinde SUNT 15; Gottingen, 1980).

79. J. T. Milik, in his review of P. Wernberg-Mgller’s The Manual of Discipline Translated and
Annotated, with an Introduction, in RB 67 (1960) 411. Also, see Charlesworth, Judaisms and
Their Messiahs, pp. 232-33.

80. It is distressing that this fact was announced in a book review many vears ago, but that the
fragment is still not available to scholars. See the comments on this fragment by Schiffman.
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examined the fragment that Milik claimed was the earliest copy of the rule
and which did not contain the locus classicus for the “Messiah.” The fragment
is in fact two fragments of the Rule of the Community; and they were incor-
rectly stuck together in the fifties.

We should seriously contemplate the possibility that the earliest phases of
the Qumran community were not messianic.®! In fact, that is precisely what
I wish to suggest. The Righteous Teacher, who led the priests from the
Temple into the wilderness, may not have believed in a future Messiah. The
recently published portions of 4QMMT disclose a letter dating from around
150 B.C.E. The letter may not necessarily have been composed by the Righ-
teous Teacher, as J. Strugnell and E. Qimron have argued, but it certainly
was written either by him or by one of his gifted cohorts.®2 What is important
for us is the recognition that it was written to discuss halakoth, religious
rules, and not messianology. Likewise, the Hodayoth probably contains
psalms composed by the Righteous Teacher, but none of them is messianic.

This new perception is in line with my contention that the earliest explicit
reference to “the Messiah,” according to the documents collected into the
Pseudepigrapha, was in the first century B.C.E. 1QS, the only full copy of
the Rule of the Community, was copied in the early decades of the first cen-
tury B.C.E. 1QSa and CD also date from the first century B.C.E. If we are
seeking to discern the first use of “Messiah” to designate an eschatological
figure in Jewish theology, these documents point us only to the first century
B.C.E., and probably to the period 100-50.

In seeking to learn the functions of the Anointed One or Ones, Messiah
or Messiahs, we shall unfortunately learn very little from 1QS or CD. Each
only refers to “the Anointed Ones (or Messiahs) of Aaron and Israel” or “the
Anointed {or Messiah) of Aaron and Israel.” The reference is to the future
appearance of one, or two, who is (are) the Anointed One(s). No descriptions
or functions are presented to us. While some passages in CD do seem to
associate future actions with the appearance of the Anointed One(s), no func-
tions are portrayed as being performed by the Anointed One(s) or the Mes-
sizh. Only two passages seem significant. CD 14.19 states that when the
Anointed of Aaron and Israel arises he will (probably) expiate the iniquity of
the Covenanters (= Essenes). CD 19.10 (= B1) records the idea that those

81. Caquot astutely observes that the early Maccabean crisis did not cause Jews to look for the
coming of the Messiah. I am in full agreement with Caquot that messianology developed in the
Qumran community after John Hyrcanus. Note his keen insights: “A 'époque méme de Jean
Hyrcan, si l'on se fie i la datation maintenant proposée pour le plus ancien rouleau de la Régle
(4QSe), le messianisme essenien est encore dans les limbes puisque la phrase du rouleau de
la grotte I (1QS 9, 11) *. . . jusqu’a la venue du prophete et des messies d’Aaron et dIsraél’
n'y figure pas.” See his “Le messianisme qumranien,” in Qumrén, p. 237. Laperrousaz is criti-
cal of basing so much on paleographical dating of a fragment. See his Lattente du messie en Pal-
estin, p. 82. -

82. For bibliography and a photograph see Charlesworth, Jesus Within Judaism.
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who do not belong to the members of the Covenant (= Essenes) will be put
to the sword when “the Anointed of Aaron and Israel comes.” We can only
ask, does that mean that the Anointed One will use the sword?

According to 1QSa 2.12, there is a reference to the seating arrangements
in the Council of the Community and the instructions for beginning a meal
when the Messiah of Aaron and the Messiah of Israel are present. Again we
are left without answers to our questions. Is it possible that the ambiguity is
intentional? I think the answer is probably yes.

Fifth, in discussing the Qumran Scrolls we now should not refer to the
thoughts of one insignificant group of monks living in the desert. The con-
sensus is that this community is related to a much larger group, the Essenes,
most of whom, if we can trust the reports of Josephus and Philo, lived some-
where besides Qumran. The archaeological work on the southwest corner
of present Old Jerusalem has unearthed ancient, probably first-century,
mikvaoth (small, carefully constructed cisterns for ritualistic purification)
and a first-century small gate. Many fine scholars have become convinced
that Essenes lived in the southwestern section of Jerusalem, and that the
tiny gate unearthed is the Essene gate mentioned in Josephus and in the
Temple Scroll.®

Evidence of Essenes living elswhere in Palestine, or at least similar
groups, is disclosed by the most recent work on the texts, especially the
biblical scrolls found at Qumran. These represent more than six text-types
and are divided into two major groups by Professor Emanuel Tov, one of the
leading experts on the Qumran biblical texts.3 One category has scribal
characteristics identified with the scrolls known to be composed at Qumran.
The other category does not possess these scribal features, and the biblical
scrolls in it were probably composed elsewhere, but certainly not necessar-
ily in “Essene” groups. All these observations prompt me to think about
Essenes living in various places in Palestine; after approximately 63 B.C.E.,
when the Romans entered Jerusalem, and some of them probably held some
type of messianology.

The complexity of messianic ideas, the lack of a coherent messianology
among the documents in the Pseudepigrapha and among the Dead Sea
Scrolls, and the frequently contradictory messianic predictions prohibit any-
thing approximating coherency in early Jewish messianology.® If we were

83. See the chapter by R. Riesner in Jesus and the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Charlesworth, forth-
coming.

84. E. Tov shared these insights in Jerusalem during a celebration of the fortieth anniversary
of the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in July 1977.

83. Werblowsky contends that “Messiah” ultimately in Early Judaism “acquired the connota-
tion of a savior or redeemer who would appear at the end of days and usher in the kingdom of
God, the restoration of Israel, or whatever dispensation was considered to be the ideal state of
the world.” See his “Messianism: Jewish Messianism,” in The Encyclopedia of Religion, vol. 9,
p. 472. The caution in referring to a description of the “ideal state of the world” in the future is
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statisticians, we might conclude that we should ignore Jewish messianic ref-
erences because they are so meager, and when present so vague or contra-
dictory. There is no smooth transition from messianology to christology.

ADDED COMPLEXITY

To this insight let me add four suggestions. First, two passages in the
Pseudepigrapha refer to the return of the Messiah. The distinguished pio-
neer in the study of the Pseudepigrapha, R. H. Charles, argued that 2Bar
30:1 referred to the return of the Messiah into heaven after the end of his
responsibilities on earth. Here is his translation:

And it shall come to pass after these things, when the time of the advent of the
Messiah is fulfilled, that He shall return in glory.%

Charles added this footnote: “This seems to mean that after His reign the
Messiah will return in glory to heaven.” I am convinced that Charles has
misunderstood this verse.

A better translation seems to be the following:

And it will happen after these things when the time of the appearance of the
Messiah has been fulfilled and he returns with glory. . . . &

2 Baruch 30:1 seems to refer to the preexistence of the Messiah, and it is not
a Christian passage, as P. Volz contended.® As we have already seen, many
early Jews thought that the Messiah, like Melchisedek according to the end
of 2 Enoch, was preserved by God in a secret place (see esp. 1En 46:1-2,
48:2-3, 62:7; 4Ezra 7:28-29, 12:31--34, 13:26).% Notice the excellent trans-
lation of 4 Ezra 13:25-26 by Professor Bruce M. Metzger:

admirable, but it is not balanced by a similar circumspection in referring to the functions of the
Messiah to “usher in the kingdom of God,” and to “the end of days.” The too systematic definition
fails to note that in many texts no functions are attributed to the Messiah, and that his appear-
ance is not always clearly eschatological.

86. R. H. Charles in The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament in English
(Oxford, 1913), vol. 2, p. 498.

87. For further discussion, see Charlesworth, Judaisms and Their Messiahs, pp. 246—47.

88. “Dass die Riickkehr des Messias in Herrlichkeit 30:1 wahrscheinlich ein christlicher Ge-
danke ist. . . .” P. Volz, Die Eschatologie der jidischen Gemeinde im neutestamentlichen Zei-
talter (Tibingen, 1934), p. 179; see also his comments on pp. 43 and 44.

89. If the (or that) Son of Man is identified with the Messiah, in some passages in 1En 37-71,
then these references to the preexistence of the Son of Man need to be mentioned. In his paper
in this collection, VanderKam rightly argues that the Son of Man is identified with the Messiah
by the Enoch group, and that the statement that the Messiah is hidden does not necessarily
mean that he is preexistent. Sometimes, however, the preexistence of the Son of Man, Messiah,
seems clear in 1En 37-71: “At that hour, that Son of Man was given a name, in the presence of
the Lord of the Spirits, the Before-Time, even before the creation of the sun and the ‘moon,
before the creation of the star, he was given a name in the presence of the Lord of the Spirits”
(1En 48:2-3, trans. by Isaac in OTP).
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As for your seeing a man come up from the heart of the sea, this is he whom
the Most High has been keeping for many ages. . . . %

This passage seems parallel to the Jewish idea that the Messiah was taken
from paradise, after the fall of Adam and Eve, and is protected by God until
the end of time. We have ample documentary evidence for this Jewish be-
lief,® and it is similar to the preservation of other biblical heroes, most no-
tably Melchisedek, Enoch, and Elijah. In 1 Enoch 48 we are told that the
Son of Man “was concealed” with the Lord of the Spirits before the creation
of the world (1En 48:6). If the Messiah had been in Paradise, here on the
earth, he can be said to return to the earth with glory, as in 2Bar 30:1.

This idea also seems to be found in the Greek text of the Psalms of Sol-
omon:

May God cleanse Israel in the day of mercy and blessing,
In the day of election when he brings back his Messiah. (PssSol 18:3)

The Greek verb (&vdEet) can mean “lift up,” but here it probably means “to
bring back.” The author was referring either to the return of an anointed one
like David or, as seems more probable, to the return of the Messiah, who is
like the wonderful King David.

If some Jews held a belief in the return of the Messiah, then we have an
important foundation for the Christian belief in the parousia of Jesus. At this
point messianology flows into christology.

My first suggestion is that we consider that some early Jews contemplated
the return of the Messiah. The second suggestion pertains to the transfer-
ence of messianic functions from God to the Messiah and then back again to
God. In the theologies of ancient Israel much attention was given to God as
the actor or savior of Israel. During the late exilic period many of the activi-
ties reserved for God were transferred to his messengers and angels. By the
first century B.C.E. the Messiah was thought by some Jews to perform the
actions formerly attributed to God. He would save Israel. He would judge
the nations and Israel.

Now, I wish to suggest that in some segments of early Jewish theology
there seems to be a reaction against messianology. What some Jews had at-
tributed to the Messiah was now retransferred by others back to God. This
retransference would be demanded under the force of a thoroughgoing
monotheism. We saw an example of this phenomenon in the Psalms of Solo-
mon 17 and 18, with the final stress put upon the belief that God, not the
Messiah, is the king: “The Lord himself is our king forevermore.” God is

90. B. M. Metzger in OTP, vol. 1, p. 552.

91. See L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, 7 vols. (Philadelphia, 1909-28; repr. more than
once). See vol. 1, p. 22: vol. 5, p. 33 (“"On the whole, the Messiah plays an important part in this
description of the life of the pious in paradise.”) vol. 6, p. 351 (“The "Messiah, the son of David’
likewise entered paradise alive, and awaits there ‘his time.””). The textual evidence for this
conceptis admittedly post-70 €. .. but it is conceivable that the tradition is pre-70.



J. H. CHARLESWORTH 31

the Lord of the Messiah. The Messiah is God’s; he belongs to God. He is the
Lord’s Messiah (christou autou).

My third suggestion is that we no longer hold fervently to the contention
that messianic titles were not related to each other by some early Jews. We
professors have been taught and have taught that “the Son of Man” is a term
or title that is to be distinguished from the term or title Messiah. Now, with
the recognition that the Parables of Enoch are clearly Jewish, Palestinian,
and probably pre-70, we should rethink this assumption. Is it possible “that
Son of Man” (1En 48), who is concealed before the Lord of the Spirits (48:6),
is implicitly identified with the Lord of the Spirits’ Messiah (48:10)? I am
now impressed with the similar functions attributed in the Parables of Enoch
to three eschatological figures, namely the “Messiah,” “that Son of Man,”
“The Elect One,” and “the Righteous One.”%

My fourth and final suggestion is that we now contemplate the ways Jews
debated, even argued, with each other over messianology. Some believed in
the coming of the Messiah, others did not. Some felt the need to attribute
certain functions to the Messiah, others preferred to leave such guidelines
up to the sovereignty of God. There was probably a backlash against exces-
sive messianology; perhaps some Jews believed the monotheism of Judaism
was undermined, or that the integrity and future of Judaism was threatened
by the excessive ideology of the militantly zealous messianic Jews (some of
whom were offensive in numerous ways to many Jews). Perhaps this factor
explains why there is no mention of the Messiah in Pseudo-Philo, as we
would expect in light of the celebration of David, and in the Testament of
Moses, in light of the conquest theme. Each of these pseudepigrapha were
composed in the first half of the first century C.E.

Earlier we asked if Jewish messianism could be isolated in or attributed
to known groups in Early Judaism. We have seen that messianology crossed
numerous social and economic boundaries.

CONCLUSION

We have seen why it is impossible to define, and difficult to describe the
messianology of the early Jews.® There is no discernible development in

92. It is important to note that this idea is not novel. Virtually the same conclusion was ob-
tained by J. Theisohn, Der auserwdihlte Richter: Untersuchungen zum traditionsgeschichtlichen
Ort des Menschensohngestalt der Bilderreder des Athiopischen Henoch (SUNT 12; Géttingen,
1975). Also, see Charlesworth, Judaisms and Their Messiahs, pp. 237-41; VanderKam’s paper in
this collection; G. W. E. Nickelsburg's insightful comments in fewish Literature Between the
Bible and the Mishnah: A Historical and Literary Introduction (Philadelphia, 1981) p. 223; and
A. Pinero, “Libro 1 de Henoc (et y gr),” in Apocrifos del Antiquo Testamento, ed. A. Diez
Macho, et al. (Madrid, 1984) vol. 4, p. 23. N

93. There is no script that the Messiah is to act out. There is no clear, widely accepted Jewish
description of the Messiah. The references to him are often frustratingly vague and imprecise.
they are the opposite of the post eventum messianic pseudepigraphon composed by Nathan, the
“prophet” of the false Messiah Sabbati Sevi: "Behold a son will be born to Mordecai Sevi in the
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messianic beliefs from the first century B.C.E. to the first century C.E. Some
Jewish writings in the first century C.E. before 70—namely Pseudo-Philo
and the Testament of Moses-—show little interest in messianology and seem
even to be antimessianic. The traditions in 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch, and the New
Testament documents preserve a totally different picture. The simplest ex-
planation of the reason for this significant difference is to appeal to Josephus’
antimessianism and to the effects of the Great War against Rome of 66—
73/74 placing the alleged antimessianic documents after it and the promes-
sianic documents before it. That solution is at once simplistic and unthink-
able. Fortunately the documents are collected in precisely the opposite way
from what historiography would expect, warning us against a too facile and
positivistic relation between documents and history.

These comments put into perspective some of the limitations of the pres-
ent study. At the outset I admitted that virtually our only vehicle for learning
about the messianism of the early Jews is their own literature; but the docu-
ments do not lead us back to the mind of all early Jews, are only a portion of
the writings circulating at that time, and may not adequately represent the
swirling and living dimensions of oral traditions, not all of which were sacred
or torah she-be‘al peh.

While, for example, we find virtually no literary evidence for the Jewish
belief in a militant Messiah in Philo®* or other pre-70 authors, it is neverthe-
less conceivable that numerous and influential Jews, not necessarily scribes,
rabbis, and Temple authorities, believed that God would free his enslaved
elect ones by means of a warrior-Messiah.% Perhaps the possible polemic
against militant messianism in the Psalms of Solomon, mentioned earlier, is
a window through which to see some of these “popular” beliefs.

Similarly Schifer does not find any numismatic or literary evidence that
Bar Kokhba desired or planned to rebuild the Temple and restore the cuit;*
but some Jews probably expected the revolt to be successful and to culmi-
nate in the restoration of the Temple cult. It is conceivable that such ideas
are confronted in the Apocalypse of Abraham,% and that 2 Baruch, which is
contemporaneous with that apocalypse and was probably written a few dec-
ades prior to the revolt of 132-135 C.E., polemizes against such restoration

year 3386 {1626 C.£.] and he will be called Sabbatai Sevi. He will . . . be the true messiah.” See
G. Scholem, Sabbati Sevi: The Mystical Messiah 16261676, trans. R. J. Zwi Werblowsky (Bol-
lingen Series 93; Princeton, 1973, 1975), p. 225.

94. See the learned and careful study in this collection by Borgen.

95. The War Scroll {1QM) comes to mind, but it is not a messianic document.

96. P. Schifer, Der Bar Kokhba-Aufstand, p. 100.

97. See J. R. Mueller, “The Apocalypse of Abraham and the Destruction of the Second Jew-
ish Temple,” in Society of Biblical Literature: 1982 Seminar Papers, ed. X. H. Richards (Chico,
Calif., 1982) pp. 341~49; see esp. p. 347: The author of the ApAb, as “seen from the quotation of
25:4-6" puts “heavy emphasis” on the cult; “future redemption will bring about a renewal of
proper cultic practices (19:18).”



J. H. CHARLESWORTH 33

by stressing the centrality of Torah.% Both apocalypses in different ways,
therefore, may provide evidence of Jewish expectations that the cult will be
restored. Polemics may reveal a possible grass roots expectation of a restored
Temple.

Messianology and One Dimension of New Testament Study

New Testament scholars have spent this century struggling with the prob-
lem of the so-called messianic secret in Mark.%® Mark, and surely Matthew,
believed that Jesus should be recognized as the Messiah.'® The problem
arises with the recognition that Jesus, according to Mark, does not proclaim
that he is the Messiah, does not accept Peter’s confession at Caesarea Phi-
lippi, and repeatedly orders those who comprehend who he is to keep this
understanding secret.

The problem was caused, of course, by Mark’s own social setting and
theology; but certainly more must be said to comprehend the complexities
involved. To a certain extent the problem appeared because Mark was work-
ing with some nonmessianic Jesus traditions. The problem, however, arose
primarily because the Jesus traditions were swept forward by Jews who fer-
vently claimed that he was the Messiah but had to struggle against a Jewish
background that did not specify what such a declaration meant, and also—
and more importantly—did not allow for a crucified “Messiah” and cau-
tioned against any human declaration that a man was, or had been, the Mes-
siah.

The polemical setting of the debate among Jews rejecting Jesus and Jews
affirming Jesus is, moreover, an essential sociological perspective to be
stressed. Maybe the claim that Jesus was the Messiah was offensive because
of the fact that he had been crucified. Perhaps the proclamation that Jesus
was the Messiah was not so offensive as the excessive, unsupported, and
preposterous claim that one who had been crucified was still alive and res-
urrected. Maybe the offense came at the obsession Jesus’ followers had with
their very own teacher, whom they exalted as both Messiah and Lord, and
their apparent rejection of, or shockingly peculiar interpretation of, scrip-
ture. Perhaps the offense came from the social strains caused by the mission-
ary zeal of Jesus’ aggressive followers.

These are complex issues; they help us grasp that messianology does not
easily flow into christology. Paul knew this and referred to the stumbling

98. See the judicious suggestions by F. J. Murphy, The Structure and Meaning of Second
Baruch (SBLDS 78; Atlanta, 1985), pp. 136--37.

99. See esp. W. Wrede, The Messianic Secret, trans. J. C. G. Greig (Greenwood, S$.C.,
1971); and C. Tuckett, ed., The Messianic Secret (Issues in Religion and Theology 1; Philadel-
phia, London, 1983).

100. As R. E. Brown states, Matthew concludes his genealogy so the reader will know that
the end of the monarchy is connected “with the appearance of the final anointed king, the Mes-
stah (Christ) Jesus” (p. 69). See Brown’s The Birth of the Messiah {Garden City, N.Y., 1977
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block of faith. Why did Jesus’ earliest followers hail him as “the Messiah™
No other title would have been so difficult to align with the life and thought
of Jesus of Nazareth. What prompted them to articulate their unique faith in
Jesus with this title?

These observations and questions lead us to William Wrede's The Mes-
sianic Secret. In light of our research it is seen to be full of numerous errors.
First he assumed incorrectly that the Jews of Jesus’ time held one idea con-
cerning the coming of the Messiah. He wrote that Jesus had trouble with his
disciples, because “the people and the disciples, it is said, did not have his
idea of the Messiah but the Jewish, that is a political, one.” 1% For Wrede the
Jews held to the belief that the Messiah would be “political, patriotic and
revolutionary” (p. 221).

Second, Wrede was amazingly ignorant of Jewish sources, referring to the
concept of a hidden Messiah by citing only Justin Martyr and the Gospel of
John, and bypassing the classic references to this idea in such works as 4
Ezra. Nowhere does he refer to the messianology found in the Psalms of
Solomon, 1 Enoch, 4 Ezra, and 2 Baruch. It was unfortunately typical of his
time for a New Testament scholar to study Greek thought and religion, and
to ignore the detailed and fruitful research of such contemporaries as
Kautzsch and Charles.

Third, he assumed that almost all Jews were looking for the coming of a
Messizh. He claimed that the “expectation of a Messiah was in the air. Men's
minds were everywhere full of it” (p. 30). We have seen the fallacy in that
assumption.

Fourth, his sources for Jewish beliefs were the New Testament records.
After writing the words just quoted, he stated the following: “This is cer-
tainly the impression created by the Gospels, and they are given credence
for it in this matter” (p. 30). Likewise, much later, he claims, “Thus Luke
attributes to the disciples as Jews an expectation of the Messiah which we
may when all is said describe as national and political” (p. 171).

Fifth, his work is sadly anti-Semitic or better anti-Jewish. Note these
words: “. . . Jesus is hinting at his passion in order to cleanse the disciples’
messianic belief from Jewish sediment” (p. 15). We confront in these words
the perennial attempt to remove Jesus and his followers from their Jewish-
ness and from Judaism.

To turn to Wrede'’s work to illustrate some of the problems in New Testa-
ment research is not to pick on some scholar recognized as dated. Wrede's
work is hailed as a classic and many New Testament theologians affirm that
he wrote a masterpiece. For example, Professor Norman Perrin, in one of
his last plenary addresses before the Society of Biblical Literature prophe-

101. Wrede, The Messianic Secret (the preface to the original German work is dated 1901).
This is not a recent book, as some might assume from the English translation of 1971.



J. H. CHARLESWORTH 35

sied that the Wredestrasse had become the Hauptstrasse (the Wrede-street
had become the main-highway).10?

Summary. The major conclusions of this study may be summarized as
follows: (1) Jewish messianology exploded into the history of ideas in the
early first century B.C.E., and not earlier, because of the degeneration in the
Hasmonean dynasty and the claim of the final ruling Hasmoneans, especially
Alexander Jannaeus, to be “the king,” and because of the loss of the land
promised as Israels inheritance to the gentile and idolatrous nation Rome.
(2) Jews did not profess a coherent and normative messianology. (3) New
Testament scholars must read and attempt to master all the early Jewish writ-
ings; there is much to admire about the genius of early Jewish theology. The
Jewish social and ideological contexts of Christian origins are not the back-
ground for, but the foreground of, Jesus and his earliest followers. (4) One
can no longer claim that most Jews were looking for the coming of the Mes-
siah. (5) The gospels and Paul must not be read as if they are reliable sources
for pre-70 Jewish beliefs in the Messiah.

We have seen that it is not easy to describe the messianology of pre-70
Jews. We have been left with numerous questions, most notably this one:
Why did Jesus’ followers claim above all that he was the Messiah?

102. N. Perrin, “The Wredestrasse Becomes the Hauptstrasse: Reflections on the Preprinting
of the Dodd Festschrift,” Journal of Religion 46 (1966) 297-98. Also see C. R. Mercer, Norman
Perrin’s Interpretation of the New Testament {Studies in American Biblical Hermeneutics 2;
Macon, Ga.. 1986), see esp. pp. 23-24. -
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THE OLD TESTAMENT'S CONTRIBUTION
TO MESSIANIC EXPECTATIONS

A discussion of the Old Testament’s contribution to the development of
the later messianic expectations can hardly be focused on the Hebrew word
for messiah, B°W2. In the original context not one of the thirty-nine occur-
rences of 1°W2 in the Hebrew canon refers to an expected figure of the future
whose coming will coincide with the inauguration of an era of salvation.

The word 0"W» is an adjectival formation with passive significance from
the verbal root N¥7, “to anoint.” It is used adjectivally in the expression
nPWna 10937, “the anointed priest” (Lev 4:3, 5, 16; 6:15), to refer either to the
Aaronid priests in general, all of whom were anointed (Ex 28:41; 30:30;
40:15; Num 3:3), or possibly to the high priest alone as the specific successor
to Aaron, since the unction of high priest seems to be treated as something
special (Num 35:25). The most common use of the term, however, is as a
singular nominalized adjective in construct with a following divine name or
with a pronominal suffix referring to the deity: 7)7? B°W» “the anointed of
Yahweh” (1Sam 24:7, 11; 269, 11, 16, 23; 2Sam 1: 14 16; 19:22; Lam 4:20);
3pY? *I9R N°Wn, “the anointed of the God of Jacob” (2Sam 23:1); and n°wn,
TOWR, AW “his, my, your anointed one” (1Sam 2:10, 35; 12:3, 5; 16: 6;
2Sam 22:51; Isa 45:1; Hab 3:13; Pss 2:2; 18:51; 20:7; 28:8; 84:10; 89: 39, 52;
132:10,17; 2Chr 6:42 [corrected from T°1°Wn]). With one exception all these
occurrences refer to the contemporary Israelite king, and the use of the term
seems intended to underscore the very close relationship between Yahweh
and the king whom he has chosen and installed.

The exception is Isa 45:1, where the Persian Cyrus is called Yahweh'’s
anointed one: 1n~wn‘7 7N MR WDy, “Thus says Yahweh to his anointed
one, to Cyrus . . * This usage, like Yahweh’s earlier reference to Cyrus as
W9, “my shepherd (Isa 44:28), is analogous to passages in Jeremiazh where
Yahweh refers to Nebuchadnezzar as *72¥, “my servant” (Jer 25:9; 27:6;
43:10), an expression that is otherwise reserved in Jeremiah for David (Jer
33:21, 22, 26) or the collective Jacob (30:10; 46:27, 28). This unusual desig-
nation of a non-Israelite king with terms normally used to express the very

39
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special relationship that the Israelite king had to Yahweh is clearly intended
by both Jeremiah and Second Isaiah to shock their Israelite audiences into
looking at historical events in a new way. Yet the role assigned to Cyrus by
Second Isaiah is quite different from that assigned to Nebuchadnezzar by
Jeremiah.! Nebuchadnezzar was an agent of judgment against God’s people,
a role never assigned to a native Israelite king. Cyrus, however, is assigned
a role as an agent of salvation for God's people. This is quite compatible with
Israelite expectations for their own native kings, and Isajah’s oracle concern-
ing Cyrus could be seen as modeled on Israelite coronation oracles. None-
theless, one should not regard Second Isaiah’s treatment of Cyrus as mes-
sianic in the later sense of the term. Despite the positive expectations
associated with Cyrus, he, like Jeremiah’s Nebuchadnezzar, was a contem-
porary ruler, not an expected figure of the future. At most one could say that
Second Isaiah endowed him with the same royal expectations that were for-
merly bestowed on any new incumbent of the Davidic throne at his corona-
tion.

The plural nominalized adjective occurs twice (excluding 2Chr 6:42,
which should be corrected to a singular), both times with a first person sin-
gular suffix referring to Yahweh: 3098 *X*2191 "°Wn3 WiR-2X, “Do not

touch my anointed ones, and do not harm my prophets” (Ps 105:15; 1Chr
16:22). The context makes it clear that the anointed ones here are the Isra-
elite patriarchs seen as prophets (cf. Gen 20:7). Whether Israelite prophets,
like Israelite priests and kings, were normally anointed at their installation,
as 1Kgs 19:16 might suggest, is disputed, but an early cultic practice of such
anointing would help to explain the later metaphorical language that charac-
terizes the prophet as anointed with the spirit of God (Isa 61:1; Joel 3:1).
One of the other three occurrences of N°W7 is irrelevant for our discussion
since it concerns the oiling of a shield (2Sam 1:21) and should probably be
corrected to MW2, but the final two are significant since they involve the
nominal use of W7 in the absolute state (Dan 9:25--26), and they occur in a
late text only a century earlier than datable texts that use 3"W2 or its Greek
translation %0L0t6¢ to refer to expected eschatological figures of the future.
The usage in Daniel is not messianic in this later sense, however. The
expression 7'} I°¥1~7¥, “until an anointed one, a prince [comes]” (Dan
9:25), apparently has a historical figure of the distant past in mind, perhaps
the high priest Joshua or the governor Zerubbabel mentioned in Haggai and
Zechariah (Hag 1:1-14; 2:21-23; Zech 4:6; 6:9-14; cf. 4:14, where the
expression 73¥37°33 "W, “the two sons of oil,” presumably refers to these
two anointed officials). On the other hand, the expression 12 1R) °Wn 17127,
“an anointed one will be cut off and will have nothing” (Dan 9:26), is nor-

L. I must thank Martin Hengel for reminding me of this during the discussion at the collo~
quium.
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mally interpreted to refer to Onias III, the legitimate high priest who was
deposed and eventually murdered during the reign of Antiochus IV. At
the time of the writer of Daniel, both incidents were past events, so nei-
ther figure could be regarded as a messianic figure expected by him or his
readers.

PASSAGES WHICH ACQUIRED A LATER MESSIANIC
INTERPRETATION

Even if some of these passages where "W occurs were later understood
as prophetic predictions of the Messiah, as happened for example with Ps
2:2, such passages provide an inadequate base from which to discuss the Old
Testament contribution to the development of messianic expectations. By far
the majority of biblical passages given a messianic interpretation by later
Jewish and Christian sources do not contain the word B"W». The passages
selected as these messianic proof texts remain remarkably consistent for both
Jewish and Christian interpreters, however, and this suggests that one might
approach our task by analyzing the different types of material included in
this fairly consistent body of messianic texts.2

Ex Eventu Prophecies

Some of these texts in their original settings appear to have been prophe-
cies ex eventu. Balaam’s oracle about the star that would step forth from Jacob
and the staff that would arise from Israel (Num 24:17) probably dates from
the early monarchy and celebrates the victories of a Saul or a David in the
guise of prophecy. This seems to be literary prophecy in a triumphalist
mode, not so much propaganda to further a political agenda as nationalistic
literature celebrating an already achieved hegemony. Jacob’s comment that
the scepter or staff would never depart from Judah (Gen 49:10) would also
appear to date to the early monarchy and to refer to the Davidic dynasty.
Whether it is pure celebration, however, or whether it was intended to un-
dergird the inviolability of the Davidic dynasty by rooting it in a prophetic
word remains debatable. One might challenge the characterization of these
texts as prophecies ex eventu if one accepted a pre-monarchical date for them
on linguistic grounds, but, in any case, they found their fulfillment in the
early monarchical period, and it is only by ignoring that original setting that
they can continue to function as prophecies for the future.

2. The basic consistency in the choice of texts can be seen by a simple comparison of the
work of the Jewish scholar J. Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel (New York, 1955), to any of
the countless works by Christian scholars on the same subject. Nor is this consistency a modern
phenomenon. Early Christians, rabbinic sources, and the sectarians at Qumran cite the same
biblical texts in their portrayals of the royal messiah, as A. S. Van der Woude has pointed out
(Die messianischen Vorstellungen der Gemeinde von Qumrdn [Studia Semitica Neerlandica 3;
Assen, 19537], pp. 243-44).
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Enthronement Texts

Other texts appear to have their original settings in the enthronement
ceremonies of particular Israelite or Judean kings. Psalms 2 and 110 and Isa
8:23b~9:6 have been plausibly interpreted in this fashion. The divine prom-
ises contained in these texts were made to particular kings or their subjects
at particular points in the history of the monarchy. They were not prophecies
holding out hope for a distant future but oracles that gave expression to po-
litical, social, and religious expectations for the reign of a contemporary king
just being installed into office. As such, they served a political as well as a
religious function; the propaganda value of such texts and of the larger cere-
monial occasion in which they were originally embedded should by no
means be overlooked.

Such enthronement texts, though composed for particular occasions, re-
flect the Israelite roval theology as it was developed and transmitted in the
kingdom of Judah, and it will be helpful to highlight aspects of that royal
theology before turning to the next category of “messianic” texts. The partic-
ular historical developments during the reigns of David and Solomon led to
the widely accepted theological claims that Yahweh had chosen David to be
his king and Jerusalem to be his royal city. The choice of David extended to
David’s descendants so that the Davidic dynasty was to retain David’s throne
in perpetuity and the choice of Jerusalem meant that Yahweh would make
his abode there, first in David’s tent where David had the ark transferred
with great fanfare and then in the Temple that Solomon eventually built.
This double choice, of dynasty and roval city, which has numerous parallels
in the ancient Near East, was firmly linked in the royal Zion theology (Pss
2:6; 132:10-18), but the implications of each choice could be spelled out
independently of the other.

The choice of Zion was elaborated by the glorification of the city, some-
times in strongly mythological terms, but I have treated that subject exten-
sively elsewhere,? and while it would be central to any discussion of Israel’s
general eschatological expectations, it is not central to a discussion of “mes-
sianic texts” narrowly conceived. One should note, however, that the tradi-
tion of Zion as Yahweh’s city presupposes the Temple, the cultus, and the
priesthood in one fashion or another.

The choice of David was elaborated by the tradition of the eternal cove-
nant God made with him and his dynasty. This tradition is already attested
in the “last words of David” (2Sam 23:1-7), an old poem with close linguistic
ties to the oracles of Balaam, and it is continued in such texts as Psalms 89

3. See my article, “Zion in the Theology of the Davidic-Solomonic Empire,” Studies in the
Period of David and Solomon and Other Essays. ed. T. Ishida (Tokyo, 1982), pp. 93-108, and
the literature cited there.
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and 132, and 2 Samuel 7, to mention only the most prominent. Israelite royal
theology resembled that of its Near Eastern neighbors in stressing the king’s
responsibility to uphold justice, rule wisely, and ensure the general well-
being and piety of his land, but David’s imperial expansion gave the Israelite
royal theology an added dimension. This royal ideology viewed David and
his successors as regents of the divine suzerain; hence the surrounding na-
tions should be their vassals, making pilgrimage to the imperial city to pay
tribute to the Davidic overlord and his God and to submit their conflicts to
the overlord’s arbitration.

One other aspect of the enthronement texts should be noted—their
strong mythological component. However the language was understood in
the enthronement ceremony, Ps 2:7 speaks of God giving birth to the king;
Ps 110:3, though textually difficult, also appears to refer to the divine birth
of the king;* and Isa 9:5-6, after referring to the king’s birth, assigns divine
qualities to the king in the series of names that are given to him. These
names in Isa 9:53-6 are best explained as royal names given to the new king
in the coronation ceremony on the analogy of the five royal names given the
new Pharaoh in the Egyptian enthronement ceremony,® and this suggests a
strong Egyptian influence on the Judean coronation ritual. This influence
may go back to the formative period of the Israelite state when Egyptian
influence was quite strong. As is well known, Solomon married a daughter of
the Pharaoh (1Kgs 3:1; 7:8; 9:16), and even earlier David appears to have
adopted Egyptian models for many of the high offices in his empire.® In any
case, the Egyptian influence on the Israelite royal ceremony brought with it
the strongly mythological language of the Egyptian royal protocol. This lan-
guage was probably not taken literally in the Israelite court—the language
of divine sonship, for instance, was presumably understood in Israel as adop-
tive sonship—but once this mythological language had been deposited and
preserved in texts whose original roots in particular court ceremonies were
forgotten, the possibility for new, literalistic readings of this mythological
language arose. Much of the mythological dimension in the later messianic
expectations can be traced back to the remythologization of this borrowed
mythological language of the royal protocol.

4. Note H.-J. Kraus’ emendation of the text to 7°"n7?* Sud ¥ onm w-rv"ﬁ'l: “On the
holv mountains, out of the womb of Dawn, like dew have I given birth to you” (Psalmen 2
[Biblischer Kommentar 15.2; Neukirchen, 19612, pp. 732-33, 758-60).

5. S. Morenz, Agvptlsche und davidische Konigstitular,” Zeitschrift fiir dgyptische Sprache
79 (1954) 73-74; H. Bonnet, “Kronung,” Reallexikon der dgyptischen Religionsgeschichte (Ber-
lin, 1952), pp. 395-400; A. Alt, “Jesaja 8,23-9,6. Befreiungsnacht und Krénungstag,” Kleine
Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Munich, 1953), vol. 2, pp. 206-25.

6. See the discussion and further bibliography in T. N. D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Offi-
cials: A Study of the Civil Government Officials of the Israelite Monarchy (Coniectanea Biblica,
Old Testament Series 5; Lund. 1971).
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Restoration and Dynastic Texts

The third category of messianic texts differs from the first two in that these
texts do in fact envision a future ruler not vet on the scene. Because Israelite
royal theology, at least as transmitted in Judah, regarded the Davidic dynasty
as eternally guaranteed by God, in times of severe crisis the tradition of Yah-
weh'’s eternal covenant with David could serve as basis for the hope that God
would soon restore the monarchy to its former glory by raising up a new
scion of the Davidic line. Sometimes this figure is not described as a de-
scendant from the Davidic line, but simply as David himself. Nonetheless,
it is extremely doubtful that this usage should be pressed to imply that the
long-dead king would return to life to assume the throne again. It is more
likely that the usage simply implies a new embodiment of the Davidic ideal,
a new David. As the founder of the dvnasty, creator of the Israelite empire,
and dominant influence in the creation of the national cultus in Jerusalem,
David was the model of the ideal king, and a new embodiment of that ideal
could be called David for short.

A number of these passages cluster in prophetic collections that come
from the late eighth century, but the originality of that literary context is
disputed for every one of the passages in question. Isa 11:10, 32:1-8; Hos
3:3; Amos 9:11-12; and Micah 5:1-5 are generally taken as later expansions
of the genuine eighth-century material in these books. The judgment on Isa
11:1-9 is more divided, but a significant number of scholars would also date
this material much later than the eighth century. I am not convinced that this
general skepticism is warranted. There are other indications that the politi-
cal disasters of the late eighth century, including the destruction of the
northern kingdom and the deportation of a significant portion of the popula-
tion of the southern kingdom, produced widespread longing for the unity,
strength, and justice of the idealized united monarchy of the past. Isaiah
reflects that longing in a number of oracles dating from the period of the
Syro-Ephraimite war,” it is clearly expressed in Isa 1:21-26, and Hezekiah’s
attempt to extend his control into the north presupposes it. One should also
note that the oracle in Zech 9:1-10, as difficult as it is to interpret, contains a
number of elements that strongly suggest an original eighth-century context.
The linking of Hadrach (Hatarikka in the Akkadian texts), Damascus, Israel,
Hamath, and the Phoenician cities inevitably reminds the historically in-
formed interpreter of Tiglath-pileser’s victory over Kullani (biblical Calneh)
in 738 B.C.E., when the south Syrian coalition apparently led by Judah under
Azariah/Uzziah collapsed. All these states figure in that event according to

. J. M. Roberts, “Isaiah 2 and the Prophet’s Message to the North,” JQR 75.3 (1985) 290~
308 and " ‘Isaiah and His Children,” Biblical and Related Studies Presented to Samuel Iwry, ed.
A. Kort and S. Morschauser (Winona Lake, Ind., 1983), pp. 193-203.
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the Assyrian sources, and it is impossible to find a later event of which the
same could be said.?

1f such a longing for the golden days of the Davidic empire were prevalent
in the late eighth century, one should reevaluate these texts. As von Rad
argued vears ago,® Amos can be interpreted as rooted in the Zion theology,
and an eighth-century Judean prophet rooted in that theology could well
author such an oracle as Amos 9:11-12, which envisions the restoration of
the Davidic empire. One should note that both Amos (6:2) and Isaiah (10:9)
specifically mention the fall of Kullani as an event with profound conse-
quences for Israelite and Judean security.

Hillers has suggested a similar background for Micah 5:1-5.% The refer-
ence to the seven shepherds and eight princes is most easily explained
against the background of the south Syrian league active in the late eighth
century and in which Judah apparently plaved a leading role prior to the
battle of Kullani. Isa 11:1-9 would also fit this period as a statement of Isa-
iah’s hope in the centext of the Syro-Ephraimitic war.

Micah’s promise of a new ruler from Bethlehem and Isaiah’s promise of a
shoot from the root of Jesse both suggest a new David is needed and thus
imply a serious criticism of the current occupant of the Davidic throne as less
than an adequate heir to David. Such criticism fits the time of Isaiah and
Micah quite well. With Azariah/Uzziah’s demise there was ample room for
dissatisfaction with the Davidic house. Jotham is hardly noted, but Isaiah’s
disappointment with Ahaz is well documented. It would seem that both
prophets expected a new embodiment of the Davidic ideal, but both ex-
pected a refining judgment on the nation beforehand. That is certainly the
case with Isaiah, who envisioned a humbling of the royal house and of the
roval city before both would experience a new embodiment of the ancient
ideal (Isa 1:21-26, 11:1-9, 32:1-8).1 Nonetheless, it also seems certain that
Isaiah expected this new David in the near future. His use of very similar
language in his coronation oracle for Hezekiah probably suggests that, for a
time at least, he expected Hezekiah to fulfill these expectations.

8. The best and most comprehensive treatment of this event remains that of H. Tadmor
(“Azriyau of Yaudi,” Studies in the Bible, ed. C. Rabin [Scripta Hierosolymitana 8; Jerusalem,
1961}, pp. 232-71), but it should be supplemented or corrected by at least the following articles:
M. Weippert, “Menahem von Israel und seine Zeitgenossen in einer Steleninschrift des assy-
rischen Konigs Tiglathpileser 1. aus dem Iran,” Zeitschrift des Deutschen Palistinavereins 89
(1973) 26~53; N. Na’aman, “Sennacherib’s ‘Letter of God’ on His Campaign to Judah,” BASOR
214 (1974) 25-39; and K. Kessler, “Die Anzahl der assyrischen Provinzen des Jahres 738 v. Chr.
in Nordsyrien,” Die Welt des Orients 8 (1975-76) 49-63.

9. G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology, trans. D. M. G. Stalker (New York, 1960), vol. 2,
pp. 130-38.

10. D. R. Hillers, Micah (Hermeneia; Philadelphia, 1984), pp. 65-69.

11. J. J. M. Roberts, “The Divine King and the Human Community in Isaiah’s Vision of the
Future,” The Quest for the Kingdom of God: Studies in Honor of George E. Mendenhall, ed.
H. B. Huffmon, F. A. Spina, and A. R. W. Green (Winona Lake, Ind., 1983), pp. 127-36.
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Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Related Texts

The next cluster of messianic texts envisioning a future king falls at the
end of the Judean kingdom in the late seventh and early sixth century. These
include Jer 23:5-8, 30:9, 33:14-26; Ezek 17:22-24, 34:23-24, 37:15-28.
The originality of some of these passages in their present context or their
attribution to the prophet in whose book thev stand has been questioned,
but there is little reason for redating any of the passages to a significantly
later period. Jer 23:5—-8 is normally attributed to Jeremiah, and the apparent
play on Zedekiah’s name in vs. 6 suggests that the oracle comes from the
period of that king’s rule. The oracle seems influenced by several Isaianic
passages. The 1% (“sprout”) for David recalls Isa 11:1, 10; the expression
POR2 NRTXY LAYR ARV D300 770 1287 “the king will rule and act wisely,
and he will do justice and righteousness in the land,” resembles Isa 32:1a,
207 77%* P18 177, “Then the king will rule in righteousness”; and the themes
of the reunification of Judah and Israel and of the new exodus remind one of
Isa 11:10-16, all of which suggest that these passages antedated Jeremiah
and influenced his outlook. Jeremiah envisions a new Davidic ruler who will
embody the ancient ideals of just rule. In this ruler’s days the unity of north
and south will again be realized, and the exiles from both states will return
to Israel to live in their own land. Jer 30:8—9 may be originally from an early
period in the prophet’s ministry, perhaps from the time of Josiah, when Jer-
emiah was appealing to the north. It shows close connections to Hos 3:5 and
to some Isaianic passages (Isa 10:27, 14:25). If this early dating for the origi-
nal setting of Jer 30:8-9 is accepted, it may suggest that Jeremiah at one
point in his ministry saw Josiah as the new David. Exactly how Jer 30:18-21
fits into this picture is not clear, though it also seems to be an early oracle
addressed to the north. What is meant by the ruler who would arise from the
midst of Jacob? Could the prophet refer to a Davidic king in so obscure a
fashion? Could Josiah, for instance, have claimed kinship with the northern-
ers in an effort to persuade them to accept his rule in preference to that of
the foreign nobility who had controlled Samaria since the fall of the north?
Or does this passage envision a genuine northerner to rule over the north?
The issue remains obscure. Jer 33:14-26 is also problematic. Since the pas-
sage requires extensive discussion and its attribution to Jeremiah is ques-
tionable, we will return to it later.

The messianic oracles in Ezekiel are roughly contemporaneous with those
of Jeremiah and basically only elaborate the themes already found in Jere-
miah. The long-standing division between north and south will be healed
under the new David, and the exiles will return to their own land to serve
God, where a Davidic prince will always rule over them. This emphasis on
the eternal rule of the promised Davidic prince appears to be a response
to a problem of faith created by the Babylonian termination of the Davidic
dynasty in ferusalem. Given the tradition of God’s eternal covenant with
David, how could the dvnasty possibly come to an end? When it was seri-
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ously threatened, one could approach God with the accusation of a breach of
covenant, as Psalm 89 very well illustrates, but when the dynasty no longer
existed, what was left to say? Were the promises of God not reliable? Ezekiel
suggests the reinstallment of the dynasty in such a way as to respond at least
implicitly to this existential concern.

That such an existential concern was a serious problem in this general
period is clear from Jer 33:14-26, which addresses it explicitly. This pericope
is full of problems that make its attribution difficult. It is missing in the LXX
of Jeremiah, which has been taken as an indication that the pericope is a very
late secondary addition to the book. The pericope begins after an introduc-
tory statement in vs. 14 with a citation in vss. 15~16 of a slightly variant form
of the genuine Jeremianic oracle of fer 23:5—8. That in itself may also suggest
secondary expansion of the Jeremianic corpus. The pericope, however, con-
tinues with a promise that God is not yet finished with the Davidic dynasty
nor with the Levitical priesthood, and this promise is clearly formulated in
response to a widespread opinion that was being expressed among the
people. According to vs. 24 the people were saying that God had rejected
the two families that he had chosen. He had annulled his covenant with
David so that a member of the Davidic dynasty no longer ruled before him,
he had annulled his covenant with Levi so that the Levites no longer served
as priests before him, and he had spurned his people so that they were no
longer a nation before him. Whatever one may think of the authorship of this
pericope, such murmurings among the people can hardly be temporally sit-
uated anywhere but in the exile. They presuppose the end of the Davidic
dynasty, the cessation of the regular Temple cultus, and the loss of Judah’s
independent existence as a nation. With the restoration of the Temple cultus
after the return, it is unlikely that such a claim about the Levitical priests
could have gained currency, and the nature of the prophet’s response to the
opinion of the people gives no grounds for thinking that the Temple cultus
had yet been restored.

One should note that the three things which the people claim God has
rejected are three central dogmas of the deuteronomic theology: Yahweh'’s
choice of and covenant with David and his successors to be his king; Yahweh's
choice of and covenant with Levi and his successors to be his priests; and
Yahweh's choice of and covenant with Israel to be his special people. It
should be clear then that the prophetic defender of these threatened dogmas
is to be sought in those theological circles that were trying to preserve the
deuteronomic legacy from its apparent failure in history. In the face of exter-
nal reality, the prophet simply asserts that God has not abrogated his cove-
nants with these parties any more than he has abrogated his covenant that
upholds the order of creation. The implication is that he will once again in-
stall Davidic kings and Levitical priests in office for his people Israel. More-
over, it is very clear from the passage that the prophet envisions a series of
Davidic rulers and Levitical priests. Given the decimation of these families
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caused by the disaster of the Babylonian conquest, the prophet is con-
strained to apply the old Abrahamic promise of national fertility to these
specific families: “Just as the host of heaven cannot be counted and the sand
of the seashore cannot be measured, so I will multiply the seed of David my
servant and the Levites who minister to me” (Jer 33:22). This is probably an
important exegetical comment on earlier prophecies of a new David since it
provides a good indication that there had not yet developed any expectation
for a last David who in his own person would rule forever.

The mention of the Levitical priests deserves further comment. At first
blush their inclusion in such a prophecy concerning a restoration of the
Davidic dynasty seems surprising, but further reflection shows that such a
move was only to be expected. From the beginning the Zion Tradition had
linked the choice of David to the choice of Jerusalem, and Jerusalem as the
city of God was first and foremost Jerusalem the site of God’s sanctuary, the
national Temple built for Yahweh by Solomon. If the Davidic ruler was Yah-
weh’s regent for maintaining just political rule, the priests were Yahweh’s
chosen servants for maintaining the cultus that allowed Yahweh to remain in
the midst of his city among his people. One should recall that Psalm 132,
which celebrates Yahweh’s linked choice of David and of Zion, twice men-
tions the priests of Yahweh (vss. 9, 16).

Moreover, the tradition of Yahweh's election of a particular priestly family
probably predates any tradition of his choice of a roval line, though the va-
riety of such traditions and their possible contamination by later struggles
over the priesthood make any attempt at clarifying the history of the priest-
hood highly speculative. Nevertheless, one should regard the tradition of
Yahweh's selection of Levi for the priesthood, attested among other places in
the early blessing of Moses (Deut 33:8-11), as pre-monarchic, and the same
is probably true for the tradition of Yahweh's election of Eli's predecessors
to the priesthood (1Sam 2:28-29), even though Eli's family was eventually
rejected and replaced by Zadok (1Kgs 2:27). Num 25:13 also speaks of an
eternal covenant of priesthood which Yahweh gave to Phineas and his de-
scendants as a result of his actions on God’s behalf at Baal Peor. One should
note that each of these traditions is traced back to pre-settlement days and
that two of them make the bestowal of the priesthood a reward for the priest’s
violent actions of killing on behalf of Yahweh. Their similarity in this regard
raises the possibility that all these traditions may be variants of a single orig-
inal.

In any case, some form of such a priestly tradition was undoubtedly culti-
vated by the priestly family or families that dominated the Jerusalem priest-
hood. As long as the normal functioning of the cultus was uninterrupted, the
average Israelite was probably not much concerned which priestly family
had the upper hand in the Temple. The threats to the Davidic house in the
late eighth century find their reflex in texts from that period, but despite
occasional prophetic attacks on the priests, there is no indication that there
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was any threat to the continuity of the Jerusalem cultus sufficient to call forth
widespread and serious reflection on claims of priestly election. Josiah’s rad-
ical cultic reform in the late seventh century probably altered this situation,
since the closing of so many local shrines and the consequent unemployment
of the local priests in favor of Jerusalem and its priesthood must have exac-
erbated rival priestly claims for the right to serve as priests in the Temple. If
one may judge from the book of Deuteronomy, the deuteronomic reform
certainly brought the claims of the Levites to public awareness. Then when
the Babylonians brought an end to the Davidic dynasty, destroyed Jerusa-
lem, burned the Temple, and killed or deported the priests, it was not just
Yahweh's election of David that seemed abrogated; it was also Yahweh's
choice of Jerusalem and, for a deuteronomist, of Yahweh’s servants, the Lev-
itical priests. It is no more surprising that an exilic deuteronomist should
mention the Levitical priests alongside the Davidic king in his vision for the
future than that an exilic Zadokite should mention the Zadokite priests
alongside the Davidic prince in his vision of the restored community (Ezek-
el 40-48).

Postexilic Texts

The attention devoted to Jer 33:14-26 may seem disproportionate to the
intrinsic value of the text, but it is crucial to a correct evaluation of the next
cluster of messianic prophecies, those of the early postexilic period. After
the first return from exile following the edict of Cyrus in 539 B.C.E., the faith
issues raised by the people in Jer 33:24 were still not resolved. There was no
Davidic king, the Temple was still in ruins, and, given the state of the
Temple, the priesthood was in no little disgrace. In 520 B.C.E. the prophets
Haggai and First Zechariah began to address that situation, apparently initi-
ating a campaign to rebuild the Temple. Haggai urged the Persian-appointed
Davidic governor of Judah, Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel, and the high
priest, Joshua the son of Jehozadak, to finish the work, promising that God
would soon intervene to make this disappointingly modest-looking building
more glorious than the former Temple (Hag 2:1-9). Moreover, in a second
oracle Haggai promised that on that day of divine intervention God would
take Zerubabbel his servant and make him the signet ring on the divine fin-
ger, for God had chosen Zerubabbel (Hag 2:20-23). Given the context of
God’s promise to overturn other kingdoms, such an oracle clearly implied
the elevation of Zerubabbel to the Davidic throne of his ancestors, a point
that is even more explicit in the oracles of Haggai’s contemporary Zechariah.

Zechariah addressed all of the issues raised by the complaint of the people
in Jer 33:24. He proclaimed Yahweh'’s return to Zion and his reelection of
Jerusalem as his place of abode among his people (Zech 2:5-17), and he
promised that Zerubabbel who had begun the rebuilding of the Temple in
Jerusalem would complete it (Zech 4:6-10). He proclaimed the rededication
of the priesthood in a vision concerning Joshua, and he announced that God
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had renewed his covenant of priesthood with Joshua and his colleagues (Zech
3:1-10). Finally, picking up the older Jeremianic prophecies concerning the
“sprout” (M%) of David, he announced that God was bringing his servant the
N3 (Zech 3:8), and in Zech 6:12 he identified the N3 as the man who would
build the Temple, that is, as Zerubabbel the Davidic governor. There can be
little doubt that Zechariah identified Zerubabbel as the one who would re-
store the Davidic dynasty. Despite the secondary dislocations that the text of
Zech 6:9-15 has suffered, the crown referred to there was originally in-
tended for the head of Zerubabbel who would build the Temple and rule as
king, while Joshua would be the priest who served by his throne and with
whom the king would have amicable relations.

This linking of royal and priestly figures in Zechariah’s prophetic expec-
tations is not an innovation, since it simply continues that found in Jer
33: 14-26, which may have influenced Zechariah, but Zechariah seems to be
the first writer to call attention to the fact that both priest and king were
anointed as God’s chosen agents. That would seem to be the implication of
his somewhat obscure reference, presumably to Zerubabbel and Joshua, as
“the two sons of 0il who stand before the lord of all the earth” (Zech 4:14). It
is probably also the biblical source for the later dual expectations for “mes-
siahs of Aaron and Israel.” The secondarv corrections to Zech 6:9-~15 that
resulted in the crown being placed on the head of the priest instead of the
king may also have contributed to the superior position accorded the mes-
siah of Aaron in priestly dominated circles like those of the Qumran com-
munity.

Sometime after Haggai and Zechariah, Malachi introduced a prophetic
figure into Israel’s expectations for God’s future intervention with his an-
nouncement that God was sending Elijah the prophet before God’s great day
of judgment (Mal 3:23). This passage is dependent on his earlier oracle an-
nouncing God’s sending of his messenger to prepare the way before him (Mal
3:1), though it is not clear in this earlier oracle that the 877 (“messenger”)
is even human, much less specifically a prophet. It is hard to determine the
source for this new expectation of a particular prophetic figure. It does not
seem dependent on the Mosaic prophet of Deut 18:15, though the introduc-
tion of Elijah as an eschatological figure may have influenced a new eschato-
logical reading of this deuteronomic text. The more general announcements
of the return of prophecy found elsewhere are less difficult to explain. Since
the exile had raised doubts about the continuation of prophecy (Ps 74:9) just
as it had about kingship and the priesthood, such prophecies as Joel 3:1-2
could be seen as a response to the longing for a reestablishment of the insti-
tutions of the idealized golden age. No particular family, however, had ever
been promised an eternal prophetic line, so the hope for a prophetic future
did not have the compelling tie to the progeny of a particular figure the way
the expectations for a king or priest did, and as a result the later speculations
about the prophet to come remain quite fluid.
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SUMMARY

This paper has only touched on the high points of the Old Testament’s
prophecies of a new David, a new priest, and a new prophet. There are
major dimensions of the Bible’s eschatological hopes that I have not dis-
cussed or have discussed far too inadequately. The new Jerusalem is far more
prominent in prophetic visions of the future than the Davidic king, but such
eschatological hopes are not specifically messianic, so I have only mentioned
this outgrowth of the Zion Tradition in passing. Many prophets left no
oracles expressing the hope for a new David, and some may have been op-
posed to such views. Second Isaiah applied God’s commitments to David to
the nation as a whole (Isa 55:3), thereby implicitly renouncing the expecta-
tions for a new David, and at least one voice in the Third Isaiah collection
appears to have also rejected the priestly claims. He seems to oppose the
rebuilding of the earthly Temple (Isa 66:1), and he extends the priestly role
to all Israelites (Isa 61:6).

Moreover, I have characterized a number of passages as not really envi-
sioning a future king in their original contexts, and I have ignored other
more peripheral passages for the same reason. That cannot be the last word
on these passages. Once the expectation of a new Davidic king became an
important hope in large circles of the Israelite people, these passages would
be subject to eschatological reinterpretation, to new readings that were gen-
uinely prophetic.

Nonetheless, within the self-imposed limits of this study, several conclu-
sions stand out: (1) Nowhere in the Old Testament has the term 0°¥2 ac-
quired its later technical sense as an eschatological title. (2) Old Testament
expectations of a new David are probably to be understood in terms of a
continuing Davidic line. There is little indication that any of these prophets
envisioned a final Davidic ruler who would actually rule for all time to come,
thus obviating the need for the continuation of the dynastic line. The lan-
guage of some of the prophecies is open to that interpretation, and such a
reading was eventually given to them, but such passages as Jer 33:14-26 and
Ezekiel 40-48 indicate that the dynastic understanding was the dominant
interpretation of such promises as late as the exilic period, and the repeated
references to the 711 "3, “the house of David,” in Third Zechariah (Zech
12:7-12; 13:1) suggest that this interpretation remained dominant well into
the postexilic period. (3) The mythological language of the roval protocol,
influenced as it was by Egyptian conceptions of the roval office, provided a
textual base for the development of later, far more mythological conceptions
of the awaited Messiah. (4) The later expectations of a priestly Messiah can
be traced back to the promises of the restoration of the priesthood found
in Jeremiah 33 and in Zechariah’s oracles concerning the high priest Joshua.
(5) Finally, Malachi provided the catalyst for further speculation about
prophetic figures who would precede the great dav of Yahweh's coming
judgment.
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ROYAL TRAITS AND MESSIANIC FIGURES:
A Thematic and Iconographical Approach

INTRODUCTION

The Field of Study

In the study of “royal messianism,” it seems that every perspective for
research has been taken up, but not pursued to the end. At any rate, that is
the case for the attempt to gain a more concrete picture of messianic repre-
sentations through the study of ancient Near Eastern (especially Mesopota-
mian and Syro-Palestinian) royal iconography. Situated at the intersection of
a collective eschatology and a roval ideology, messianism depends upon both
precisely at their point of contact, for the hope in a Messiah (W) presup-
poses “a royal person whose coming is the sign of national salvation following
a crisis that is insurmountable from a human point of view.”!

Thus our field of investigation is well blocked out. The question is what
we can learn from the Mesopotamian roval iconography in its relationship to
the religious texts of the ancient Semitic domain, including the Old Testa-
ment. How and in what measure can the comparison of the textual and icon-
ographic data clarify the difficult question of the origins of the messianic
hope in ancient Israel, of its phraseology, and of its representations?

Even though I am appealing to the iconographic data of the ancient Near
East, I will avoid an approach that is merely illustrative of the phraseology
relative to messianism. On the contrary, my objective, from a more explana-
tory perspective, will be to isolate the constitutive elements of the best-
characterized messianic representations. Let me state from the beginning,
however, that I will not include a treatment of the theme of the “divine and
royal triumph,” a theme which has already been well studied in the past.2

1. The definition of A. Caquot, cited by J. Coppens, Le messianisme royal: Ses origines, son
développement. son accomplissement (Lectio Divina 34; Paris, 1968), p. 228.

2. See O. Keel, Wirkmdchtige Siegeszeichen im Alten Testament (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis
5: Freiburg, Gottingen, 1974), p. 232 (illus. 78).

-
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Method

Ideally this approach would presuppose a specific study of each monu-
ment decorated with figures in its historical and artistic context (synchronic),
then a subsequent elaboration of a comprehensive dossier on the theme
(and/or the motifs) represented (diachronic), with the view of reconstituting
the total iconic syntax and coherence. Yet an undertaking of such magnitude
would not be possible in the context of this symposium; it is why, in
initiating this dialogue with specialists on messianism, I pose the question,
first of all, of the methodological presuppositions of such an approach. I shall
then attempt to disengage the two principle guidelines for research in this
field.

Because of these limits and in order to clearly situate the approach pro-
posed here, 1 will list below the methodological principles (according to their
order of coherence and in the form of recall) on which I base my demonstra-
tion:

i. Word and Vision. The recognition of the literary genre of the “words
of the seer(s),” of their original character (from the “prophetic” texts of Mari
in the eighteenth century B.C.E. down to the classical prophets of the eighth
century B.C.E. in Israel), and of their expressive coherence presses the exe-
gete to take seriously the concrete and visual elements of a biblical text,
especially if it is of religious and messianic character.? This applies especially
to the Seherspriiche of the oracles of Balaam, in the poetic passages of Num-
bers 2324, which constitute a first prelude of messianic representations in
ancient Israel.4

ii. Figurative Language. From this same perspective, the exegete should
take fully into account the concrete and plastic aspects of the figurative lan-
guage of the Bible, from the prophetic oracles down to the Gospel parables.
In effect, the philologist cannot isolate himself indefinitely in this “icono-
graphic blindness” that allows him to study such topics as “the image of God”
in the priestly tradition (p) without actually raising the question of the mean-
ing of the “statue/image” (salmu/selem) in the ancient Near East.5 By a sys-
tematic recourse to the continuously expanding data from Near Eastern and

3. See S. Amsler, “La parale visionnaire des prophetes,” VT 31 (1981), 359-63; B. O. Long,
“Reports of Visions Among the Prophets,” JBL 95 (1976) 353—63; contrast C. Westermann,
Ertrige der Forschung am Alten Testament: Gesammelte Studien (Munich, 1984), vol. 3, p. 188:
“Geschicht und Deutung treten auseinander.”

4. D. Vetter, Seherspriiche und Segensschilderung: Ausdrucksabsichten und sprachliche
Verwirklichungen in den Bileam-Spriichen von Numeri 23 und 24 (Calwer Theologische Mono-
graphien, Reihe A; Stuttgart, 1974), vol. 4, p. 151.

5. W. W. Hallo, “Cult Statue and Divine Image: A Preliminary Study,” Scripture: More
Essays on the Comparative Method, ed. W. W, Hallo, J. C. Mover, L. G. Perdue (Winona Lake,
Ind., 1983), pp. 1-17.
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biblical archaeology, the biblical scholar—especially on the Protestant
side—should be able to transcend this unconscious iconoclasm, undoubt-
edly based on a too absolute understanding of “the prohibition of any image”
(Ex 20:4, Deut 5:8). To maintain this misunderstanding of the prohibition is
to forget that the theme of the prohibited image should be taken up and
reinterpreted, in the light of the all-embracing image, the Imago Dei. This
is equally the center of gravity of the royal and messianic representations in
the field of ancient semitic studies.

ifi. The “Mimesis” - Imitation. In order to rediscover the “mimetic” di-
mension of biblical discourse, following the work of the literary critics (E.
Auerbach, N. Frye, R. Girard, etc.), on the one hand, and the point of view
of the art historians and iconographers, on the other, one should pay atten-
tion to the notions of a “model” (Heb. tabnit, Gk. mimesis). These notions
persist for such a long time in the ancient documentation that they merit in
this respect the rank of operational concepts. Thus the exegete has the task
of extracting all the value of a reference to the original and to the unique in
biblical discourse (“The Bible, the great code of art”—William Blake). He
should certainly not resign himself to what appears to have become the fate
of our present generation—the veritable loss of this original code!®

iv. The Narrative and the Emblematic. In the framework of iconology,
which ought to include the study of figured monuments as well as the de-
scriptive textual data (in “figurative language”), the critic has the comple-
mentary task of maintaining a proper balance between two fundamental as-
pects of iconic representations, the “narrative” and the “emblematic.” One of
these aspects should not be allowed to prevail to the detriment of the other,
but both should be expressed in complementary fashion, according to their
full “sym-bolic” value. This is an open field of research, in which a synthesis
should be achieved between the recent studies on the “narrative art” in an-
cient Mesopotamia, following H. Frankfort,” and the older studies of the
Symbol-Forschung. Unfortunately, the methodological imprecisions of the
latter have undermined its achievements. Nevertheless, it is evident that
the biblical exegete cannot cut himself off from such sources of information
without loss.

6. J. G. Heintz, “Ressemblance et représentation divines selon I'Ancien Testament et le
monde sémitique ambiant,” Limitation: aliénation ou source de liberté? (Rencontres de V'Ecole
du Louvre, 3; Paris, 1985), pp. 89-106 (illus. 6).

7. H. Frankfort, Kingship and the Gods: A Study of Ancient Near Eastern Religion asthe
Integration of Society and Nature (Chicago, London, 1948, 1978); see also 1. ]J. Winter, “Af-
ter the Battle Is Over: The Stele of the Vultures and the Beginning of Historical Narrative in the
Art of the Ancient Near East,” Pictorial Narrative in Antiquity and the Middle Ages, eds.
(Hl. L. Kessler, M. S. Simpson (Studies in the History of Art 16; Washington, 1983), pp. 11-32
illus. 17).
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v. The Style of the Court (“Hofstil”). 1t is possible to easily isolate and
characterize a group of texts and specific traditions that concern the person
of the king, whether divine or human, namely the “style of the court.” Situ-
ated in a precise context, that of the royal palace or the divine court, and
expressing itself in the terms of praise, this language needs to be studied
afresh. Rather than dismissing it as the “gratuitous flattery of the courtier”®
or as oriental hyperbole, one should understand courtly language more as a
genuine testimony to the royal ideology of this period. By its reference to
the divine origin of the institution of the human monarchy it forms the sub-
stratum for the later messianic formulations of a “perfect king and savior.”®
Insofar as this is the case, this (too) human language of the court, whose
literary and thematic connections with the prophetic oracles should be ex-
plored in still more depth, reveals itself particularly apt in expressing the
modalities of human hope in the coming of the Messiah, according to the
plan of the living God.

On the basis of these introductory theses—cited here as methodological
corollaries—1I propose a first approach to the texts that possess a messianic
character. This approach will be neither illustrative nor exhaustive, as I have
already indicated, but it will attempt to close in upon the constitutive ele-
ments of the messianic hope. In spite of the works of remarkable pioneers,
such as H. Gressmann, we are still at the beginnings of this methodological
approach. This means that I am able to use the study of themes (and of the
motifs that they include) only as dicta probantia, somewhat as the systematic
theology at the end of the nineteenth century made reference to passages
from the Bible. That is why I am devoting this communication to the study
of some constitutive elements of the messianic hope. I will do this on two
levels, and these levels will furnish at the same time the plan for my paper,
the second level being illustrated by two examples. These two levels are the
following: (1) Messianic humanity, the Messiah as a person, the origins of
this representation, and its iconographic and religious (anthropological and
theological) implications; (2) Messianic authority, the symbols of authority,
the origins and significance of these symbols, and the extension and duration
of this authority, illustrated by (a) the sword and the word, and (b) the son of
the king.

Messianic Humanity

If the personal form of the messianic hope as a part of eschatology, based
on the Hebrew word n°w2 (Gk. yxofotog), “the Anointed,” might appear ob-

8. See P.-E. Dion, “Ressemblance (et image de Dieu),” Dictionnaire de la Bible: Supplément
(Paris, 1981), vol. 10, cols. 365-403.

9. See H. Gressman, Der Messias (Gottingen, 1929), pp. 7. N

10. For a partial approach to this subject. see my: “Langage prophétique et ‘stvle de cour’
selon Archives Royales de Mari, X et |'Ancien Testament,” Semitica 22 (1972), pp. 3-12.
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vious to us in terms of the biblical and Christian tradition, it by no means
does so when one considers the long historical process which has given birth
to these representations. Thus the Assyriologist Th. Jacobsen, who in his
major work, The Treasures of Darkness {1976),"* progressively unfolds the
fundamental metaphors of Babylonian religion, places the emergence of in-
dividual divine figures in the third millennium B.C.E. On the other hand,
the notion of a god who is near, a parent and mediator, appears only at the
extreme end of the third millennium B.C.E. and asserts itself primarily at the
beginning of the second millennium, during the time of the First Babylonian
Dynasty (1894-1595 B.C.E.).12 Two types of documents illustrate perfectly
this emergence of the anthropomorphic form of the divine, but one particu-
lar monument, by its significant variation on a constant theme, will lead us
into the heart of this problématique personnaliste.

At that period one of the fundamental aspects of the religion consisted in
the desire of the pious individual to enter into a personal relationship with
his deity. This desire is expressed abundantly by the scenes decorating the
cylinder-seals, starting from the Neo-Sumerian period, at the time of the
third dynasty of Ur (twenty-first century B.C.E.), in the form of the so-called
“presentation scenes.” Figure 1 is a typical scene. These scenes require three
personages, always in the same order: a superior deity, most often seated on
a throne; a mediator deity, almost always feminine; and a worshipper, in a
ritual posture.

Beginning from the Isin-Larsa period (twentieth to nineteenth century
B.C.E.), this theme was significantly modified into that of “the adoration-
intercession sceme.” In effect, according to the description given by A.
Parrot:

the personages are the same (principal deity, client, assistant deity), but they
are no longer portrayed in the same order nor even in the same attitude; the
pious is standing in front, hands joined or raised, while behind him the assist-
ant deity intercedes. 3

The classical form of these scenes of “presentation and intercession” extends
into the Old Babylonian period, to which two major monuments bear wit-
ness. Figure 2, the relief on the upper part of the stele on which the Code of
Hammurabi is inscribed, forms a genuine introduction to that text; it depicts
the giving of the divine law by the sun-god Shamash as the omnipresent and

11. Th. Jacobsen, The Treasures of Darkness: A History of Mesopotamian Religion (New Ha-
ven, London, 1976), p. 273.

12. I follow the chronology established by J. A. Brinkman in his “Appendix: Mesopotamian
Chronology of the Historical Period” in A. L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia: Portrait of a
Dead Civilization (Chicago; London, 1967, 1977), pp. 335-48.

13. See ‘A. Parrot. Abraham et son temps (Cahiers d’Archéologie Biblique 14; Neuchatel,
Paris, 1962), pp. 27ff.
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omniscient deity.™ Figure 3 shows the central part of the painting called “the
investiture scene” from room 106 of Zimri-Lim’s palace at Mari. Its archaeo-
logical and epigraphic context allows one to suppose a hieros logos in the
form of a prophetic oracle of salvation (Heilsorakel).'s

Finally, I must mention here a monument that, though from a later pe-
riod, is of particular importance because of the changes it introduces in the
classic theme of the “presentation”—changes sufficient to shift the interpre-
tative axis. Figure 4 is the cultic tablet from Sippar (British Museum, no.
91000). Its upper part {about a third of its total height) is occupied by this
representation. In accordance with the schema of “the presentation to a di-
vinity,” there is depicted on the left a group of three personages advancing
toward a divine figure who is seated on a throne to the right and portrayed
in “heroic size.” These personages represent, in this left-to-right order, the
Babylonian king Nabt-apal-iddina (middle of ninth century B.C.E.), two in-
ferior deities who, playing the role of intercessors, introduce and present
him to the great deity, the great solar deity Shamash, the titular god of Sip-
par.

Though I cannot enter into the details of the interpretation of this monu-
ment, whose cosmic character is obvious, ¢ it is only by recourse to the text
of the cuneiform inscription that one is able to grasp its meaning. The king
recalls how in times past the statue of the:

god Shamash, who dwelt in the [temple] Ebabbara in Sippar, which the Su-
teans had destroyed, . . . and whose images they had destroyed . . . , the stele
of the god and his insignia had gone out of usage, and no one was any longer
able to picture them. The king of Babylon, Simbar-Shipak, consulted the deity
concerning his form, but the deity did not reveal to him his face. Without
having rediscovered his statue (salmu) and his insignia, he nevertheless envis-
aged the emblem (niphu) of the god Shamash, and he reestablished the regular
offerings. . . . But then [i.e., under the reign of the present king] one redis-
covered on the left bank of the Euphrates u relief on an oven-baked clay tablet,
on which the deity was portrayed with his form and his insignia. The priest of
Sippar [who found it] . . . showed it to the king . . . upon whom the responsi-
bility thus fell, by divine command, to remake this image.

This takes us beyond the mythological and platonic interpretations which
could be proposed for this monument back to the central point of its purpose
and function. It is a simple scene of transfer. The representation seizes this
moment of the removal of the solar disk, the substitute emblem (riphu) of

14. See A. Parrot, Le Musée du Louvre et la Bible (Cahiers d’Archéologie Biblique 9; Neucha-
tel, Paris, 1957), pp. 102-7 (illus. 51).

13. See A. Parrot, Le Musée du Louvre et la Bible, pp. 1013 (illus. 2). For an explanation of
this interpretation see my article in SVT 17 (1969), pp. 112-38, (125-29).

16. See my “Ressemblance et représentation divines,” pp. 89-106 (cf. n. 6).
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Fig. 1 Presentation Scene from a Cylinder Seal,
Ur I period. {(A. Parrot, LE MUSEE DU
LOUVRE ET LA BIBLE [Neuchatel ett Paris: De-
lachaux & Niestlé S.A., 1957}, p. 24)

Fig. 2 Code of Hammurabi, now in the
Louvre Museum. (Parrot, p. 105)

Fig. 3 The “investiture scene”; from court no 106 of the Palace of Zimri-
Lim at Mari. {Parrot. p. L1}
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Fig. 4 Cult tablet from Sippar, now in the British Museum
(B.M. 91000)

Fig. 5 Two steles from Tell Rimah in
northern Iraq. The upper part represents a
roaring lion and the lower part is an un-
sheathed sword ("image et signification,”
Reconstres de 'Ecole du Louvre © Docu-
mentation Frangaise Paris, 1983)

Fig. 6 Image of a roaring lion, Seal of
“Shema’, servant of Jeroboam,” Meggido (A.
Parvot. SAMARIE. 1953).
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the deity, and its replacement by the deity’s statue in human shape (salmu)
sitting enthroned in majesty. But this scene of ritual displacement really
functions to render graphically the total supremacy accorded to the divine
statue in human form in contrast to the emblematic substitute for the deity.

This theme of the divine absence (of the statue) or, more precisely, of his
incomplete presence in a substitute manner is also found clearly expressed
in the tradition of some recently discovered cuneiform texts conventionally
called “Akkadian Prophecies” (abbreviated Pr.A.), although it would be more
accurate to speak of “Akkadian Apocalypses.”'” In a textual tradition that is
particularly fragmentary, five separate units can actually be discerned. It is
the fifth fragment (= PrA., no. 5), a document recently discovered at Uruk
and dating from the neo-Babylonian period (first half of the sixth century
B.C.E.),!8 that completes this file. As for the four others (PrA. 1, 2, 3/A-B,
and 4), they are vaticinia ex eventu developed in a long sequence of historic
apodoses (declaratory sentences). In regular succession these paragraphs
mention the coming of future anonymous kings whose reigns will be succes-
sively beneficial and ill-fated. Here is how the reign of one of these latter is
characterized:

[After] him a king will come, but he will not enact the law in the country; he
will not pronounce a [just] sentence on the land. He will lead the protective-
goddess of Uruk away from Uruk and make her reside in Babylon. -A
[nonlprotective goddess of Uruk he will establish in her sanctuary; he will bring
to her as an offering some men who do not belong to her.

The opposite, hence beneficial rule could thus be described by a simple the-
matic inversion:

He will lead the protective goddess of Uruk away from Babylon, and he will
establish her in Uruk, in her sanctuary.

Here, as in a vast dossier that we are only beginning to master, it is nec-
essary to recognize the theme of the “presence/absence of the divine statue
in human form,” the conditio sine qua non for the existence of a human in a
stable cosmic order. This recurrent historiographical theme is present in the
critical moments of the “Erra Epic,” whose whole plot is marked by “the
anger and distance of the god, the catastrophes which result, the divine
statue deserted, lost, and soiled, before it is found, purified, and once again

17. According to the terminology of W. H. Hallo, “Akkadian Apocalypses,” IEJ 16 (1966) 231
42; followed by my study: “Note sur les origines de J'apocalyptique judaique, a la lumiére des
“Prophéties akkadiennes, " Lapocalyptique (Paris, 1977), pp. 71-87.

18. It was discovered in 1969; see Warka inventory no. 22307/7 in H. Hunger, Spétbabylon-
ische Texte aus Uruk (Ausgrabungen der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft in Uruk-Warka 9;
Berlin, 1976), part 1, pp. 21-23 and plate 3.
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‘living” and glorified.”'® It is also present in the sequence of events recounted
in the historical preamble of the “cultic tablet of Sippar,” as well as in the
alternation between the benehcent and ill-fated reigns of the “Akka-
dian Prophecies.” The theme expresses the placing into question of the na-
tional and religious cohesion of a whole people. Israel itself did not escape
this law, as one can see from the traditions relative to the “Ark of the Cov-
enant” (1 Samuel 2, 4, and 7) and from Ezekiel’s treatment of the exile in
Babylon.2

Conclusions

On the basis of this initial inquiry, it is important to state to what extent
the mimetic search for the “human figure of the deity,” far from being an
original and obvious given, is the outcome of a long historical process.
Thanks to the evidence provided by iconographic documents, I have also
been able to note some of the significant stages of this process. After the
emergence of individual divine figures there follows the intervention of di-
vinities near to man, mediators, from whom come the gifts of the law and the
promises of salvation. These functions can be transposed to the person of the
king, who is at the same time the “re-presentative” of the divinity and media-
tor between the divine world and humanity. Parallel to this, on the religious
and cultic level, man seeks and values the human form of the divine statue
as the only true representation of the deity, and hence its absence, @ contra-
rio, is inevitably marked by a national and cosmic catastrophe. Over against
this cultic vision, which can only lead to an apocalyptic perspective of the
divine disappearance (of the statue) and of the cosmic catastrophe, the pro-
phetic perspective offers the personal approach of a sovereign and free God,
“who holds himself {momentarily and voluntarily] hidden” (Isa 45:15).2
Does this not lead to an eschatological hope that is embodied in a person,
that of God’s “anointed,” his present and living manifestation in the history
of humanity?

The Messianic Authority

In the area of the fundamental metaphor, defined as the messianic hu-
manity based on the divine representation, there is room for research on

19. See R. Labat, Les Religions du Proche-Orient (Paris, 1970), p. 116.

20. See P. D. Miller and J. J. M. Roberts, The Hand of the Lord: A Reassessment of the “Ark
Narrative” of 1 Samuel (The Johns Hopkins Near Eastern Studies; Baltimore, Loudon, 1977),
note esp. pp. 77-87; see also D. Bodi, The Book of Ezekiel and the Poem of Erra Orbis Biblicus
et Orientalis 104 (Freiburg: Géttingen, 1991), pp. 183-218.

21. See my “De I'absence de la statue divine au ‘Dieu qui se cache’ (Esaii, 45/15): aux origines
d’'un théme biblique,” Revue d'histoire et de philosophie religieuses 59 (1979) [= Hommages
2 E. Jacob], pp. 427-37 (illus. 1. -
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concrete details, sometimes transcribed by the iconography of the period.
Thus one can attempt to recover the original sense of the “living metaphor”
(P. Ricoeur) that forms the center of the prophetic oracle.

The transition point is provided by an Assyrian text, which a new inter-
pretation allows to situate in this perspective. It is a proverb (Heb. masal,
“comparison”) that is transcribed in a letter that a high official addresses to
his sovereign, Asarhaddon or Assurbanipal, during the neo-Assyrian period
(between 680 and 627 B.C.E.), but which undoubtedly goes back to a much

more ancient tradition. Here is an attempt at translation (= LAS, no. 145)%:

As it is said, “The [human] king is the shadow of the god, and man [the human
being] is the shadow of the [human] king.” Thus the king himself is the perfect
resemblance of the god!

This important text, though difficult to interpret, presents the interesting
citation of an archaic proverb very relevant to the theme that qualifies the
king as “the image of the god.”® But here the learned commentator, making
use of assonance, improperly called “play on words,” points to the fundamen-
tal meaning of the text. Thus behind the word translated as “shadow” (the
Sumerian logogram GIS.MI), the Semite would almost automatically hear
the term salmu, “the dark, the obscure,” which is very close to the substan-
tive that is habitually used in this context, salmu, (Hebrew selem), “the im-
age, the statue.” This equation is confirmed by the final line, which estab-
lishes the “resemblance” (mussulu) between the king and the god.

This theme is of fundamental importance for the theologoumenon of the
“image of God” in the Old Testament, but it also forms the basis of the whole
“royal ideology” of ancient Mesopotamia. This “royal ideology” appears to
provide us a possible substratum for the messianic representations of ancient
Israel, but it expresses itself through a phraseology, a figurative language,
to which I will now turn our attention, at least with regard to two specific
motifs: the sword and the word, and the son of the king.

1. THE SWORD AND THE WORD

Figure 5 is a drawing of the two orthostatic steles which were discovered
in situ on each side of the entrance to the cella of a temple of the god Adad,
which was built by King Adad-Nifari III (810-783 B.C.E.) at Tell Rimah, in

22. See Franldort, Kingship and the Gods 3td ed., (Chicago, 1958), p. 406, n. 35; W. G.
Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom (Oxford, 1960), pp. 281-82; see S. Parpola, Letters from Assyrian
Scholars to the Kings Esarhaddon and Asshurbanipal (AOAT 3.1-2; Neukirchen, 1970, 1983),
vol. 1, pp. 112-13; vol. 2, pp. 131-32.

23. See my: “Ressembiance et représentation divines,” pp. 89-106 (illus. 6), see esp. pp. 94ff.
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northern Iraq. This monument, which would merit a detailed study,* pre-
sents an interesting iconography for the storm god, characterized by its sig-
nificant biomorphism: (a) the upper part shows a roaring lion, symbolizing
thunder; and (b) the lower part shows an unsheathed sword, symbolizing
lightning.

Although very instructive, this interpretation does not exhaust the heuris-
tic value of this figured monument. In effect, by integrating the unrepre-
sented “symbolic node” with the “tongue”—the natural place for the blade
of the sword according to a type of weapon well known in that period—one
moves into a complementary theme, that of the “word.”

Moreover, the Hebrew tradition has exploited precisely this imagery and
its symbolic implications. It is not only the thunder of the storm god (rigim
d.Adad) that corresponds to the “roaring lion”; the judging and sovereign
word of Yshweh corresponds to it as well. Thus one reads in the “psalm of
David™:

The LORD thundered from heaven,
and the Most High uttered his voice.
(2Sam 22:14 = Ps 18:14, RSV; cf. Psalm 29).

In the same way it is not only the natural element of lightning, the visible
manifestation of the storm, that corresponds to the “unsheathed sword™; the
“devouring fire,” which is a major expression for the divine power in the
most ancient Semitic traditions (see Amos 1:3~4ff.), also corresponds to it.
This theme is already well integrated in the book of Amos as the double
parallelism of the programmatic, if not inaugural, prophetic oracle attests:

The lion has roared; who will not fear?
The Lord God has spoken; who can but prophesy? (Amos 3:8, RSV).

The simple iconography of a storm god is here taken up and assimilated by
the Yahwistic theology—and by the popular religion, if one may judge by
the Palestinian seals of the eighth to seventh centuries B.C.E. (see Figure
6)—in order to serve as a metaphor for the judging and sovereign word of
Yahweh, the unique and living God of Israel. This rich symbolism does not
stop in this period, however. It reemerges in the vision of the “glorified
Christ” in the Apocalypse of John:

In his right hand he held seven stars, from his mouth issued a sharp two-edged
sword, and his face was like the sun shining in full strength.
(Rev. 1:16, RSV; cf. 2:12b, 19:15a, 21).

24. See my study: “Langage métaphorique et représentation symbolique dans le prophétisme
biblique et son milieu ambiant,” Image et signification (Rencontres de 'Ecole du Louvre 2;

Paris, 1983), pp. 5572 (illus. 7), see esp. pp. 37-68. N
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The discovery of the ancient figured steles from Tell Rimah has taught us
two complementary lessons: (a) It has permitted the rediscovery of the pre-
cise symbolism that the figurative language of the texts had partly obscured.
That the figurative language of the texts allowed only an approximate under-
standing of the symbolism can be seen in the contrast between the represen-
tation on this ancient monument and the illustrations of the Apocalypse of
John by later artists such as A. Ditrer and L. Cranach the Elder, during the
sixteenth century C.E. (see Figure 7). (b) More important for our subject, it
has shown that a constitutive theme of the divine theophany of Yahweh has
been transferred to the person of the Son of Man in the visions of John on
Patmos.

2. THE SON OF THE KING

We return here to the text of the “Akkadian Prophecies” (= PrA., no. 5),
which dates to the period of the coregency of Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562
B.C.E.) and his son Amel-Marduk (562-560 B.C.E.), but which refers to
events that took place about two centuries earlier (in the middle of the eighth
century B.C.E.).” In a thematic context that recalls the ancient religious and
iconographic tradition of the city of Uruk, such as has been already illus-
trated by the ornate alabaster vase coming from this same site (fourth to third
millennium B.C.E.),? this text (Pr.A. no. 5:15-18), in the lines immediately
following the early citation of the same text, describes the reestablishment
of the beneficent royal authority:

He will renovate Uruk. The gates of the city of Uruk he will build with lapis-
lazuli. The canals and the irrigated fields he will refill with plentitude and
abundance.

(The son of the just king):

After him his son will come as king in Uruk, and he will reign over the four
regions of the earth. He will exercise sovereignty and royalty over Uruk. His
dynasty will last forever.

The kings of Uruk will exercise the sovereignty like the gods.

(Sarra (LUGALL.MES 3¢ Uruk<ki> ki-ma ili (DINGIR.MES) ip-pu-5i: be-
lu-t-tu.”

In addition to the themes that characterize this text, from the reestablish-
ment of the legitimate authority and of the social order (cf. the misarum
edicts) to the restoration of the city and the fertility of the country, one
should pay attention to its twofold final perspective. In the first place, follow-

25. See P. Héftken, “Heilszeitherrschererwartung im babylonischen Raum (Uberlegungen im
Anschluss an W 22 307.7),” Die Welt des Orients 9(1977), pp. 57-71.

26. See A. Parrot, Sumer (L'univers des formes; Paris, 1960), pp. 70-73 (illus. §7-90).

27. Transcription and translation by Hunger, Spétbabylonische Texte aus Uruk, (Berlin, 1976)
p. 21/b and plate 3.
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ing the binary structure, positive and negative, which characterizes the
whole of this small corpus, this brief and surprising epilogue mentions (this
is a unique case) the “son of the just king” in terms specific to the oracle of
royal salvation and messianic hope (i.e., universal sovereignty, legitimate
royalty, and eternal duration). Then, secondly, the final line of the text fur-
nishes the religious confirmation because “the kings of Uruk will exercise
the sovereignty like the gods.” Could one find a better religious legitimation
than this epilogue, which establishes and sums up all the re-presentative
function of the royalty among humanity? By this personification of the hope
in a legitimate royal dynasty, as well as by its projection into an ideal future,
this text anticipates the “apocalyptic replacement of royal messianism,” one
of the themes underlined by recent biblical research,? and one that should
remain an open and fruitful field for research.

Conclusions

Three fundamental themes are initiated in this neo-Babylonian text, fol-
lowing a problematic development that will never be completely foreign to
the biblical traditions. First, according to the principle of the interpene-
tration between the divine and human spheres, which marks the Mesopo-
tamian royal ideology, the sovereignty of the gods is proposed as a “model”
for the legitimate dynasty. In Israel, however, this relation is limited to
the king’s function as the “re-presentative” of God. It remains a question
whether this implies only a relation of simple vassaldom,? or whether there
exists, in traces, the notion of a distant iconographic projection of the divine
in the human king: “You have made him almost like a god!” (Ps 8:5).

Second, in both cases, the sovereign who brings salvation acquires a jurid-
ical and ethical significance. In Mesopotamia this justice is the hypostatic
reflection of the divine world, but in ancient Israel it is referred both to the
continuity of the ordinances of Yahweh and to the historic event of the Mo-
saic law. From this continuity, the Davidic king draws his legitimacy and his
function as the agent of “law and justice” (cf. Isa 9:6, 11:3-5; Jer 23:5, 33:15;
Ezek 37:24; Zech 9:9-10).

Third, this theme is expressed in both cultures by the motif of “the son of
the king.” In the neo-Babylonian text quoted above, this figure is an element
in the continuity and discontinuity of the royal cycles. In Israel, on the other
hand, this figure appears in the prophetic oracles as the bearer of the hope
of the whole people of Israel, the ideal and divine personification of this
aspiration of all humanity. The announcement of the birth of the Messiah, as

28. See J. Coppens, La reléve apocalyptique du messianisme royal (BETL 50; Louvain, 1979),
1:325.

29. See R. de Vaux, “Le roi d'Israél: vassal de Yahvé,” Mélanges Eugéne Tisserant (Studi e
Testi 231, Rome, 1964), vol. 1, pp. 119-33: reprinted in de Vaux's Bible et Orient (Paris, 1967),
pp. 287-301.
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it is expressed in the great prophetic texts (Isa 7:14, 9:1-6, 11:1-8; Micah
5:1-3),% combines this motif with the two discussed above. Rev 22:16, which
combines Num 24:17 with Isa 11:1, shows that the theme was both fun-
damental and permanent: “1, Jesus, . . . I am the root and the offspring of
David, the bright morning star.”

Fig. 7 John's vision of the Son of Man in Revelation 1:12-
16, by Lucas Cranach the Elder, sixteenth century (THE
SEPTEMBER BIBLE [Baltimore: John Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 1955])

30. See Th. Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotiv in den messianischen Weissagungen bei Jesaja und
Micha,” ZAW 79 (i967) 172~207; see also E. Lévestam, Son and Savior: A Study of Acts 13,
32-37 (Coniectanea Neotestamentica 18; Lund, Copenhagen, 1961), p. 134, and G. Gerleman,
Der Menschensohn (Studia Biblica 1: Leiden, 1983, pp. ix, 79.
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MESSIAHS AND MESSIANIC FIGURES IN
PROTO-APOCALYPTICISM

TERMINOLOGY

The period extending from the Exile to the time of Ezra and Nehemiah
was one of transition within the religious and political structures of the Jew-
ish people. This was certainly true of programs and visions of cuitic and na-
tional restoration, for the clash between traditional forms and contemporary
realities placed a great strain upon attempts to formulate plans for the future.

At the center of the discussion was the question of the role to be played
by God'’s anointed one(s). As demonstrated by J. J. M. Roberts in his article
in this volume, “anointed one” (mdsiah) in scriptural usage does not normally
refer to an eschatological figure whose coming would inaugurate a new era
of salvation, rather to contemporary kings and priests.! By the first century
B.C.E, however masiah and its Greek equivalent christos carried connota-
tions that were distinctly eschatological in nature, connotations that contin-
ued to influence both Judaism and Christianity in succeeding centuries. An
early stage in the development of eschatological understandings of the na-
ture and role of the “anointed one” can be reconstructed on the basis of texts
commonly designated as “proto-apocalyptic.” These texts, arising within the
period of transition from late prophecy to early apocalyptic, reflect the
struggles of a community seeking to reestablish its social, economic, and cul-
tic structures after years of disruption caused by national calamity and exile.
From this period, three categories of materials will be relevant to our study:
(1) Texts in which the noun masiah is used; (2) texts in which individuals are
described as being objects of a divine action expressed with a verbal form of
the root msh, and (3) texts lacking any form of the root msh but nevertheless
relevant to our subject due to the presence of other terms undergoing trans-
formation in the direction of eschatological connotations in a manner parallel

L. See the second essay by J. J. M. Roberts. “The Old Testament Contribution to Messianic
Expectations.”

67



68 THE MESSIAH

to masiah. While the third category is difficult to define and delimit, it can-
not be excluded from the discussion without leaving a serious gap in the
relevant evidence.?

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Though we shall discern differences in the way various groups applied the
notion of “anointed one(s)” to the new situation in which the Jewish commu-
nity found itself, we first note two features that virtually all Jews shared in
the wake of the Babylonian destruction of the Temple: (1) They all under-
stood the essential nature of the Jewish people as a kingdom ruled by the
divine King who had called it into existence; (2) they all struggled to under-
stand how that rule was manifested under the conditions of Jewish subjuga-
tion to foreign rule.

As we move now to analyze the various reflections on the notion of God’s
“anointed one” in the relevant texts, we shall see that they fall into distinct
traditions according to the way in which they attempt to resolve the tension
between the Jewish community’s understanding itself as a kingdom ruled by
God and the existential experiences of Babylonian exile and subsequent in-
tegration into the Persian satrapy of Eber Nahara.

THE HISTORICAL-REALISTIC MESSIANISM
OF THE EARLY RESTORATION PERIOD

Within two decades after Cyrus’ Edict of 338 B.C.E., a messianic interpre-
tation arose that combined eschatological speculation with historical realism.
God was about to accomplish the restoration of the Kingdom of Israel
through the instrumentality of Zerubbabel, grandson of Jehoiachin and thus
heir to the Davidic crown. The high level of expectation that could be engen-
dered by this figure among Judahites longing for the restoration of their na-
tion and cult is obvious. What is often overlooked, however, is the degree of
historical realism that is also an essential part of the way in which Zerubbabel
was interpreted by the main spokesperson of our first type of messianism,
namely, Haggai. According to his oracles, God’s answer to economic and po-
litical vicissitudes was restoration of cosmic order through the reestablish-
ment of legitimate kingship and the rebuilding and reconsecration of the
authorized Temple and cult. Chief among the mandated actions was the rein-
stitution of the official sacrificial system. This was not only a prerequisite for

2. In discussing the notions of “anointed one” (mdsiah) that develop within the texts dis-
cussed in this paper, it will be important to hold in suspension all those connotations that derive
from later periods and from contemporary attitudes and beliefs. Helpful in this regard is the

reminder that the root meaning of indsiah has to do with the ritual anointing applied to the king
and priest as part of an investiture ceremony.
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reestablishing sanctity in the land and the assurance of divine blessing; on a
very practical level it also involved the restoration of centralized control over
distribution of the land’s produce.® True to the theologoumenon of the
Temple cult, Haggai could promise that once the Temple had been restored,
God would secure all aspects of $além, from fertility of the land (Hag 2:18—
19) to safety from enemy hostilities (Hag 2:20-22). Though the lavish nature
of his promises indicates that Haggai drew freely upon themes of the pre-
exilic Jerusalem cult that originated in a mythopoetic view of reality, the his-
torical realism informing his announcement that a specific king was to re-
establish a communal order in continuity with preexilic institutions and
structures must not be overlooked. Though the vocable ms$h is absent in
Haggai, the divine favor, power, and authority associated with the sacral
anointing of the king are invoked clearly by the terms ‘abdi (“my servant”),
hotam (“signet ring”), and bdhar (“have chosen”) in the divine decree con-
cluding the book (Hag 2:23).

A restoration message similar in spirit to that of Haggai is found in a divine
pronouncement that gives every appearance of having been interpolated
into the original vision found in chapter four of Zechariah. Whereas the
lampstand vision in that chapter presents a messianic program focusing on a
priest-prince diarchy, verses 6ap-10a lift up the royal messianic theme by
naming Zerubabbel explicitly, and picturing him engaged in the royal activ-
ity par excellence, namely, rebuilding the Temple, an activity for which he is
fully empowered by the divine ritah (“spirit”). We can recognize behind this
interpolation the same line of pro-Davidic propaganda that informs the mes-
sage of Haggai, and which, more broadly still, can be recognized as the
underlying intention of the original edition of the Chronicler’s History.?

A MESSIANIC DIARCHY: ZADOKITE PRIEST
AND DAVIDIC PRINCE

Zechariah developed a message that, while sharing Haggai’s messianic
thrust in a general way, manifests its own distinctive features. The message
draws upon the tradition of Ezekiel, according to which restoration of the
nation would come through God’s designation of a diarchy consisting of a
Zadokite priest and a Davidic prince (Ezek 37:24-28; 43:18-27). In the vi-

3. For the understanding of temple sacrifice that underlies the message of the prophet Hag-
gai, see G. A. Anderson’s study, Sacrifices and Offerings in Ancient Israel: Studies in their So-
cial and Political Importance (Harvard Semitic Monographs 41; Atlanta, 1987), pp. 91-126.

4. On the relation of the Chronicler’s History to the programmatic effort during the early
postexilic period to restore the Temple cult and Davidic leadership, see P. D. Hanson, “Israelite
Religion in the Early Postexilic Period,” Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank
Moore Cross, ed. P. D. Miller, Jr.; P. D. Hanson; and S. D. McBride (Philadelphia, 1987),
pp. 498f.
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sion of the lampstand in chapter four, the two olive trees flanking the lamp-
stand are interpreted as representing “the two sons of oil (béné hayyishar)
who attend to (hd‘6médim) the Lord of the whole earth” (Zech 4:14).

Though a form of the root m$h is not used, we have here a clear image
pointing to those consecrated for sacred service by being anointed with oil.
What is important in this vision for later developments is the presence of two
anointed figures, one priestly and one roval. Moreover, the lampstand vision
stands at the very center of the seven original visions in Zechariah 1-6,
which taken as a whole proclaim that the anointing of these two figures marks
a decisive turning point in the history of the Jewish people: The Lord of
Hosts has taken the initiative to remove all that has reduced Israel to subser-
vience and despair, including Israel’s own faithlessness and sin as well as the
hostility of the nations.5 The sanctity of Israel would be reestablished, as the
cult would again flourish under the Zadokite high priest, and the nation
would be led by the anointed Davidic Prince. The visions of Zechariah thus
depict a restoration in eschatological terms drawing on the tradition of a mes-
sianic diarchy, a tradition that would reappear in writings of the late Second
Temple period at Qumran and elsewhere.

THE ELEVATION OF THE PRIESTLY “MESSIAH”

It is difficult to determine whether Zechariah 3 belongs to the original
words of the prophet. The form of the vision in chapter 3 does not conform
to the distinctive form characterizing the seven other visions. What is more,
this chapter features the High Priest Joshua virtually to the exclusion of his
counterpart, the Davidic Prince. Here Joshua’s investiture as high priest is
depicted as a solemn rite occurring within the divine assembly. Upon him is
conferred authority over God’s house and charge of God’s courts. He is even
granted right of access to those attending on the Lord. Within this context,
almost as an aside, mention is made of the “Branch” (semah), a term which
in Hebrew, as in Phoenician, designates the “royal heir.” The narrative then
returns immediately to further description of the high priest and of the par-
adisiacal conditions that his regime will introduce. We seem to be dealing
with a tradition that sees the “messianic” age largely in terms of the authori-
tative reign of the Zadokite high priest.®

Evidence for this tradition is also found in the received form of Zech 6:9-
14. The original narrative apparently described a divine command that

5. For a description of the eschatological program depicted in the visions of Zechariah 1-6,
see P. D. Hanson, “In Defiance of Death: Zechariah's Symbolic Universe,” in Love and Death in
the Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of Marvin H. Pope, ed. ]. H. Marks and R. M. Good
(New Haven, 1987), pp. 173~79.

6. See F. M. Cross, “A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration,” JBL 94 (1975) 4~18 [repr.
in Int 29 (1975) 187-203].
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crowns be cast for the messianic pair, Davidic Prince and Zadokite High
Priest. But as the narrative now stands, only one crown finds a head upon
which to be placed, the head of Joshua the high priest. It appears that with
the fall of the Davidide from power (for reasons that can only be conjec-
tured), the Zadokites found it necessary (or availed themselves of the oppor-
tunity?) to move the nation toward a hierocratic form of local rule. This same
development is reflected in secondary and tertiary strata within the Chron-
icler’s history.

MESSIANIC THEMES WITHIN THE
CONTEXT OF PROPHETIC CRITIQUE

Seminal in the development of messianic reflections from the perspective
of propheiic critique is Isaiah 40-55. Rather than propounding a restoration
program under a Davidic or a Zadokite Messiah, the author of this corpus
makes pronouncements that point to an alternative, albeit one whose specif-
ics are hard to determine due to the highly symbolic-poetic style of the au-
thor (commonly called Deutero-Isaiah or Second Isaiah). Most noteworthy
in this alternative vision of restoration, however, is the fact that the masiah
designated by God in Isa 44:24-45:7 is not a member of the family of David,
nor even of the Jewish people. God’s appointed Messiah is Cyrus, that is,
the Persian king remembered for his enlightened policy of supporting the
restoration of the customs and temples of his subject peoples. The themes
developed in the so-called Cyrus Oracle in Isa 44:24-45:7 are precisely the
ones expected in connection with pronouncements about the Messiah,
namely, themes of the restoration of Jerusalem and Judah and the rebuilding
of the Temple. Comparison with the messages of Haggai and Zechariah in-
dicates how intimately promises of king, Temple, and royal city belong to-
gether. But precisely such comparison underscores the unique feature in
Deutero-Isaiah. Whereas the Davidic prince Zerubbabel is celebrated in the
books of Haggai and Zechariah as the chosen of God and the Temple builder,’
in the present context the Lord designates Cyrus as “my shepherd” (rd%) and
“my anointed” (mésthd) and announces that it is he who “shall fulfil all my
purpose” (Isa 44:28 and 45:1). It can be no accident that standard royal ide-
ology, which throughout the ancient Near East celebrated the ruler of the
native dynasty as called by the patron deity of the nation, is here replaced by
something quite different. The pattern followed is that of antiroyalist propa-
ganda, such as also arose in Babylon at this time against the House of Nabon-
idus. But what was its intended function? There is no indication that
Deutero-Isaiah shared the enthusiasm of the Babylonian Marduk priests for
Cyrus’ reign per se. Central to the message of this prophet is always the

7. See esp. Hag 2:20-23 and Zech 3:1-14.
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reign of God; Cyrus is merely an instrument of God’s sovereign purpose. The
theme of God’s anointing Cyrus as Messiah must therefore be interpreted as
an instance of prophetic critique, that is, as a warning that God’s restoration
of the nation would not take the form of a reinstitution of the Davidic mon-
archy as it was known in the past.

This impression is corroborated by the rest of Deutero-Isaiah. In this
work one finds other allusions to Cyrus as the chosen instrument of God (Isa
41:2-4; 41:23; 45:13; 48:14~15), where Yahweh otherwise exercises his king-
ship by direct, unmediated action, and where the divine blessings earlier
associated with the Davidic covenant are extended to the people quite gen-
erally (55:3).

One other element finds its place in the vision of restoration developed in
Isaiah 40-53: the description of another agent of divine purpose, the “ser-
vant” (‘ebed) of YHWH. This agent also seems to function as an element in a
critique of traditional royalist views of restoration, for the “servant” stands in
starkest contrast to traditional descriptions of the anointed priest or king, at
the same time as he is described as one who “shall startle many nations” and
on account of whom “kings shall shut their mouths” (Isa 52:15). Though the
exact meaning the author intended to convey with the figure of the “servant
of the Lord” will perhaps ever remain a mystery, it does seem clear that this
enigmatic figure takes its place as part of a picture of restoration offered as
an alternative to the more traditional messianism of the most loyal support-
ers of the Davidic house.

We cannot begin to trace the long, complicated history of interpretation
through which the alternative picture of Second Isaiah was developed in var-
ious directions, though some of them fall under the general category of mes-
sianic traditions. We must limit ourselves to the following observations.

Isa 61:1-3 is a passage which probably stems from the earliest wave of
immigrants returning to the land. In it a first person voice, claiming to be
empowered by God’s “spirit” (ritah) and anointed (masah) “to bring good tid-
ings to the afflicted,” apparently speaks for a group regarding itseif as
charged with carrying out divine purposes traditionally tied to the privileged
status of royal and priestly houses.? If we can speak here of messianism, it is
a democratized form of messianism, perhaps inspired by Second Isaiah’s con-
cept of a democratization of God’s covenant with David (Isa 55:3), and paral-
leled by an apparent democratization of priestly prerogatives as well (Isa
61:6; of. Zech 14:20-21).

There is another side of Second Isaiah’s alternative vision of restoration
that is developed within what can be loosely designated as a “School of Sec-
ond Isaiah.” Here restoration is increasingly portrayed in terms of God’s di-
rect intervention (Isa 59:15b-20, 64:1-3 and 66:15~16): “{God] saw that

8. See P. D Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic, rev. ed. (Philadelphia, 1979), pp. 46-77.
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there was no human . . . , then his own arm brought him victory” (59:16);
“For YHWH will execute judgment with fire, and with his sword against all
flesh, and those slain by YHWH will be many” (66:16). Within this general
stream of tradition we can understand one of the verses that through exten-
sion became prominent in Christian messianic thought, Zech 9:9:

Rejoice heartily, daughter of Zion!
shout gladly, daughter of Jerusalem!
Your king now comes to you,
triumphant and victorious is he,
humble and riding on an ass,

on a colt, the foal of an ass.

The powerful intervention of YHWH as divine warrior to reestablish his rule
is also depicted in Zechariah 12 and 14. In the latter, the divine warrior
enters with his entourage of the gédosim (“holy ones,” i.e., angels).

As indicated above, Deutero-Isaiah’s alternative vision included the motif
of the suffering of God’s servant. Though some interpreters have tried to
understand this motif against the background of so-called “ritual humiliation
of the king” in the annual festival of enthronement, this line of interpretation
lacks supporting evidence. The theme of suffering is better understood as

arising out of the prophet’s own understanding of the meaning of his nation’s
~ recent tragic history (and possibly out of his own personal history as well),
leading to a delineation of God’s purpose in nontriumphalistic ways capable
of accounting for the humiliation suffered by Israel at the hands of foreign
powers. In a later time when Jews who regarded themselves faithful follow-
ers of God experienced suffering at the hands of their own leaders, the tra-
dition of the suffering servant was reapplied to an inner-community setting
(Zech 12:10-14), though the social and historical circumstances of that set-
ting and the referent intended by the enigmatic phrase “the one who was
pierced” elude us.

MESSIANIC REFLECTION AMONG DISSIDENT PRIESTS

The Book of Malachi seems to stem from a priestly group (perhaps pre-
dominantly Levitical in composition though not necessarily excluding es-
tranged Zadokites) unified in a harsh attack against the alleged negligence of
the majority of the priests in two principle areas of sacerdotal responsibility:
teaching of t6rd and sacrifice. In a manner typical of protest groups, the cri-
tique of this group has two prongs, one looking back in time, the other to the
future. The retrospective look invokes God’s covenant with Levi (a covenant
antedating the divine promises to which the Zadokites could appeal) as a
model of priestly sanctity and respounsibility (cf. Deut 33:8-11). The future
look anticipates vindication and victory for the righteous minority in lofty
eschatological images that would figure into later messianic speculation. Of
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particular significance in that later speculation are the following three
themes: (1) To the tradition of God’s direct intervention is added the theme
of the messenger who as a forerunner prepares the way (Mal 3:1); (2) The
remnant remaining faithful to YHWH is named yir'é yhwh, “God-fearers,”
whose members are entered into a “book of remembrance.” God describes
them as his “special possession” (ségulld, cf. Exod 19:5), and promises that
they will be spared on the day in which separation will be made between the
righteous and the wicked, and in which those who fear YHWH will become
agents of divine retribution (3:16~21). (3) In an addition to the Book of Mal-
achi, the messenger to be sent by YHWH as forerunner is designated as
Elijah (3:23).

As background to the messianic tradition found in the Book of Malachi,
one other text invites our attention, namely, Jer 33:14-26.9 Its absence in
the LXX suggests a relatively late entry into the text of the Book of Jeremiah.
It can best be understood within the context of the tension and struggle
within the Jewish community in the two decades leading to the completion
of the Temple in 515 B.C.E."® To those despairing over the decline of the
Davidic House, it offers a divine word announcing YHWH’s raising up a
Branch (semah) for David. That the Branch is not a specific, one-time escha-
tological redeemer, but the one who would continue the perpetual tradition
of the rulers of the royal Davidic House is indicated by the specific formula-
tion of the divine promise. Much in the style of deuteronomistic tradition,
the assurance is given that there would never be lacking a Davidide to sit on
the Israelite throne. Parallel to this is the promise that the priesthood like-
wise would be maintained into perpetuity due to God’s fidelity to his cove-
nant with the Levitical priests. This parallelism, while recalling the diarchy
promised by Ezekiel and promoted by Zechariah, differs in one major point.
The priestly family represented here is Levitical in contrast to the Aaronide
and Zadokite emphasis of the Book of Ezekiel. This would seem to indicate
that Jer 33:14-26 originates within circles influenced by deuteronomistic
tradition and committed to the cause of reestablishing full priestly status for
the Levites, who since Josiah’s reform had been forced to the periphery of
Israel’s sacral structures.

If we are correct in dating this passage to the exilic or earliest postexilic
period, we can interpret it as an expression of the hopes of Levitical priestly
circles that God would soon restore the archaic conditions within which a
Davidide would reign along whose side Levites would serve as the divinely
appointed priesthood. The Book of Malachi in turn can be interpreted as a
composition stemming from the same Levitical circles several decades later.
A Davidide no longer presided over the people. And the Zadokites had taken

9. A discussion of this passage is also found in the article cited in n. 1 for this essay.
10. For evidence suggesting a postexilic dating of Jer 33:14~16, see W. Holladay, Jeremiah 2
(Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989). ad loc.
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the priesthood firmly in hand to the exclusion of the Levites. Their concerns
found expression in a harshness and vindictiveness reflective of their imper-
iled situation. They attacked what they perceived to be the failures of the
Zadokite priests as they combined words of divine imprecation with a de-
fense of the abiding validity of God’s covenant with Levi (Mal 2:4-7 and 3:3~
4). The Book of Malachi indicates that this circle had also altered its view of
the roval office, again in response to historical developments. In place of the
picture of a Davidide enthroned over Israel, we read of Cod’s direct inter-
vention and establishment of dominion, a dominion no longer tied to the
chosenness of the Davidic covenant, but drawing upon the faithfulness of
those simply designated as “God-fearers” (yir'é yhwh). The “democratizing”
tendency discernible in Malachi is thus reminiscent of the restoration visions
considered above.

CONCLUSION

We conclude that those traditions stemming from the Exile and the early
Second Temple Period which later were drawn into various types of mes-
sianic speculation originally arose within a situation rife with tension and
change. All of the groups involved sought to explain the contradiction be-
tween a corporate identity understood in terms of a people living under
God’s rule and the experience of living under the sovereignty of a pagan
emperor. Given the co-existence of rival claims to leadership informed by
different backgrounds and party affiliations, it is not surprising that the es-
chatological traditions arising from the period are characterized by wide di-
versity. Though the subsequent interpretation and reapplication of these tra-
ditions developed quite independently of their original meaning and setting,
an awareness of origins is the proper starting point for the study of the his-
tory of interpretation of all traditions. The traditions developing the mes-
sianic themes discussed throughout this volume are no exception.
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THE CONCEPTS OF MASIAH AND
MESSIANISM IN EARLY JUDAISM

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

A renewed examination of messianism in early Judaism can with some
justification be likened to carrying coals to Newcastle or balm to Gilead. The
issue has been intensively and extensively researched over centuries® so that
bringing it under scrutiny once again does not seem to hold much promise
for a discovery of previously uncharted approaches. However, there are at
least two weighty, although quite different reasons which can be adduced in
the defense of a reopening of the issue: (a) The meaning of messianism and
its evaluation constitute a credal and intellectual challenge which confronts
every generation of Jews and Christians, demanding a periodical reassess-
ment, internally and separately, as well as a review of it in common. (b) In
our days the discovery of new documents which reveal hitherto unknown or
only dimly perceived configurations of the messianic idea which had been
current at the turn of the era, require their comparison with conceptions of
messianism which can be traced in the classical sources and their integration
into the socioreligious contexts of Judaism and Christianity in the last centu-
ries B.C.E. and the first centuries C.E. Pride of place must be accorded to the
Qumran writings, discovered four decades ago in the Judean Desert near
the shores of the Dead Sea, which may be dated confidently to the last three
centuries of the Second Temple Period.? In these ancient writings surfaces a
belief in Two Anointed Ones who carry the Hebrew title masiah and are

1. A useful selection of pertinent titles is provided by J. H. Charlesworth, “The Concept of
the Messiah in the Pseudepigrapha,” in ANRW 2.19.1, ed. H. Temporini and W. Haase (Berlin,
New York, 1979), pp. 189-91, nn. 5-10. I would add: L. Diry, Ursprung und Ausbau der
israelitisch-jiidischen Heilandserwartung (Berlin, 1925); H. Ringgren, The Messiah in the Old
Testament (SBT 18, London, 1956).

2. Publications pertaining to Qumran messianism are listed in S. Talmon, “Waiting for the
Messiah: The Spiritual Universe of the Qumran Covenanters,” in J. Neusner, et al., eds., Juda-
isms and their Messiahs at the Turn of the Christian Era (Cambridge, New York, 1987), pp- 111~
37; idem, The World of Qumran From Within (Jerusalem, 1989), pp. 273-300 (abbreviated as
Qumran).
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expected to arise contemporaneously at an imminently awaited turning point
in history. The “Twin Messiahs” will ring in the fervently hoped-for future
eon of immaculate bliss.

In the present discussion I can review only some pivotal aspects of the
very complex phenomenon of early Jewish messianism, which at times con-
tains quite dissimilar, even contradictory features.® Since selection is imper-
ative, I shall attempt to highlight some facets in the overall picture which in
my opinion do not always receive the attention they deserve in the discus-
sion of early Jewish messianism.

There will be unavoidable overlaps of my ensuing analysis with comments
offered in papers read by other participants in this symposium, and equally
with previous publications which deal with the development of Jewish mes-
sianism. I shall nevertheless keep references to consenting and dissenting
views to a minimum, so as not to overload my presentation of the matter
with an unduly expanded bibliographical apparatus.

The title of my paper requires some clarification. I dlfferenhate between
the epithet N°Wx, which is preponderantly used in the Hebrew Bible in ref-
erence to an actual ruling king or his immediate successor, and the concept
messianism, which derives from that noun, but becomes increasingly in-
vested as Jewish thought develops with a credal and visionary dimension that
transcends the original terrestrial signification of the term masiah.

“Early Judaism” has been variously defined by modern scholars and
schools of thought. These divergent interpretations cannot be explicated
here in detail, since such an explication would lead us far afield. Let me
therefore simply state that my remarks will be directed to the elucidation of
some major characteristics which can be perceived in Jewish messianism in
the prerabbinic age.

THESES

The phenomenon of early Jewish messianism, from the founding of the
biblical monarchy around 1000 B.C.E. to the end of the Second Temple Pe-
riod in 70 C.E., cannot be reviewed here in all its ramifications. Therefore I
shall focus on two prominent configurations of the messianic idea: the one
discernable in the seminal Hebrew biblical canon, and the other emerging
in the already mentioned literature of the Qumran Covenanters. Further
expressions of messianism which can be recovered from other sets of litera-
ture current in that age, will be mentioned only en passant. The two major
configurations of the masiah idea appear to illustrate best and to corroborate

3. This characterization applies not only to messianism in the late Second Temple Period, as
acutely discerned by E. Rivkin, “The Meaning of Messiah in Jewish Thought,” USQR 26 {1970/
71) 383-408, but also to earlier stages of its development.
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the following theses which will serve as guidelines in my deliberations. They
can be formulated as follows:

First Thesis. Initially the masiah idea is an intrinsically sociopolitical no-
tion which must be assessed primarily in the historical setting and the con-
ceptual context of the biblical institution of kingship.* Also in its later mani-
festations, it can be best evaluated in the framework of constituted groups
that present to the viewer a specific socioreligious profile.’

Let me add the following observation, lest I be misunderstood. I know
that the sphere of belief and ritual cannot be segregated from the sociopolit-
ical domain when one comes to discuss the biblical society or, for that matter,
any society in the ancient Near East. Biblical Israel must be appreciated as a
unified polity that had not yet experienced the ideational and factual separa-
tion of civis terrae from civis dei which is to mark the contours of later con-
ceptual systems and patterns of thought. However, in order to counterbal-
ance a prevailing tendency to exceedingly “theologize” the notions of masiah
and messianism in their biblical setting, I aim to bring into full light their
down-to-earth political connotations. They must be appreciated within the
existential context of the historical people that hammered them out and
whose societal and credal development concurrently was to a large extent
determined by these concepts. Israel wrote the books of the Bible as its cor-
porate biography; ensuingly it became the People of the Book.

The above proposed thesis will be tested: (a) by an examination of some
motifs, topoi, patterns, and literary imagery in the Hebrew Bible pertaining
to the figure of an “anointed” masiak and (b) by a parallel analysis of the
vision of the “Twin Anointed” which, as said previously, emerges in the New
Covenanters’ writings of Qumran.

As is well known, this particular late Second Temple modification of the
basic biblical masiah concept came already under scrutiny in the early twen-
ties, in the wake of the discovery of the Zadokite Fragments in the Cairo
Genizah.® However, only since the albeit partial publication of the Qumran
finds can we study and assess the phenomenon of “Twin Messianism” in the
context of a structured socioreligious entity that flourished at the turn of the
era, viz. the “Commune of the New Covenant” whose members conceived
of themselves as the only true representatives of the biblical “People of
Israel.”

4. See S. Talmon, “Kingship and the Ideology of the State,” in King, Cult and Calendar in
Ancient Israel (Jerusalem, 1986), pp. 9-38 (abbreviated as King). Also, see J. J. M. Roberts’
paper in the present volume.

5. See S. Talmon, “Types of Messianic Expectation at the Turn of the Era,” King, pp.
202-24.

6. See esp. L. Ginzberg, An Unknown Jewish Sect, updated translation from the German by
R. Marcus (New York, 1976).
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The emphasis on the interpenetration of messianic thought and societal
structure which makes Qumran messianology a ready topic for inclusion in
our discussion, at the same time proves the messianic references in the
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha to be most recalcitrant objects for this pur-
pose. These vestiges of the messianic idea which were current in the Second
Temple Period cannot be set within the parameters of a definable socioreli-
gious entity. Therefore references to “the Messiah” in the Pseudepigrapha
must be examined under different headings and are indeed being brought
under scrutiny by other participants in our symposium.

For a different reason we can exclude from our discussion a consideration
of what is sometimes presented as the Samaritan version of biblical messian-
ism. The Samaritans were indeed constituted in the Second Temple Period
as a clearly circumscribed socioreligious entity and have remained so to this
day. But, as is well known, they accept only the Five Books of the Pentateuch
as scripture and do not consider the other components of the Hebrew Bible,
viz. the Prophets and the Writings, as being invested with authoritative
sanctity. Now it is a fact that exactly these latter components of the Hebrew
Canon reflect the Age of the Kingdoms, and it is in them that the concept of
an “anointed” finds its most salient expression. The very figure of a masiah is
indissolubly bound up with the historical experience of monarchy in which
the Samaritans did not share. Therefore there is no cause for wonder that
they also did not extrapolate the idea of a future ideal “anointed” from the
famous verse in the Balaam pericope, “a star will arise from Jacob” (Num
24:17). Rabbinic exegesis construed that text to foreshadow the institution of
kingship, embodied in the Davidic masiah in whom is captured the quintes-
sence of the future blissful eon. Insofar as vestiges of a central figure can be
discerned in Samaritan traditions concerning a future age, they appear to
pertain to a Moses redivivus, designated taheb. This designation, best trans-
lated as “restorer,” points up the dominant restorative character of the Sa-
maritans’ vision of that future era which lacks the utopian superstructure
fashioned by the biblical prophets and which had a formative influence, al-
though to varying degrees, on all configurations of messianic expectation in
the late Second Temple Period.

Second Thesis. The unfolding of the messianic idea in early Judaism—
from the earthly figure of an anointed king, the historical masiah, to the vi-
sion of an unique superterrestrial savior who will arise in an undeterminably
distant future—may be seen, grosso modo, as a developmental process in
three stages: it proceeds from the historical realism which prevailed in the
age of the monarchies, to a conceptualization in the Second Temple Period,
and it culminates in the idealization of the anointed after 70 C.E., i.e. in the
Christian era, when “the Messiah” is center stage as the inaugurator of the
final and unending era of universal salvation.
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My ensuing remarks will be directed toward a discussion of the first two
stages of this developmental scheme.” The intrinsically distinct characteris-
tics by which these two stages are defined, can be subsumed under the next
thesis.

Third Thesis. “Kingdom,” mdsiah-dom, is determined by an orientation
toward space and is acted out in the tangible parameters of a manifestly cir-
cumscribed geographical entity——the sovereign nation-state of biblical Israel
in the Age of the Kingdoms. This space orientation enhances the marked
quintessence of “topicality” which inheres in the very figure of an “anointed
king.”

In contradistinction, the frame of reference of messianism is time, with a
concurrent recession from tangibility. Time cannot be enclosed in particular
societal and geographical parameters, and thus messianism turns progres-
sively away from the topicality of state and nation and tends to supplant it by
the conceptuality of an all-embracing universalism.

We must, however, be reminded that the above transition will not unfold
unilineally in a simple evolutionary pattern. Rather we can observe in most
configurations of messianism an intertwining and interweaving of the char-
acteristics which invest this phenomenon with traits that seem more ger-
mane to masiach-dom.

THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF MESSIANISM

1 am fully aware of the fact that the diverse later configurations of the
messianic idea cannot be directly and exclusively derived from the person of
the biblical anocinted king. Professor Roberts correctly shows that “In the
original context not one of the thirty-nine occurrences of °¥% in the He-
brew canon refers to an expected figure of the future whose coming will
coincide with the inauguration of an era of salvation.”® But notwithstanding
the palpable absence of Messiah-futurism in the Hebrew Scriptures, there is
yet much truth in Martin Buber’s assertion that messianism must be deemed
“die zutiefst origineile Idee des Judentums,” deeply rooted in the ancient
Israelites’ conceptual universe, and that it is the only source out of which the
various postbiblical formulations of messianism could have sprung.? No
equal to the messianic idea—its essence and its diversity—can be found out-
side the framework of the Judeo-Christian culture and belief systems. Even

7. The elucidation of the third stage is left to other participants in this svmposium who are
better equipped for carrying out the task.

8. See J. ]. M. Roberts, “The Old Testament Contribution to Messianic Expectation,” in this
volume.

9. See M. Buber, Drei Reden iiber das Judentum (Frankfurt am Main, 1911), p. 91.



84 THE MESSIAH

if one accepts without question the interpretation of some items of Mesopo-
tamian iconography as representation of messianic figures,” the resulting
totality does not measure up to the weightiness of the concept of an
“anointed” in the Hebrew Bible—neither by volume nor by ideonic depth.
The Mesopotamian “pictorial account” of anointing never comes anywhere
near the conceptual and credal fullness captured in the biblical “verbal por-
trayal” of the masiah in a great variety of literary motifs and imagery. Like-
wise the expectation of a hero-figure that we encounter in the Cargo-Cults of
the Pacific, whose future coming is expected to inaugurate for the islanders
an era of well-being and an abundance of earthly goods, bears little resem-
blance to the hope for universal salvation and cosmic peace which permeates
Jewish and Christian messianism. !

It follows that the examination of any postbiblical expression of the mes-
sianic idea must take its departure from Hebrew Scriptures. The diversity
which we encounter in the later configurations of messianism can be ex-
plained, in part, as being inspired by different literary strata of the Hebrew
Canon that in turn served them all as a shared seminal source. Again, the
diversity resulted from the particular interpretation or reformulation of the
common heritage and from the distinctive emphasis which this or the other
group put on this or the other aspect of the biblical mdsiah-notion.> And
then one must yet take into account the variegated intellectual and spiritual
stimuli which external factors effected on these sundry groupings. The diver-
sification arose probably already in the Persian period under the impact of
the preceding dispersion of the Judeans after the debacle of 586 B.C.E. 13 The
process gained in force and was accelerated in the hellenistic and Roman era
when various groups of Jews were differently affected by the Greco-Roman
culture and by indigenous spiritual and religious phenomena, such as apoc-
alypticism and gnosticism, to mention only the most conspicuous.

- v

THE BIBLICAL MASIAH IDEA

The Hebrew Scriptures do not offer any systematic statement which could
serve as a clear guideline in an investigation of the conceptual content which
inheres in the masiah. As is the case with other phenomena in the realm of
speculative thought, biblical historiographers and narrators content them-

10. See J.-G. Heintz, “Royal Traits and Messianic Figures: A Thematic and Iconographical
Approach (Mesopotamian Elements),” in this volume.

11. See S. Talmon, “Der Gesalbte Jahwes—bhiblische und frithnachbiblische Messias- und
Heilserwartung,” in Jesus—Messias?® Heilserwartungen bei Juden und Christen (Regensburg.
1982), pp. 27fL., with references to pertinent literature.

12, See S. Talmon, “Tvpes” (above n. 5).

13. See S. Talmon, “The Emergence of Jewish Sectarianism in the Early Second Temple
Period,” in Ancient Israelite Religion, Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, ¢d. P. D. Miller.
Jr.. B. . Hanson. S. D. McBride {Philadelphia. 1987), pp. 387-616 = King, pp- 165-201.
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selves with factually recording instances of the anointing of kings without
theorizing about the religious and political basis of this custom. Only in the
Psalms and the Prophets does one find attempts at transcending factuality
and at seemingly reaching out for an intrinsic understanding of the masiah
phenomenon. Even then the cogitation remains topical, emanating out of
the authors’ historical experience, and it does not attain that level of abstrac-
tion and synthesis which characterizes classical writers and philosophers and
is indicative of the modern scholars’ approach to the Bible.

In view of these circumstances, the student of the Hebrew Bible can only
attempt to achieve some measure of comprehensive appreciation of ancient
Israelite messianism by collating and integrating partial descriptions and
fragmentary formulations found in a great variety of texts stemming from
widely separated periods, differing from and at times contradicting each
other. There emerges, at best, a kaleidoscopic picture which lacks consist-
ency. This state of affairs should cause no surprise. We are after all dealing
with a corpus of writings which grew over an extended period and which
necessarily reflects the heterogenous attitudes of authors who may have en-
tertained diverging appreciations of the maiah concept and its actual crys-
tallizations in history.

However, notwithstanding these severe limitations by which the quest for
integration and systematization is beset, we may yet be able to trace some
significant features which mark the contours of the biblical masiah idea.

From the very outset, the biblical conception of an “anointed,” and also
the Jewish messianism which grew out of it, exhibits a bewildering internal
tension. It is stressed between a topical rationalism rooted in historical ex-
perience, and a mystical utopianism which transcends all reality.

The very title masich and the custom of “anointing” originated in the
world of the Israelite monarchy. The anointed king, scion of a dynastic
house—as realized preeminently in the Davidic line—bears upon himself
the imprint of two in essence contradictory principles:!* inspired leadership
which derives its authority from personal charisma and is by definition dis-
continuous, as it was known in the days of the Judges, coalesces with the
automatically continuous monarchical regime which draws its strength from
the office charisma of an acclaimed institution.'® The principle of election,
inherent in a leader on whom is the divine spirit, was grafted on the system
of dynastic government which is intrinsically devoid of any religious or spir-
itua] dimension. Due to the resulting amalgam, the anointed king and the
monarchy were conceived as a basic tenet of the Israelites” body politic and

14. The resulting tension is captured int. al. in the motif of the “Barren Wife,” as I suggested
in “Literary Motifs and Speculative Thought in the Hebrew Bible,” Hebrew University Studies
in Literature and the Arts = HSLA 16 (1988) 150-68.

13. See Z. Weisman, “Anointing as a Motif in the Making of the Charismatic King,” B;blzca
3711976) 378-98.
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world view. Nathan's prophecy (25am T7) which echoes in related traditions
(1Kgs 8:22-26; 1Chr 28:4-7; 2Chr 6:16-17; 13:5 et al.) assured the House of
David of everlasting divine support. Qut of it grew the image of the ideal
anointed king: blessed with infinite understanding and wisdom, inspired and
righteous, a savior who would reunite Judah and Ephraim and regain for
Israel its national splendor as in the days of the united monarchy under Da-
vid and Solomon. Innumerable passages in the Hebrew Bible extol this vi-
sion of the perfect future age which Jeremiah portrays as follows:

The days are now coming, says YHWH, when I will raise up from David[’s line}
a shoot {invested] with righteous might,'® a king who shall rule wisely, main-
taining law and justice in the land. In his days Judah shall be safe and Israel
shall live securely. And this is the name by which he will be known: YHWH is
our righteous might. (Jer 23:5-6; cf. 17:25, 22:4, further Isa 11:1-10,
Hos 3:4-5, Amos 9:11-15, Micah 3:1-8, Hag 2:20-23 et al.)

In addition, the diverse configurations of masiah-messianism absorbed to
varying degrees mythical elements which derive in part from ancient Near
Eastern cultures and in part from later mystical and gnostic concepts. They
mostly penetrated the ancient Israelites” world of ideas through the diffuse
and undirected contact with neighboring peoples and their literatures. But
it may be assumed that this interpenetration was at first also consciously fos-
tered by the Israelite royal houses and their loyal followers. The ancient
Near Eastern literatures proffered to the biblical kings and writers an ideo-
logical underpinning of the monarchy which they could not extrapolate from
their own indigenous traditions. This assumption helps to explain the prolif-
eration of mythopoeic royalist imagery in biblical writings which pertain to
the age of the monarchies—foremost in the Book of Psalms where it is ap-
plied with special emphasis to the house of David. "

We further discern in the biblical portrayal of the future masiah, and of
the new era that he will ring in, two discrete patterns which may be desig-
nated “utopian messianism” and “restorative messianism” respectively. Both
can be set in either a particular-national or a universal-comprehensive
framework. In most biblical oracles and visions of the future age these ini-
tially separate strands are already interwoven. However, by applying textual
and literary analysis, they can yet be segregated to some extent and traced
to presumably independent pristine traditions which spring from diverse so-
cioreligious contexts. '8

From these variously accentuated emphases on the utopian or the restor-
ative outlooks which mark unequally distinct strata in the biblical literature

16. Biblical texts are quoted here according to the NEB, except where my understanding of
the Hebrew original requires a departure from that translation.

17. See S. Talmon, “Kingship” (above n. )

18. See S. Talmon, “Biblical Visions of the Future Ideal Age,” King, pp. 140-64.
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appear to derive the differentiated manifestations of messianism in the post-
biblical era. Messianic visions which bear upon them the imprint of utopi-
anism will gravitate toward a reliance on “prooftexts” culled from the Psalms
and the prophetic books. They will accordingly foreshadow an idyllic picture
of the future, the likes of which humanity and Israel had never experienced.
In contrast, types of messianism which are marked by a pronounced restor-
ative thrust, will model the depiction of the “Age to Come” after a historical
Vorzeit which is perceived as an idealized prototype. In these configurations
of messianism, the conception of the “Age to Come” is intrinsically conceived
as the memory of the past projected into the future. The identification of and
the differentiation between these basic types of early Jewish messianism is
of exceeding importance in the assessment of the Qumran Covenanters’ twin
masiah expectation which shall yet be brought under consideration.

THE SIGNIFICATION OF ANOINTMENT

The practice of anointing a secular-political leader with oil was an innova-
tion which has no roots whatsoever in the socioreligious tradition of premon-
archic Israel. This shows manifestly in the report about the first attempt to
institute the monarchy in the days of Gideon, in which neither the verb msh
nor the title masiah are ever used (Judg 8:22-27). Equally these terms are
altogether absent from the ensuing account concerning Gideon’s son Abi-
melech whom the Shechemites actually made king over them (Judg 9:1~6,
16-20).

Prior to the monarchy, the Bible mentions anocinting only in cultic con-
texts: (a) in reference to the installation rites of the High Priest (Ex 28:41;
29:7, 36; 40:13-15; Lev 8:10-12; Num 3:3; 35:25; 1Chr 29:22 et al.), who
was accordingly known by the designation B2 1737 (Lev 4:3, 5, 16; 6:15);
(b) in reference to prophecy, when Elijah anointed Elisha as prophet (1Kgs
19:16), and possibly once in a paratactical apposition of nabi’ with masiah (Ps
105:15); {c) pertaining to the sanctification of cultic implements (Gen 28:18,
31:13; Ex 30:25-26, 40:9-~11; Num 7:10, 84, 88 et al.).

It must be emphasized that in practically all its occurrences, the noun
masiah serves as a royal title, notwithstanding its apparent “adjectival for-
mation with passive significance.”” In this, as in many other instances, a
contextual exegesis and functional analysis have the upper hand over gram-
matical and philological considerations. The noun masiah belongs in one cat-
egory with a series of similarly construed terms which are designations of
societal functionaries: (a) paqid, “office holder,” both in the political arena
(Gen 41:34; Judg 9:28; 2Kgs 25:19 = Jer 52:25; Esth 2:3) and in the cultic
domain (Jer 29:26; Neh 11:9, 14, 22; 12:42; 2Chr 24:11; 31:13). Especially

19. See Roberts’ contribution in this volume.
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instructive is the combination of paqid with the royal epithet nagid in Jer
20:1. (b) gdsin, “nobleman” or “military commander” (Josh 10:24; Isa 1:10,
3:6-7, 22:3; Prov 6:7, 25:15), used interchangeably or in parallelism with
ré’§ as designation of a tribal or national leader (Judg 11:6-8, 11; Micah 3:1,
9). (c) In the same category belong the very common titles ndsi’ “tribal head,”
which can parallel melek and in fact replaces that term in Ezekiel; nasik,
“prince”; and ndb?’, “prophet”—to mention just a few.

Of special interest in the present context is the already mentioned title
nagid, which in the seminal account of Samuel’s being divinely instructed to
anoint Saul as the first Israelite king is actually combined with the vocable
msh: PROWY pyvy a1y IAnwm (1Sam 9:16). The very same word
combination is taken up in a description of Solomon’s coronation cere-
mony (1Chr 29:22), where the technical connotation of the two terms is
highlighted by the preceding verb mlk, which prevalently defines royal rule:
70317 73T INWH?) TM7712 AAYYL n3Y 1975171 “They declared Solomon ben
David kmg a second time and anointed him as YHWH’s king.” 2

The application of the collocation m&h Ingyd to Solomon, who built the
City of Jerusalem and the Temple, gives rise to the supposition that his im-
age served the author of Daniel as the prototype on which he modelled his
portrayal of the masiah nagid who is said to arise after the completion of the
divinely determined period of wrath which will last for seven times seventy
years. Then the historical triad—Davidic king, prophet, and anointed high
priest—will be reinstituted in the rebuilt holy city:

Seventy weeks (of years) have been decreed (as the time of punishment) for
your people and your holy city, to stop transgression, to expiate iniquity, and
to bring in forever (the Davidic king of) righteousness, to mark (again with the
seal of divine spirit) a prophet of vision, and to anoint a most holy (priest).
Know then and understand: from the time that the word went forth that Jeru-
salem should be restored, seven (-year) weeks shall pass till an anointed king
(masiah nagidy®* will arise (Dan 9:24-25a).

Extrabiblical sources prove that the anointing of kings was also practiced
in other ancient Near Eastern monarchies (see 1Kgs 19:15), including some
Canaanite city-states, However, the royal title masiah is attested only in the
Hebrew Bible. There it occurs exclusively in the construct form—137° B°W»
(1Sam 24:7, 11; 26:9, 11, 16, 23 et al.) and 2pyYD° *08 1°Wn (2Sam 23:1), or
with a poss. suff. —1*¥n (1Sam 2:35, Ps 132:17), qn°Wn (Hab 3:13; Ps 84:10,
132:10 et al.), IN°Wn (1Sam 2:10, 12:3, 5; Isa 45:1 et al.) and once in the plural
Y (Ps 105:15).

The Bible mentions anointing explicitly only in reference to some kings:
Saul (1Sam 10:1), David (1Sam 16:1, 12, 13; 2Sam 2:4, 5:3; Ps 89:21; 1Chr

20. This notation is missing in the parallel account in 1Kgs 1:38-40.
21. This word combination is taken up in the ensuing verse in a break-up pattern—9:26u:
nwn N3 9:26m: ’]U\Uﬂ Aol X33 Aoy nonwe
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11:3), Solomon (1Kgs 1:39; 1Chr 29:22), Jehu (2Kgs 9:1{f.), Joash (2Kgs 11:12;
2Chr 23:11), and Jehoahaz (2Kgs 23:30). However, the recurring collocation
msh Imlk (Judg 9:8, 15; 1Sam 15:1; 2Sam 2:4; 1Kgs 19:15 et al.) and the often-
used term masich YHWH lead to the conclusion that all kings of Judah and
most kings of Ephraim were actually anointed, even though our sources do
not record the fact.

The ritual of unction was performed by the High Priest (1Kgs 1:39; 2Chr
25:11) with the holy oil kept at first in the Tabernacle and then in the Temple
(Ex 25:6, 37:29; Lev 8:2; 1Kgs 1:39), or by a prophet (1Sam 10:1, 16:12-13;
2Kgs 9:6ff.; of. 1Kgs 19:15-16 et al.) on divine command. The fact that rep-
resentatives of both these offices are not mentioned in the Savior-traditions
in the Book of Judges may have been a contributing factor to the author’s
abstention from using the root méh in the Gideon and Abimelech stories in
which kingship plays a prominent role (Judges 9-10).%

The Bible also mentions instances of kings being anointed by the people.
According to 1Chr 29:22 the people acclaimed Solomon as king by anointing
him at the customary coronation banquet which will serve as the model for
the future “messianic banquet.”® It is similarly said of Joash that “they [i.e.
the people] made him king, anointed (or: by anointing) him, clapped their
hands and shouted ‘Long live the king” ” (2Kgs 11:12). The text is even more
explicit in the depiction of the enthronement of Jehoahaz: “The cam hd’dres™
took Josiah’s son Jehoahaz, anointed him® and made him king in place of his
father” (2Kgs 23:30).

A synopsis of all these references prompts the conclusion that in biblical
society, the ritual of unction was the formal expression of approval of the
“anointed” by representatives of the religious-cultic echelons of the soci-
ety—prophet or priest, and by “the people—in whatever composition, rep-
resenting the body politic in toto.

This conclusion is buttressed by Jotham’s Fable in which the above fea-
tures are abstracted from historical-political realities and are raised to the
status of principles encapsulated in literary imagery. Like “the Israelites” in
Gideon’s time (Judg 8:22) and later “the elders of Israel” in the days of Sam-
uel (1Sam 8:4-5, 19-20), in their quest for a king “the trees” offer “anoint-
ing” to one after the other of the especially productive and estimated trees
(Judg 9:8-15). Scholars are divided in the interpretation of the message
transmitted by the fable.2 But there can be no doubt that it signifies the
decisive role played by the body politic in the appointment of kings: the

22. See my comments above, p. 87.

23. See J. Priest’s “The Messianic Banquet Revisited,” in this volume.

24. On the special connection of the ‘am hd’dres with the davidic dynasty, see S. Talmon,
“The Judaean “am ha’ares in Historical Perspective,” King, pp. 68-78.

25. The crucial phrase is missing in the parallel account in 2Chr 36:1. -

26. 1t is debated whether the author of the fable intended it as a critique of monarchy as such
or whether he only distanced himself from Abimelek, whom the Shechemites had made king
over themselves.
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trees, symbolizing the Shechemites or, for that matter, all Israel, initiate
the introduction of the monarchy and propose to confer the royal office on
the chosen individual by “anointing” him.

This conclusion leads to one other inference. Conceptually the rite of
anointing with holy oil seemingly invested the masiah with the immunity
which inheres in the act of sanctification by unction (1Sam 24:7, 11; 26:9, 11,
16, 23; 2Sam 1:13-16; Ps 105:15 = 1Chr 16:22 et al.; cf. also Ex 22:27).
However, in reality the requirement that the king be anointed by the people
reveals his dependency on his constituents and the control which the citizens
of the realm retained over the masiah.

The effective circumscription of the masiah’s power and his sacred status
shows in one other remarkable phenomenon which exclusively affected
“anointed” rulers. Prior to the establishment of the monarchy, divine inspi-
ration was never removed from a man who had been revealed as a savior,
even if he transgressed and went wrong. Samson’s marrying a Philistine
woman indeed angered his parents (Judg 14:3; ¢f. Gen 26:34-35 and 27:46).
But his action is ultimately justified—"“for he looked for a pretext {to fight]
against the Philistines” (Judg 14:4)—and the divine spirit did not depart
from him (Judg 14:6). By erecting the Ephod in his city Ophrah, Gideon
sinned and caused others to sin: “all Israel went astray after it . . . and it
became a snare unto Gideon and his house” (Judg 8:27). Even so his mission
was not terminated. He remained a judge until his death “at a ripe old age”
(Judg 8:32).

How different was the fate of a masiah who failed. Notwithstanding his
being anointed with holy oil, his mission could be voided altogether or he
could suffer severe punishment. The verv first mas§iah was also the first
leader to be deposed. Samuel, who had anointed Saul, stripped him of his
office (1Sam 10:1, 13:13-14, 15:26-28). The rule over most of Israel was
divested from Solomon (1Kgs 11:11-13), whom Zadok the priest and Nathan
the prophet had anointed (1Kgs 1:45), because he had sinned by marrying
foreign women (1Kgs 11:1-4)—as Samson had done—and by introducing
illegitimate cultic objects (1Kgs 11:5-10)—Tlike Gideon. Ahab’s transgres-
sions caused his son to be deprived of the throne and in his stead Jehu was
anointed king over Israel by an emissary of Elisha the prophet.

It follows that in historical reality the ritual of anointing was a ceremonial
manifestation of the checks and balances which the agents of unction—
priest, prophet, or people—imposed upon the mad§ah, rather than being a
symbol of sacred immunity which they wished to bestow upon him.

THE PROGRESSIVE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE MASIAH

The gradual emergence of an increasingly critical attitude toward kings in
actual history, voiced predominantly by the prophets, caused the title md-
§iah to be transferred to the idealized figure of a “King to Come” who was
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expected to arise in an appreciably near future. As a result, the concept lost
some of its initial concreteness and became invested with a measure of uto-
pian nonreality. But in the last count, the designation retained its unmistak-
ably tangible connotation. The vision of an “Anointed to Come” who would
rectify the wrongs perpetrated by the ruling king and remedy the ills of the
present situation, is set within the frame of actual history. In this as in other
aspects of the conception of time, the biblical writers’ historical horizon ap-
pears to span no more than seven to eight generations: three to four, viewed
retrospectively, constitute “the past”; and three to four, seen prospectively,
make up “the future.”?’

With the discontinuance of the royal line of David in the wake of the con-
quest of Jerusalem by the Babylonians in 5386 B.C.E., there sets in a progres-
sive “ideazation” of the no longer extant “anointed.” The fervent hope that
the masich absconditus will be revealed again in another Davidic anointed
indeed did not cease altogether. At first it was riveted to palpable pretenders
to the title, like Zerubbabel the Davidide, hailed as the “anocinted” by the
prophets Haggai (Hag 2:20-23) and Zechariah (Zech 3:8, 4:1-14, 6:9-15),
who were active in the period of the Return from the Exile.

The expected imminent realization of the hopes pinned on the incumbent
anointed reverberates in the prophets’ visions concerning Zerubbabel, the
shoot grown from the stock of Jesse (Isa 11:1): “I will take you, Zerubbabel
son of Shealtiel, my servant (says YHWH), and will wear you as a signet-
ring, for you it is that I have chosen” (Hag 2:23). While the title masiah is not
used in this passage, and even the Davidic patronymic is omitted, the em-
ployment of collocations with distinct Davidic overtones—such as <abdi,
“my servant”; békd baharti, “you I have chosen”; and kahdtam, “like a signet-
ring”—fully evince the masiah character of this oracle.?

It would appear that for Haggai and some of his contemporaries the exis-
tential gap between their historical “now” and the messianic “then” had been
closed. “This day,” the twenty-fourth of the ninth month in the second year
of Darius’s reign, “the momentous day of Temple refoundation,”? is seen as
“the day of YHWH” envisaged by earlier prophets. There is no mention in
Haggai’s or in Zechariah’s message of an ’ahdrit hayyamim which lies vet
ahead. The promised “future age” has become “historical reality.” The Re-
turn from the Babylonian Exile is the New Exodus. Now God will again
“shake heaven and earth, overthrow the thrones of kings, break the power of
heathen realms, overturn chariots and their riders” (Hag 2:22), as he had

27. I expect to discuss this phenomenon in a separate publication. For the present, see S.
Talmon, Eschatology and History in Biblical Judaism (Ecumenical Institute, Jerusalem, Occa-
sional Papers 2; Tantur-Jerusalem, 1986), pp. 15-16.

28. The messianic interpretation of this oracle is debated by C. and E. Mevers in their recent
commentary on Haggai-Zechariah 1-8 (AB 23B; New York, 1987), p. 82.

29. See Meyers, Haggai-Zechariah 1-8.
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done in the past to the Egyptians at the crossing of the Red Sea (Ex 15:4-13,
19). And just as the Exodus from Egypt had constituted the historical pre-
requisite for the ensuing introduction of the monarchy and the anointing of
Saul (1Sam, 16), so the Exodus from Babvlon serves as the backdrop for the
reemergence of a Davidic scion—Zerubbabel, whom Haggai’s contempo-
rary Zechariah likens to an olive tree “consecrated with oil” (Zech 4:1-14).
However, Zechariah appears to offer to his audience a correction of Hag-
gai’s overoptimistic interpretation of current events as evidencing the real-
ization of the messianic age. Also, Zechariah uses collocations which evoke
associations with Davidic masiah phraseology. He speaks of YHWH’s “choos-
ing again Jerusalem” as his dwelling place and of “Jerusalem and the cities of
Judah,” which, as Martin Noth has acutely discerned, “is a patently political
designation for the realm of the Davidic ruler.”® But in contradistinction
from Haggai, Zechariah refrains from harnessing his vision of restoration to
a definite timetable (Zech 1:12) such as had been proclaimed by prophets of
the monarchic age. Then, (First) Isaiah could yet perceive in the unborn son
of the reigning king Ahaz the new mdsiah, destined to ring in an eon of bliss:

For a boy has been born to us, a son given to us to bear the symbol of dominion
on his shoulders . . . to establish and sustain it with righteousness and just
might from now and for evermore. (Isa 9:5-6, cf. 7:14-16)

The age of eternal joy and bliss of which the passage speaks (Isa 9:2) was
deemed to lie but one generation ahead. And Jeremiah could foresee in his
oracles of woe Judah’s subjugation to Babylonian rule to last for seventy years
(Jer 25:11-12, 29:10; Zech 7:5; Dan 9:2; 2Chr 36:21; cf. Isa 23:15, 17), a time
span which is coterminous with the already mentioned realistic conception
of the future as comprising three generations.

Zechariah’s reticence to proclaim that this period of punishment had run
its course, as Haggai unhesitatingly does, is tantamount with a refusal to
consider his own times as the realization of the promised era of salvation.
Zechariah's vision of the reconstitution of Jerusalem in an undetermined fu-
ture—T9Y —contains an implied criticism of Haggai’s viewing Zerubbabel as
the incumbent masiah, divinely appointed to assume dominion over Israel
in this age in which for him the visionary future had become reality.

The controversy between two contemporaries over the interpretation of
the masiah idea respective to their own days indjcates that already in biblical
times the development of this concept was not unilineal. Being rooted in the
realities of a historical society, its formulations and reformulations reflect re-
actions to changing circumstances to which that society was subjected. To

30. M Noth, The Laws in the Pentateuch and Other Studies (London, 1984), p. 138.
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some degree, this multiplicity persisted into a later age. In the Second
Temple Period, the vision of the future masiah progressively lost its distinct-
ness and ultimately could not be fitted anymore into a definite chronological
schema. But at the end of this period—when, on the whole, ideation had
replaced the earlier historical realism of the masiah concept—Qumran doc-
uments still reflect the notion of a messianic eon to be imminently realized.
We can, mutatis mutandis, apply to this dichotomy in Jewish messianism
Buber’s pithy characterization of biblical eschatology:

Eschatological [lege: messianic) hope—in Israel, the historical people par ex-
cellence (Tillich)—is first always historical hope; it becomes eschatologized
only through growing historical disillusionment. In this process faith seizes
upon the future as the unconditioned turning point of history, then as the un-
conditioned overcoming of history. From this point of vantage it can be ex-
plained that the eschatologization of those actual-historical ideas includes their
mythicization . . . Myth is the spontaneous and legitimate language of expect-
ing, as of remembering, faith. But it is not its substance . . . The genuine
eschatological life of faith is—in the great labour-pains of historical experi-
ence—born from the genuine historical life of faith; every other attempt at
derivation mistakes its character.®

MASIAH IMAGERY AND MOTIFS

The above proposed thesis that we can discern in the biblical masiah con-
cept a development—indeed multilinear, even erratic—from historical re-
ality to ideazation and then to idealization, can be verified by an analysis of
literary patterns and motifs in which this development is encapsulated. The
study of this aspect of the issue under review cannot be carried out in full in
the present context. It must suffice to illustrate the matter by bringing under
scrutiny only two salient characteristics of masiah imagery:

(a) Besides being conceived from the outset as a historical royal person,
the masiah is unfailingly seen as a member of an ascriptive social unit: family,
clan, or tribe. This ascription is fully in keeping with the manifestly familistic
orientation of the Israelite society, abundantly documented in the biblical
writings. The anointed is usually introduced as the son of a named father to
whom he was born in the process of natural procreation by a wife, who is also
sometimes named. The mdsiah is never a loner. Rather he is ostentatiously
portrayed in his varying relations and interactions with parents, siblings, off-
spring and other kin and, being a political figure, with a wide spectrum of
public personages: courtiers and military personnel, prophets, and cultic
functionaries. Born like any other human being, he will die the death of

31. M. Buber, Kingship of God, trans. from the German by R. Scheimann (London, 1967),
“Preface.”
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mortals: of old age in his own home—like David® (1Kgs 2:1-10 = IChr
28:28), Solomon (1Kgs 11:43 = 2Chr 9:31), Rehoboam (1Kgs 14:30 = 2Chr
12:16), Abijah (1Xgs 15:8 = 2Chr 13:23), Jeroboam (1Kgs 14:20), Baasha
(1Kgs 16:6), Omri (1Kgs 16:28), Jehoshaphat (1Kgs 22:51 = 2Chr 21:10} and
Jehu (2Kgs 10:35); or due to illness—like Asa (2Chr 16:12~14),% Ahab’s son
Ahaziah (2Kgs 1:2, 6, 15-17), Jehoshaphat’s son Jehoram (2Chr 21:18-19),3
and Azariah-Uzziah (2Kgs 15:5 = 2Chr 26:21). Some anointed were slain on
the battlefield—like Saul (1Sam 31:3-6 = 1Chr 10:3-6), Ahab (1Kgs
22:34-38 = 2Chr 18:33-34), and Josiah (2Kgs 23:29-30 = 2Chr 35:19-
24), Occasionally they fell victims to a court cabale—like Nadab (1Kgs
15:27-29), Elah (1Kgs 16:9-12), Jehoram (2Kgs 9:24), Ahaziah son of Joram
(2Kgs 9:27), Jehoash (2Kgs 12:21~22 = 2Chr 24:25-26), Amaziah (2Kgs
14:19; 2Chr 25:27), Zechariah (2Kgs 15:10), Shallum (2Kgs 15:14), and Pe-
kahiah (2Kgs 15:25).

{b) In this context it is certainly of interest to note that the Hebrew Bible
has not preserved any “miraculous birth” traditions concerning anointed
kings. Thus, for example, all tales about a “barren wife” who after divine
intervention® gives birth to a son destined to greatness, are set in the pre-
monarchic era. The latest of these tales centers on Samuel (1Sam 1:1-28),
who opened the door for the introduction of the monarchy and was the first
to anoint a masiah (1 Samuel 8-12). I have discussed the conceptual impli-
cations of the “barren wife” motif in a separate publication.* Therefore it
suffices to point out here that not one of the “heroes” who were ultimately born
by these women—Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Samson, and Samuel-—was ever
anointed. Likewise, we have no masiah versions of the “endangered prog-
eny” motif, which is best exemplified by the Moses tradition (Ex 1:15~
2:10),% although anointed kings indeed encountered dangers in their life-
times and, as said, in some instances died violent deaths. The abstinence of
biblical writers from embroidering their masiah accounts with miraculous
and mythopoeic elements appears to disclose a conscious insistence on the
preservation of the realistic propensity of these traditions.

However, concomitantly with the realistic portrayals of kings, all of whom
presumably were anointed, we note a progressive extrication of the masiah
from the network of natural family and societal-political relations. The de-
tailed and plastic reports on the life of the first anointed kings, Saul, David,

32. The names of kings whose unction is expressly mentioned are italicized.

33. The fact is only cursorily noted in the parallel account in 2Kgs 15:23-24.

34. The parallel in 2Kgs 8:24 does not record this circumstance.

35. See G. Wallis, “Die theologische Bedeutung der Wundergeburten im Alten und Neuen
Testament,” in De la Térah au Messie, Mélanges Henri Cazelles, ed. }. Doré, P. Grelot, M.
Carrez (Paris, 1981), pp. 171-78.

36. “Literary Motifs,” above, n. 13a.

37. See int. al. R. Polzin, “The Ancestress of Israel in Danger,” Semeia 3 (1975) 81~
98: D. B. Bedford. "The Literary Motif of the Exposed Child,” Numen 14 (1961) 209-28.
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Solomon, and Jeroboam~—their childhood and youthful exploits—are in-
creasingly replaced by the much vaguer depictions of later royal figures, also
of those whose unction is expressly mentioned, like Jehu and Jehoash. This
diminution of details may point to a waning of the historiographers’ interest
in these “anointed,” or it may have resulted from the nature of the sources
which were at their disposal. But at the same time we observe in prophetic
literature the concurrent development of a seemingly nonrealistic concep-
tion of the (anointed) king such as is not present in the prophetic tales spliced
into the historiographies of Samuel and Kings. This “nonrealistic” trend
is most prominent in oracles and visions pertaining to the anointed out of
David’s stock, in which a measure of possibly intended opaqueness is recog-
nizable.

A case in point is (First) Isaiah’s prophecy given to King Ahaz, whom he
encounters in the outskirts of Jerusalem, where Ahaz had gone to prepare
the defense of the city in the face of an imminent attack on it by an Aramean-
Ephraimite coalition (Isaiah 7). Perceiving a pregnant young woman, who
may have been in the king’s entourage, Isaiah foresees a radical change for
the better in Judah’s political situation which will occur in the yet unborn
son’s infanthood. The thrust of the prophets message to the king and his
people is epitomized in the name “Immanuel” by which that son is to be
called (Isa 7:14-16).38

The expectant mother is not named, and her husband’s name is not re-
vealed. She is referred to by the term calmah, which has been variously ex-
plained, in some instances with far-reaching theological implications. The
indistinct identity of the dramatis personae and the distinctly soteriological
content of this passage have given rise to widely differing interpretations of
the episode which cannot and need not be explicated here.*® Viewing the
pericope in the framework of the collection of predominantly pro-Davidic
oracles in Isaiah 7-11, I unhesitatingly side with commentators who identify
the calméh as the king’s pregnant wife and her unborn son as his heir and
prospective successor to the throne. Understood thus, this tale assumes the
character of a first royal version of the above-mentioned premonarchic “an-
nunciation type-scene,” with topical and linguistic adjustments to the pro-
phetic literary genre.* The vignette-like depiction may be compared with a

38, The implied promise is underpinned in an ensuing pericope which speaks of a son born
to the prophet by his unnamed wife, hannebi *dh. That son’s name, “Speedy-Spoiling—Prompt-
Plundering”—mahér 3alal ha§ baz (Isa 8:3-4) epitomizes the utter destruction of Aram and
Samaria, the foes of Judah. It thus complements the propitious message encapsulated in the
name “Immanuel.”

39. A convenient summary of the interpretation history of this text is provided by H. Wild-
berger, Isaiah 1-12 (Continental Commentaries; Minneapolis, 1991); O. Kaiser, Isaigh: One to
Twelve. A Commentary, The Old Testament Library (Philadelphia, 1983), translated from the
German originals. .

40. See Th. Lescow, “Das Geburtsmotif in den messianischen Weissagungen bei Jesaja und
Micha,” ZAW 79 (1967) 172-207.
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similar type scene* in Judges—the annunciation of Samson’s birth (Judges
13)—the prophet Isaiah takes the place which the annunciating angel (an-
other type of divine emissary) occupies there; King Ahaz replaces Manoah
(of whom it is never explicitly said that he fathered the son to be born); the
unnamed <alméh comes in lieu of Manoah’s unnamed wife; and the son to be
born is to be given by his mother (MT: wéqara’t) the portentous name “Im-
manuel” (cf. Isa 8:10), just as it is the mother who in the other story bestows
upon her son (wattiqgra) the equally auspicious appellation “Samson” (Judg
13:24).

However, notwithstanding the soteriological setting of the Immanuel epi-
sode (and vision), the particulars pertaining to that son’s birth reflect the
process of normal procreation. In contradistinction to the aforementioned
narratives concerning “barren” wives, we have here no mention whatsoever
of an unduly delayed pregnancy by which the child’s mother had been af-
flicted, nor is the eventual birth of Immanuel in any way brought about by
supraterrestrial intervention. Even in the Immanuel tradition, charged with
incipient messianic soteriology, realism yet manifestly outweighs the mirac-
ulous.

This characterization can be underpinned by a comparison of the wording
of the birth annunciation formula in Isaiah 7 with parallel passages which
speak of the natural conception and imminent birth of an heir, especially in
reference to the Davidic line:

Isa 7:14 13 NN M7 YT I
Gen 16:11 13 A7 A7 WD
Judg 13:5, 7 12 0T MWD
1Kgs 13:2 NI N3 1993 1370
1Chr 22:9 17 171312730
Compare further:
Gen 18:10 AR 7YY 137TIM
22:20 X17°03 729% 077 MR
25:24 phlenkRapm i bhy

The theophoric name Immanuel must be taken as a royal epithet which be-
longs to the category of the Hoheitstitel affiliated with the Davidic
anointed.* It can be comfortably joined with the string of titles by which
“the son born for us” is designated in an ensuing Isaiah oracle as “Wonderful
adviser, godlike in battle (¢l gibbor), everlasting (lit., Father for all time)

41, For this term in its application to biblical literature, see R. Alter, The Art of Biblical
Narrative (London, 1981), pp. 47-62.

42. See H. Wildberger, “Zu den Thronnamen des Messias Jes 9 5b,” TZ 16 (1960) 314-22
contrast Lescow's statement “Beispiele fir solche Thronnamen finden sich im AT indessen
nicht,” ZAW 79 (1967) 181.
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Prince of Peace” (Isa 9:6), and with other theophoric appellations, such as
YHWH sidgénii— YHWH is our righteous might,” which Jeremiah adds to
that roster (Jer 23:6) and which may be compared with the royal proper name
sidqiyyaha (2Kgs 24:17 et al.) and yéhosadaq (Hag 1:1 et al.). The annuncia-
tion episode recorded in Isaiah 7 appears to have altogether the character of
a prolepsis of the Davidic visions assembled in the ensuing chapters, sharing
with them a similar terminology and imagery and, above all, their soterio
logical outlook. There annunciation imagery, or the Geburtsmotif, is recur-
rently taken up in an ever expanding visionary scope: while in one oracle (Isa
9:5-6) “the son to be born for us” is yet conceived as a wise and just ruler in
an appreciably near future, “from now on and forever’(mécattah weécad-
c¢lam, Isa 9:6), in the other “the shoot out of Jesse’s stump” is seen in a futur-
istic perspective, unbounded by historical reality (Isa 11:1~-10). It could be
said that the structurally not directly connected but nevertheless consecu-
tive three Isaiah oracles reflect in their juxtaposition the posited three stages
in the development of the biblical masiah theme: historicity (Isa 7:14-16);
ideation (Isa 9:5-6); idealization (Isa 11:1-10). That progressive dehistoriza-
tion of the mdsiah notion appears in the oracles of the postexilic prophets
Haggai and Zechariah concerning Zerubbabel, the last anointed of the Da-
vidic line in the biblical era.

One notes a parallel obfuscation of the circumstances of Zerubbabels life
and his person in the first six chapters of the historiographical Book of Ezra,
which relate the man’s exploits. This text block constitutes in fact a self-
contained unit which was prefixed to Ezra’s history. There is good reason for
entitling the clearly circumscribed section: The Book of Zerubbabel. # It is
remarkable that this fairly extensive corpus of texts which pertain to Zerub-
babel’s days, altogether some sixteen chapters,* contains practically no in-
formation on the man Zerubbabel. Not a word on his background, the events
which preceded his return to the Land of Israel. his kin and his descendants.
Even his father’s name remains in doubt. While in the above-mentioned pro-
phetic and historiographical sources he is referred to ( passim) as Zerubbabel
ben Shealtiel, in the genealogical roster of the Davidic line (1Chr 3:1-24) he
is listed as the son of Pedaiah (1Chr 3:19). In addition, that very roster re-
cords several generations of Zerubbabel's descendants, none of whom is ever
mentioned in the books of Haggai, Zechariah, and Ezra.*

43. See S. Talmon, “Ezra and Nehemiah,” in Literary Guide to the Bible, ed. R. Alter and F.
Kermode (Cambridge, Mass., 1987), pp. 358-39.

44. Haggai 1-2; Zechariah 1-8; Ezra 1-6.

45. Not even Zerubhabel's daughter Shelomith (1Chr 3:19) is named, although she appears
to have been a person of some importance in her time. N. Avigad has published a seal which
belonged to her and which identifies her as the wife of the governor Elnatan, who may have
succeeded Zerubbabel as head of the province of Jahud. See N. Avigad, A New Discovery of an
Archive of Bullae from the Period of Ezra and Nehemiah. Qedem IV: Monographs of the Insti-
tute of Archaeology of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem Jerusalem. 1975); S. Talmon, “Ezra
and Nehemiah (Books and Men),” IDBS (1976) 325fF.
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Likewise these sources are totally silent on the causes and circumstances
of Zerubbabels sudden and unexplained disappearance from the historical
scene. Their silence has caused scholars to engage in wholly undocumented
and unprovable hypotheses in their various attempts to recapture the events
which led to his fading from the horizon.* The total absence of any biograph-
ical information about the man whom the contemporary prophets certainly
extolled as a masiah, and his beclouded exit from the scene, contrasts pal-
pably with the detailed knowledge of the fates of the individual anointed in
the First Temple Period which the biblical sources preserve, even though to
varying degrees.

We may observe here the very same waning of historical realism which is
at the roots of the annunciation stories and the “barren wife” motif. The “an-
nunciation type scene” has extrabiblical parallels and is prone to absorb
mythical and mystical overtones, especially when the masiah figure is in-
vested with godlike faculties, or is altogether presented in a Geburtsmotif
setting as the “son of God” (Ps 2:7).#" In the context of the Hebrew Bible this
phraseology must be understood as adoption language, as correctly stressed
by Lescow.* The total abstraction of the masiah from all reality and topicality
should be judged a sign of literary license. The father-son imagery, applied
to God and king, did not attain in ancient Judaism and its literature the status
of more than a marginal theme.*

THE EXPANDING HIATUS BETWEEN “NOW” AND “THEN”

A corresponding development comes into view in the overall chronologi-
cal framework in which the anointed is shown to operate. In this context
attention must be given to the introduction of an ever deepening disjunction
between the historical present and the messianic future. I have already re-
marked on that progressively widening gap in the discussion of the series of
Davidic masiah oracles in Isaiah (Isaiah 7-11). The phenomenon is put into
an even sharper focus when one compares actual figures given for the ex-
pected expanse of the intervening period in various biblical texts. While
these texts cannot be securely arranged in a definite chronological succes-

46. S. Talmon, IDBS, 319-20.

47. G. Cook, “The Israelite King as the Son of God,” ZAW 73 (1961) 202-3; H. Bronstein,
“Yahweh as Father in the Hebrew Scriptures,” Criterion 8 (1968/69) 8—11. This image plays an
important role in the later “Son of Man” concept. This matter is discussed in several essays in
this volume. The virtual identity of king and nation finds an expression in the transposition of
this motif to the God-People level. See D. J. McCarthy, “Notes on the Love of God in Deuter-
onomy and the Father-Son Relationship Between Yahweh and Israel,” CBQ 27 (1965) 144-47.

48. Lescow, ZAW 79 (1967) 181: “Die Phraseologie von der Zeugung muss im Bereich des
Jahweglaubens adoptianisch interpretiert werden.”

49. For a different appreciation see M. Hengel, The Son of God trans. J. Bowden (London,
1976), pp. 21-56.
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sion, it would seem that such a developmental progress can nevertheless be
ascertained in the relation of the various premessianic time schemes.

I argued above that the premonarchic annunciation traditions and the
mdsiah visions of the monarchic period perceive the onset of the messianic
“Age to Come” as lying within the orbit of historical reality; that is, they are
seen to be one to three generations ahead of the respective present time.
The hoped-for new mdsiah is conceived as the reigning king’s son, his grand-
son, or his great-grandson. (First) Isaiah’s son-imagery and vocabulary must
be taken at face value. Less accurately circumscribed but yet located within
that historical-genealogical framework is Jeremiah’s vision of a reconstitution
of the Davidic masiah-dom at the end of a period of doom lasting seventy
years (Jer 25:11-12; 29:10—-cf. Isa 23:15, 17 in reference to Tyre), which is
taken up by the postexilic authors of the books of Zechariah (Zech 1:12, 7:5),
Daniel (Dan 9:2), and Chronicles (2Chr 36:21; cf. Ezra [:1). The restitution
was obviously expected to materialize within the lifetime of one generation,
since biblical tradition considers seventy vears to be a man’s normal life ex-
pectancy: “Seventy years is the span of our life” (Ps 90:10). In that period of
time, one hopes to see children and grandchildren. It follows that Jeremiah
anticipates the change for the better in Judah’s history to occur in the fourth
generation hence.

This anticipation is more fully explicated in another pronouncement in
which he exhorts the deportees of 597 B.C.E. to “normalize” their lives in
exile for the duration so that there will be a fourth generation to experience
that great event:®

Marry wives, beget sons and daughters; take wives for your sons and give vour
daughters to husbands, so that they may bear sons and daughters. (Jer 29:5-6;
cof. 2:9)

Then,

when seventy vears will be completed for Babylon, I will take up vour cause
[savs YHWH] and fulfill the promise of good things I made you . . . (Jer 29:10)

This promise entails the ingathering of the exiles and their return to the
Land (Jer 29:10-14). But it foresees also the restoration of the Davidic
anointed, if the above passage is read, as it should be read, in the overall
context of Jeremiah’s consolatory prophetic message:

The days are coming, says YHWH, when I will make a righteous branch spring
from David’s line, a king who shall rule wisely, maintaining law and justice in

50. It is likely that we have here an allusion to the prospective Pentateuchal tradition which
speaks of a fourth generation that will experience the Exodus from Egypt (Gen 15:14-16), See
S. Talmon, “ '400 Jahre oder 'vier Generationen’ (Gen 15.13-13): Geschichtliche Zeitangaben
oder literarische Motive.” Die Hebraische Bibel und ihre zweifache Nuchgeschichte. Festschrift
R. Rendtorff, ed. E. Blum. C. Mucholz and E. W. Stegemann (Neukirchen, 1990), pp. 13-23.
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the land. In his days Judah shall be kept safe, and Israel shall live undisturbed.
This is the name to be given to him: YHWH is our Righteous Might. (Jer 23:5-
6; cf. 33:15 and also Zech 3:8, 6:12)

Again:

then kings shall come through the gates of this city who shall sit on David’s
throne; they shall come riding in chariots or on horseback . . . and this city
shall be established for ever. (Jer 17:25, cf. 22:4)

The interval between the “now” and the “then” takes on a new dimension
when we come to consider Ezekiel's oracle in which he foresees a period of
punishment for Israel and Judah which is to last 390 + 40 years (Ezek 4:4—
6). The sum total of 430, which is most probably patterned after the tradition
that gives the same number of years to the enslavement in Egypt (Ex 12:40),
transcends by far the biblical conception of historical reality. Accordingly, the
restitution which is to follow at the end of this period (Ezek 28:25-26; 38:8~
16, 39:25-29 et al.) is foreseen to occur at a no longer tangible turn of the
times. But it is vet situated within historv.5! At that preordained terminus,
God will restore Israel in its land and will restore for Israel the Davidic
anointed whom Ezekiel also depicts in traditional royal imagery:

Then I will set over them one shepherd to take care of them, my servant David

. I, YHWH, will (again) be their God and my servant (“‘abdi) David shall be
ruler over them (ndsi> bétékam) . . . 1 will make a covenant of peace with
them . . . and they shall live in safety and no one shall threaten them. (Ezek
34:23-28; cf. Hos 2:20~23; Amos 9:13-15; Micah 4:4-5 et al. )

A further expansion of that time gap is effected in the apocalyptic visions
contained in Daniel. The increase of the intervening period of war and strife
to the schematic total of 7 X 70 years evinces the intensified abstraction of
the hoped-for “then” when the masiah nagid will arise, from the existentially
experienced “now” (Dan 9:25). This dehistoricized notion leads conceptually
to the total abstinence from any “millenarian” speculations. This is ex-
emplified by Zechariah’s refusal to take at face value Jeremiah’s prophecy of
Israel’s predetermined rejuvenation after a seventy-year period of doom.*
Zechariah’s indefinite “2 which characterizes his restitution prophecy—
D‘?W'ﬁ’l Ty n3 1R nR 1Y 'm’ onan, “YHWH will yet comfort Zion, and
will again make ]erusalem the city of his choice” (Zech 1:17, cf. 2:16)%—is
recurrently echoed in the Daniel visions “for those days to come.” Also
there, the added <6d divests the terms gés, °¢t, mécéd (Dan 11:27, 35) and

51. See the discussion on the following pages.

52. The motif of “Israel Dwelling in Safety” permeates int. al. the Gog of Magog oracles in
Ezekiel 38-39.

53. A parallel development can be observed in Qumran millenarianism (see below).

54. 1 tend to see in this wording an intended allusion to Zerubbabel, the Davidic “chosen” of
whom Haggai says “ki-békd bahartt” (Hag 2:23).
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yamim (Dan 10:14) of their inherent connotation: predestined (and therefore
ascertainable) time or date.

The evolving disengagement from the topical, and the concomitant accen-
tuation of a proclivity toward a time beyond history, reaches its climax in the
closing passage of Daniel. The revolution in Israel’s fate is expected to com-
pletely transcend history. In a double entendre, “appointed time™—gés—is
deferred to the end of a period of 1,335 years and is conceived as being co-
terminous with “the end of all time"—qés hayydmin. Significantly, no
“anointed” is any longer perceived on that distant horizon (Dan 12:8-13).

QUMRAN MILLENARIANISM

We can now turn our attention to an examination of the peculiar formula-
tion in which the biblical masiah notion surfaces in the Qumran Covenan-
ters’ writings.

The surprising peculiarity of the Qumran “Twin Messianism™ highlights
the diversity in which the masiah idea expressed itself in Second Temple
Judaism by supplying a novel, hitherto unknown, configuration of this con-
cept. At that time Judaism was altogether “a richly varied phenomenon.”
In that diversity no one mainstream can be identified due to the lack of per-
tinent contemporary source material. This circumstance has led scholars to
realize that George Foot Moore’s concept of a “normative Judaism” which he
employed, nota bene, in a discussion of Judaism in the much better docu-
mented Tannaitic Period, the first and second centuries C.E., is not appli-
cable at all to the much earlier age in which the Covenanters’ Community,
the Yahad, arose.

The Qumran scrolls reflect the credal concepts of a group of Jewish ex-
tremists who propounded a millenarian messianism. They had constituted
themselves as the “New Covenant”—or the Yahad béné Sadék—roughly at
the beginning of the second century B.C.E., seceding from what may be
called proto-Pharisaic Judaism. The community persisted into the first or
possibly the early second century C.E. An appraisement of the Covenanters’
socioreligious outlook and their history can therefore throw new; albeit indi-
rect, light on the messianic conceptions of Rabbinic Judaism and nascent
Christianity. Such enlightenment can be gained by pointing out features
which Qumran messianism shared with this or the other or with both, or else
by putting in relief specific traits which contrast with characteristics of one
or the other, or both.

55. J. H. Charlesworth, “The Concept of the Messiah” (above n. 1), p. 191.

36. The dictum pertains to many aspects of Jewish thought and societal life in those times, as
is most consistently and insistently argued by J. Neusner. The remarkable variety of configura-
tions in which messianism is then encountered is given a pointed expression in the title of a book
edited by J. Neusner et al.: Judaisms and Their Messiahs at the Turn of the Christian Era (Cam-
bridge; New York, 1987).
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In thus proceeding we must bear in mind that not all the documents
which are being brought under review in such a study are necessarily of
Qumran origin or exhibit exclusively Qumranian contours. While some or
possibly a great part of the manuscripts were indeed penned at Qumran and
many are copies of works authored by members of the community, others
may have been in the possession of novices who added them to the already
existing collection of books when joining the Yehad. Therefore, such
scrolls—which cannot though be identified with certainty—preserve facets
of the cultural heritage which was shared by diverse factions of Jewry in the
outgoing Second Temple Period.5

As said, the founding fathers of the Yahad were possessed of an ardent
messianic vision. By extrapolating a prophetic key text and subjecting it to
millenarian arithmetic, they believed to have worked out the exact date of
the onset of the “Age to Come” and held themselves in readiness to welcome
its harbingers, the “Twin Anointed.” They had established that date by apply-
ing a literal interpretation to a visionary act performed by the prophet Ezek-
iel under divine instruction in face of the besieged city of Jerusalem:

Lie on your left side and (I will) lay Israel’s iniquity on it (or: you); you shall
bear their iniquity for the number of days that you lie on it (that side). I count
for you the years of their iniquity as a number of days, three hundred and
ninety days . . . When you have completed these, lie down a second time on
your right side, and bear Judah’s iniquity for forty days; I count for you one day
as one year. (Ezek 4:4-6)

Irrespective of the intrinsic meaning of this passage, which at times was
taken to have a “retrospective”® rather than a “prospective” thrust, the
Qumranians read Ezekiel’s symbolic act of woe in a pesherlike fashion as an
oracle of weal, deftly balancing the implicit threat of exile with an implied
message of hope and applying it to their own history. In an account of the
genesis of the Yahad we read (CD 1.3-8):

For when they were unfaithful and forsook him, he [God] hid his face from
Israel and his sanctuary and delivered them up to the sword. But remembering
the covenant of the forefathers, he left a remnant for Israel and did not deliver
it up to [utter] destruction. (cf. Jer 5:18, 30:11, 46:28; Neh 9:31)

And in the age of wrath (i.e. their own days), three hundred ninety years after
he had given them into the hand of King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon, he re-
membered them (cf. CD 6.2-5) and caused the root he had planted to sprout

57. See L. Schiffman’s “Messianic Figures and Ideas in the Qumran Scrolls” in this volume.
S. Talmon, “Waiting for the Messiah,” above, n. 2.

58. See the remarks of the medieval commentator Shelomo Yitzhaki (Rashi) on 2Chr 36:22;
W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel (Biblischer Kommentar, 13.1: Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1969), pp. 118-22.
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from Israel and Aaron™ to take (again) possession of his land and enjoy the fruits
of its soil. (cf. Hag 2:18-19; Zech 3:10, 8:12)

Exegetes have found it difficult to make heads or tails of the figure 390 in
Ezekiel's oracle and often follow the Greek translation, which has 190. How-
ever, conjoined with the figure of forty days, which signifies the schematic
span of life of one generation and is rooted in the “wilderness-trek” tradi-
tion,% we arrive at a total of 430 years, which in Exodus 12:40-41 is given
for the duration of the Egyptian bondage.5' Moreover, the extrapolation of
the passage in the (Cairo) Damascus Document gives irrefutable witness to
the originality of the Massoretic Text. Ezekiels oracle of 430 years of woe
took on for the Covenanters the same meaning which Jeremiah’s prophecy of
a period of tribulation lasting 70 years had for the Judeans who were exiled
to Babylon in 597 and 586 B.C.E. as for those who after 538 returned to their
homeland.

WAITING FOR THE MESSIAH

When the great event extrapolated from Ezekiel’s vision failed to materi-
alize, the Covenanters did not any longer venture to establish once again the
exact date of the onset of the ideal future eon by millenarian computations. %
The vista of that messianic age was indeed not lost from sight. However,
their ignorance of the expected occurrence of the (next) appointed day
caused a profound modification in the Covenanters’ messianic perspective.

It appears that in their waiting for the Messiah they had initially adopted
a quietist stance. Since the onset of the messianic age had been divinely
ordained, history was expected to unfold in a smooth progression. Man was
not called upon to assist in any way in bringing that day about. But the non-
fulfillment of Ezekiels vision engendered a revolution in their attitude. The
failure was seen to have been partly caused by their own sinfulness (CD 1.8~
9) and partly by hostile agents—the Wicked Priest and his followers—who
obstructed the unfolding of the historical-millenarian drama. Together with
repentance to atone for their transgressions, the inimical forces would have
to be overcome by concerted action so that the New Jerusalem could be
achieved and the way be paved for the arrival of the “Twin Messiahs.” An

59. I suggest that the dichotomy “Israel and Aaron” alludes to the diarchy of anointed which
typifies Qumran messianism (see my following comments).

60. See S. Talmon, “M37% midbar, 127¥ ‘arabah,” TWAT 4 (1984) 660-95.

61. This correspondence alone would be reason enough for giving the MT the edge over the
LXX. See W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel (above n. 53); J. Kreuzer, “430 Jahre, 400 Jahre oder 4 Gen-
erationen—Zu den Zeitangaben iiber den Agyptenaufenthalt der ‘Israeliten,” ZAW 98 (1986)
208-9. -~

62. Cf. the previous remarks concerning the visionary dates given in Daniel.
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apocalyptic battle in which they would vanquish the evil adversaries with
divine help became a categorical conditio sine qua non for the aspired tran-
sition from the dismal present time to the illumined future era.® They con-
ceived of that fearful battle in the image of Ezekiel's Gog of Magog oracle
(Ezekiel 38—39) and the visionary engagements of which Daniel speaks
(Daniel 7-12).

A TWIN MESSIANISM

The victorious termination of that last war will open the door for the ad-
vent of the “Twin Anointed”: a masiah of Israel and a masiah of Aaron, one
representing the roval line of David, the other the high-priestly house. This
doctrine surfaces with sufficient clarity foremost in the (Cairo) Damascus
Document (CD), known in extenso only from medieval manuscripts which
were salvaged from the Cairo Genizah. However, fragments found at Qum-
ran, only some of which have been published to date, attest to the antiquity
of the work and to its currency in the Covenanters’ Community. In addition,
references to the Twin Messiahs are found in the Community Rule (1QS) and
the Rule of the Congregation {1QSa) connected with it.

The relevant passages are concerned with two different situations: (a)
there are texts which deal with matters relating to the Yahad in its historical
actuality but at the same time involve the perspective of the “Age to Come”;
{(b) other texts pertain directly to that realized ideal eon, offering prescrip-
tions which are then to be followed by the Covenanters.

The two discrete sets of texts exhibit a persuasive internal similarity in
matters of community structure and ritual customs. Thus they buttress the
contention that also at Qumran the messianic “Age to Come” was conceived
as an infinitely improved reenactment of history experienced, or else that
history was seen to foreshadow the brilliance of the future immaculate eon.
More important: as will yet be demonstrated, both conceptions are modelled
upon a historical past—the period of the Return from the Babylonian Ex-
ile—which is perceived as the prototypical Vorzeit. Thus the past, the pres-
ent, and the future are bound up together in a three-tiered structure, all
three being founded on the very same sociopolitical principles and cultic-
religious tenets.

This overall congruence will now be illustrated (a) by an interpretation of
passages which speak of the two anointed and (b) by having reference to texts
which mirror the community structure.

63. The presumed evolution of the Covenanters’ millenarian messianism leads to the as~
sumption that the War Scroll (1QM) was composed at a later stage in the Yahad history. This
assumption, though, cannot be substantiated by paleographic or any other evidence.
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CD 12.22-23

CD 13.20-22

CD 19.34-20.1

CD14.18-19

CD 19.9-11
(7.20-21]

105

They shall be judged by the first statutes (or: the statutes
laid down by the first -founders) by which the yahad
members were ruled at first, until there shall arise (b6)
the prophet and the Anointed (imésihé) of Aaron and
Israel.

This is the rule of the assembly of the camps who walk
in it in the age of wickedness (béqés hariseah) until there
shall arise the Anointed (cad dmibd més iah)®* of Aaron
and Israel.

This is (the rule for) the assembly of the camps during
all (the age of wickedness; wékal gés haris‘ah) and who-
soever will not abide by these (statutes) shall not be
(considered) worthy to live in the land when there shall
come the Anointed of Aaron and Israel (bé’ahdrit ha-
yamim). {cf. 6.8-11)

None of the backsliders . . . shall be counted among the
Council of the People and in its records they shall not
be entered, from the day of the demise of the Teacher of
the Yahad (méréh hayyahid) until there shall arise the
Anointed of Aaron and Israel.

This is the exact (or: detailed) account of the statutes in
which [they shall walk in the appointed period of evil
until there shall arise the Anoin]ted of Aaron and Israel
who will atone for their iniquity.

Those who watch for him {or: observe his commands) are
the humble of the flock; they shall be saved in the age of
the visitation (béqés happéquddah), whereas the back-
sliders shall be delivered up to the sword when there
shall come the Anointed of Aaron and Israel. (Cf. 4Q
174, 2.5: [The Anointed of Is]rael and Aaron.)

The duality of the Anointed appears also to be mirrored in the already men-
tioned opening passage of the Damascus Documents.

CD 1.5-7

And in the age of (his) wrath (béqgés hdrén) . . . he re-
membered them and caused the root he had planted to
sprout (again) from Israel and Aaron.

64. As in the ensuing texts, the distributive singular here signifies the plural.
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A BIBLICAL DIARCHY

The duality of a Davidic lay masiah and an Aaronide priestly anointed
reflects dependence on a biblical pattern that evolved in the postexilic pe-
riod. At the same time it underscores the sociohistorical character of the
messianic idea in Hebrew Scriptures and in Qumran literature, revealing a
striking spiritual consanguinitv. The Qumran authors’ predilection for de-
picting their own community—its structure, history, and future hopes—by
having recourse to idioms, technical terms, and motifs that are manifestly
drawn from biblical writings, discloses the Yahad’s self-identification with
biblical Israel and its conceptual universe.® From this source, the Yahad
drew also the religiopolitical concept of “Twin Anointed” who in the “New
Age” would together govern their community, and ultimately the reconsti-
tuted polity of the People of Israel.

The roots of this scheme can be traced to the world of ideas of the retur-
nees from the Babylonian Exile. At that time, Zechariah had presented to
the repatriates a blueprint for the organization of the Province of Jahud-—
yh{w)d mdnt’—as a state in nuce within the framework of the Persian Em-
pire. The prophet proposed a societal structure that differed quite distinctly
from the organization of the Judean body politic in the First Temple Period.
Then the king, in charge of the mundane affairs of the realm, had also
wielded controlling power over the sacred institutions. The priesthood was
dependent on him so much that the high priests were considered royal offi-
cials (2Sam 8:17 = 1Chr 18:16; 2Sam 20:25-26; 1Kgs 4:2, 4-5) whom the
king could appoint and depose at will (1Kgs 2:26-27, 33; see also 2Chr
24:20-22).

In the early Persian Period the situation changed radically. The loss of
political sovereignty in the wake of the fall of Jerusalem in 586 B.C.E. had
undermined the status of royalty. It was probably further weakened by the
Persian authorities” granting the returnees only a measure of administrative
autonomy, in fact restricted to the domain of ritual and sacred institutions
(Ezra 5:3-5; cf. 1:1-4 and see 4:8-23). The combination of these factors en-
hanced the standing of the priesthood,® whose position was further
strengthened by collaboration and marriage alliances with the upper classes
in the Palestinian population that had not been exiled (Hag 2:10; Ezra 9-10;
Neh 6:18, 13:4-9). As a result, the prestige of Joshua the high priest, Zerub-
babel’s contemporary, rose to an unprecedented height, so much so that he
appears to have contested Zerubbabels supremacy in matters of the body
politic.

Zechariah’s intervention must be evaluated against this background. Re-
alizing the changed circumstances, he proposed a plan of “shared responsi-

65. See S. Talmon, Qumran (above, n. 2), pp. 32-32.
66. See E. Mever, Geschichte des Altertums 1V (repr. Darmstadt, 1980), pp. 88-89.
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bilities”: the Davidic Anointed and the Aaronide Anointed were to be as-
signed separate spheres of competence (Zechariah 3). Monarchy and
priesthood are to complement each other, their mutual relations guided by
“a counsel of peace” (Zech 6:13), a sign and an example for the entire com-
munity (Zech 8:9-17) and, beyond that, for the family of nations (Zech 8:20—
23; cf. Isa 2:2—4 = Micah 4:1-5 et al.). As distinguished from the “mono-
cephalic” structure of the Judean realm in the First Temple Period,® the
New Commonwealth of Israel was to be diarchic.® In his vision, the prophet
perceives two Anointed (§6né béné yishar), symbolized by “two olives [olive
trees or branches] pouring oil through two golden pipes” (Zech 4:2-3, 11-
12), “standing before the Lord of the whole world” (Zech 4:14; ¢f. CD 20.1;
12.22; 14.19 restored).

This duality is given a more realistic expression in a divine word which
accords 2 crown and a throne to both Joshua the high priest and to (Zerub-
babel) the shoot (out of David’s stock) as insignia of their complementary
functions of government in the res publica (Zech 6:9-14 restored; cf. CD
1.5-7; 4Q 174, T, 1-2:10-13; 4Q 161, 8-10:11).

HISTORY AND “THE WORLD TO COME”

It cannot be ascertained whether that prophetic scenario was indeed re-
alized in the returnees’ community. The unexplained disappearance of
Zerubbabel, the last Davidic scion, upset the intended balance, turning the
scales in favor of the priestly anointed. However, it appears that the Qumran
Covenanters embraced Zechariah’s balanced scheme and modelled upon it
their vision of the future. Identifying with an idealized period of Return from
the Exile, they conceived in its image the ideal “Age to Come.” Then the
Yahad is to be established as the axis of a world freed from all tension. The
“New Age” will be a shining creation, healed from all religious blemishes
and societal evils which had marred the historical Israel also in the days of
Zerubbabel, Ezra, and Nehemiah.

The character of the “"Age to Come” remains largely restorative. It will
unfold in the geographical frame of the Land of Israel to which the Yahad
returns victorious. The Covenanters expected to experience a new Land-
nahme, culminating in the rebuilding of the Temple in Jerusalem, portrayed
as an infinitely improved but nevertheless realistic, not spiritualized, replica

67. The evident predominance of the king in the monarchic period militates against the
tracing of the later balanced standing of king and priest to those early times, as suggested by X.
Baltzer, “Das Ende des Staates Judah und die Messiasfrage,” in Studien zur Theologie der alttes-
tamentlichen Uberlieferungen, G. von Rad zum 60. Geburtstag, ed. R. Rendtorff and K. Koch
(Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1961), pp. 38~41, n. 30.

68. The emerging picture differs considerably from the prevalent portrayal of Judah in the
Restoration Period as an exclusively religious community whose sole representative was the high
priest of the Jerusalem Temple.



108 THE MESSIAH

of the historical city. The messianic era will be lived out by the Covenanters
as a structured ethnic-national entity—the renewed People of Israel—not as
a congregation of inspired individuals. This notion once again reflects the
conceptual universe of biblical Israel. However, into the ascriptive designa-
tion “People of Israel” the idea of elective association was infused. The Cov-
enanters are the chosen remnant of biblical Israel (cf. Mal 3:13-21; Ezra 9:2
with Isa 6:11-13). To the Covenanters alone out of all his people God granted
a new lease on life and the right to reconstitute Israel’s sovereignty, epito-
mized in the “Twin Anointed” of Israel and Aaron.

We should be reminded that Israel had once before experienced an
almost-realized messianism.®® The returnees from the Babylonian Exile, led
by Zerubbabel, Ezra, and Nehemizah, conceived of their return and the res-
toration of a religiopolitical Judean entity, however restricted, as the realiza-
tion of Jeremiah’s prophecy. The postexilic biblical books bear witness to the
fact that the returning exiles took Jeremiah’s prophecy at face value. They
appear to be uncertain whether the appointed time indeed had run its
course, and whether the stage was set for the rebuilding of the Temple,
God’s time-honored abode, which would signify his residing again in the
midst of his redeemed people (Hag 1:2). But the prophets Haggai (Hag
1:3ff.) and Zechariah (Zech 6:9~15; 8:1-23) have no doubts. However, in the
final reckoning the returnees’ flighty expectations did not come to fruition.
The world that had been seen to be in upheaval (Hag 2:20-22) came to rest
(Zech 1:11). Mundane, real history took over once more. With the fading of
Zerubbabel from the scene, the hopes that had fastened upon the "Anointed”
came to naught. The actual “Restoration” did not measure up to the antici-
pated profound reshaping of the historical world.

The founding members of the Yahad may have thus judged the return
from the Babylonian Exile. The references to that period in their literature
are so scanty that one is inclined to assume that they intended to obliterate
it entirely from their perception of Israels history, and to claim for them-
selves the distinction of being the first returnees after the destruction of the
Temple. In their view, the divine promise had not yet been fulfilled. It re-
mained open-ended. Now it fell to them to close the circle and to assume the
preordained task of the Restoration Generation.

HISTORICAL MESSIANISM

The Covenanters invested their conception of the messianic age with the
same real-historical character which biblical thinkers had given to their vi-
sions of the future. They saw themselves standing on the threshold of a new

69. See B. Vawter, “Realized Messianism.” in Festschrift H. Cazelles (above n. 33), pp.
175-79.
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epoch, infinitely sublime, but in essence not different from preceding stages
in actually experienced history. The *ahdrit hayyamim is the preordained age
when the Twin Anointed will ring in the New Eon-—qgés nehérasah wacdsot
hadasah (1QS 4.25). The Anointed will come, not at the end of time, but
rather at a turn of times, at a profound crisis in history marked by tribulations
of cosmic dimensions (cf. Hag 2:20-22). After that upheaval, the world shall
settle down to “a time of salvation for the people of God” which is eo ipso “an
age of (world) dominion for all members of his fellowship”—that is to say for
the Yahad (1QM 1.5; contrast Zech 1:10f.).

The congruence of historical past, present actuality, and visionary future
shows not alone in the messianic diarchy, but also in the structure of the
community led by the “Twin Anointed.” A case in point is the depiction of
the “Messianic Banquet,” which becomes visible when the curtain is raised
for the illenarian era, the ahdrit hayydmim. In that visionary “Banquet of
the Two Anointed,” there are reflected distinct features of the Yahad's socie-
tal structure and communal-cultic customs which also pertain to the retur-
nees community as manifested in Ezra-Nehemiah. In some respects, this
banquet seems to be construed as a theologically refurbished reflection of
the ceremonial coronation banquet—mistéh hammelek (1Sam 25:36)—
which was known in the period of the monarchies (see 1Sam 9:22-24; 1Kgs
1:5-10, 19, 25, 41, 49; 3:15). But the correspondence becomes especially
apparent in the three-tiered comparison between the returnees’ res publica,
the historical Yahad, and the messianic community. The juxtaposition of rel-
evant texts discloses in all three instances characteristics of a tightly knit so-
cioreligious entity with a restricted and spatially compressed membership.

The Rule of the Congregation prescribes the future standing order of
members in the assembly:™

1QSal.1-3 b& ahdrit hayyamim when they will gather [in the yahad
and con]duct themselves in accord with the ordinances
of the béné Sadék the priests and the men of their Cove-
nant who reffrained from walking in the] way of the
people. They are the men of his council who kept his
Covenant in the time (gés) of iniquity, expialting for the
lan]d (or: world).

This arrangement is foreshadowed in passages that detail the rules by
which the Covenanters’ life was regulated in actuality (e.g. 1QS 5.1ff.; CD

70. D. Barthélemy correctly points out the difference in size between the Community to
which the Manual (1QS) is addressed and the Congregation of which the fragment 1QSa speaks
(DJD 1[1955] 108). But this differential in numbers does not obfuscate the absolute compaétness
of both these units, compared with the larger Community of the Essenes and the Congregation
of the Hasidim (Barthélemy, ibid).
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12.22-23). At the same time, it also mirrors the recurring biblical references
to postexilic assemblies in which rules were laid down and statutory acts
proclaimed (e.g. Ezra 9:1ff., 10:7ff.; Neh 3:1ff., 8:1ff., 9:1; <f. also Haggai
and Zechariah).

Especially striking is the linguistic similarity between the passage in the
Rule of the Congregation that speaks of the future public reading of the stat-
utes in front of the entire community, and the report on the Reading of the
Torah in Nehemiah 8:

1QSa1.4-5 they (the priests) shall covene (yaghili) all those who
come, (including) infants and women, and they shall
read in thleir hearing] al[l] precepts of the Covenant,
and shall explain to them (filéhabindm) all their sta[tut]es
lest they stray in [their] er{ror]s.

Neh 8:1-8 all the people gathered as one man on the square in front
of the Water Gate . . . Ezra the priest brought the Torah
before the assembly -gahal- (consisting of) men, women
and all (children) who were capable of understanding
.. . Heread from it. . . in the presence of the men, the
women and those (children) who could understand . . .
and the Levites expounded {(mébinim) the Torah to the
people . . . and gave instruction in what was read.

Into this Yahad-bé& ahdrit-hayydmim-assembly the Anointed are inducted:

1QSa 2.11-17 [This shall be the se]ssion of the men of renown [called
to the] (appointed) meeting of the Yahad Council, when
[God] shall lead to them™ the (Davidic?) Anointed. With
them shall come the [Priest at] the head of all the Con-
gregation of Israel and all flather (house)s of the] Aaron-
ide priests, the men of renown [called] to the [ap-
pointed] assembly. And they shall sit be[fore him each]
according to his dignity. And then shall [come the An-
oin]ted of Israel and before him shall sit the head[s of]
the [thousands of Israel ealch according to his dignity,
according to his st{anding] in their camps and march-
ing [formation]s. And all the heads of [clans of the
Congregaltion together with the Wis{e of the holy Con-
gregation] shall sit before them each according to his
dignity.

71. Instead of Barthélemy's reading 197, 1 read with Milik 7°91°. See Qumran Cave I, ed.
D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, DJD 1 (Oxford, 1955), p. 117. Hengel follows Barthélemy and
paraphrases the Qumran text: “The birth of the Messiah will be God’s work™ (The Son of God;
above, n. 43a, p. 44). However. even this understanding of the passage does not vet make the
Qumran Messiah the Son of God.
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The division into priestly and lay leaders that shall obtain in the “Age to
Come” mirrors the Covenanters’ community structure and formal seating
arrangements, as the following excerpts indicate. At the same time, both
reflect the identical partition of the returnees community (Ezra 1:5; 2:2—
39 = Neh 7:7-42 et al.):

105 6.8-9 This is the rule for an assembly of the many, each in his
(assigned) place: the priests shall sit first and the elders
second, and the rest of the people each in his (assigned)
place.

These factions are similarly represented on the Yahad tribunal of judges:

CD 10.4-6 This is the rule concerning the judges (or: court) of the
Congregation: (A number of) ten men selected from the
Congregation for a (definite) time (or: for the occasion),
four from the tribe of Levi and Aaron, and of Israel six,
knowledgeable (mébdnenim) in the Book hehdgii/i and in
the tenets of the Covenant . . .

In the biblical rosters in Ezra and Nehemiah the lay leaders always pre-
cede the priests. As against this, the inverted order obtains in the Qumran
texts: the priests precede the lay leaders, both in reference to the actual
structure of the Yahad and in the *ahdrit hayyamim assembly.

In keeping with this arrangement, and because of the cultic character of
that solemn event, the (anointed?) Priest takes precedence over the
Anointed of Israel in the opening ceremony of the messianic banquet:™

1QSa2.17-22 And [when they] shall assemble for the yahad [ta]ble (to
eat) [and to drink the wline, and when (ha yahad) table
shall be set and [the] wine [poured] for drinking, [no]
man [shall extend] his hand to the first (loaf of) bread and
the (first cup of) [wine] before the (anointed) Priest; for
[he shall b]less the first bread and the win[e and extend]
his hand first over the bread. Thereaft[er shall ex]tend
the Anointed of Israel his hands over the bread;™ [and
then] the entire Yahad Congregation [shall make a
bles]sing (over the food), ea[ch man according to] his

72. See J. Priest’s “The Messianic Banquet Revisited” in this volume.

73. Cf. Ezek 44:3. It seems that a similar notion is expressed in 1Sam 2:29. where we should
probably read 883237 instead of MT 02%*1337. The reading appears to underlie the Targum
that censures Samuel for accordmg his sons undue preference in the distribution of sacrifices:
SR 1377 Y2 W 1inmTIiKD XD WA AT
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dignity. In accord with this statute they shall proceed at
every m[eal at which] ten me[n are gajthered.

Again, the rules foreseen to be operative in the messianic future are effec-
tive also in the actual Yahad community, when no “Anointed” are as yet in-
volved:

108 6.3-5 Wherever there are ten men of the Yohad Council to-
gether, a priest shall be present, and they shall sit before
him according to their rank, and thus they shall be asked
for their counsel in all matters. And when they lay the
table to eat or to drink, the priest shall first stretch out
his hand to make a blessing over the first bread and
wine.

It has been argued that these texts give the priests and the Anointed of
Aaron pride of rank over the lay leader(s) of the community and the future
Anointed of Israel respectively. But this interpretation remains open to
doubt. Rather it would appear that the precedence accorded to the Aaron-
ides is meant to achieve a balance in the standing of the Two Anointed in the
community, in contrast to the societal setup of monarchical Israel, which pat-
ently favored the (anointed) king over the (anointed) priest. Such symmetry
is probably intended also in the already mentioned Zechariah passages:
when the text speaks of the crown with which each of the béné-hayyishar
(Zech 4:14, cf. 4:3, 11-12)—the Two Anointed—is to be endowed, the High
Priest Joshua precedes the Davidic scion Zerubbabel (Zech 6:12—restored),
whereas in respect to the thrones which they are assigned, the Davidic
“sprout” precedes the priest (Zech 6:13).

The above survey points up a striking characteristic of the millenarian-
messianic idea at Qumran: the expected “New Eon” will unfold as an age in
which terrestrial-historical experience coalesces with celestial-spiritual uto-
pia. Salvation is viewed as transcendent and imminent at the same time. The
New Order to be established by the anointed is not otherworldly but rather
the realization of a divine plan on earth, the consummation of history in his-
tory. Qumran messianism reflects the political ideas of the postexilic retur-
nees’ community. It is the politeia of the New Commonwealth of Israel and
of the New Universe. Viewed from the angle of typology, the Yehad must be
assessed the most decidedly millenarian or chiliastic movement that arose in
Judaism at the turn of the era and possibly altogether in antiquity, Christian-
ity included. However, unlike the followers of Jesus, the Covenanters did
not live to see their hopes materialize and remained suspended in limbo
between their topical reality and their vision of the impending ouset of the
future immaculate era. Like the men in Beckett’s play who were waiting for
Godot, who never came. the Covenanters stood in watch for the Twin Mes-
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siahs who ultimately failed to appear on their horizon. Yahad messianism is a
prime example of stumped millenarianism.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In conclusion, I wish to highlight some of the focal characteristics of early
Jewish messianism that became manifest in the foregoing reflections and
may be seen to constitute the matrix of the ensuing configurations of this idea
in post-70 Judaism.

We should first keep in mind Charlesworth’s statement, echoed by other
speakers in this symposium, that “most Jewish texts from the turn of the era
do not reveal an expectation of a Messiah.”™ This holds true also for rabbinic
literature of the first centuries G.E. Wherever references to a Messiah sur-
face, he is seen, pace W. D. Davies, as “a purely human figure.”™ The Mish-
nah maintains a nonmessianic stance. In this authoritative compilation of
Jewish laws that determine the individuals and the community’s way of life,
the Messiah as a supernatural or eschatological figure does not make an ap-
pearance.™ The figure of masiah remains rooted in sociopolitical realities—
viz. in the realities of post-70 Judaism.™” There is hardly a trace of a utopian
superstructure. Viewed against the backdrop of later configurations of the
messianic idea in Judaism, and the more so in Christianity, we may indeed
define that phenomenon with W. D. Davies” “a paradoxical messianism.”

It may be surmised that this inherent realism caused those Jewish sources
not to offer a particularized description of the messianic age. Due to its pre-
dominant restorative thrust the future eon is in essence conceived as a vastly
improved replica of a status experienced in the past which is imprinted in
the collective memory. Therefore it does not stand in need of being spelled
out in detail. The messianic era is not characterized by a total revamping of
man’s nature and societal structures, nor of the constitution of the universe.
Rather it is seen as a sublime reenactment of the favorable conditions which
obtained in the idealized period of the united monarchy under David and
Solomon. Then Israel had been saved by David’s exploits from any immedi-
ate danger of wars and vassaldom to other nations, and had achieved in the
days of his son an unmatched state of peace and well-being:

The people of Judah and Israel were countless as the sands of the sea(shores);
they ate and they drank and enjoyed life. Solomon ruled over all the kingdoms

74. See J. H. Charlesworth’s “From Messianology to Christology: Problems and Prospects”
in the present volume.

75. See W. D. Davies’ “The Gospel of Matthew and the Origins of Its Messianology,” in the
present volume.

76. J. Neusner, Messiah in Context (Philadelphia, 1984); see esp. pp. 18-19. -~

77. See W. D. Davies’ remarks in this volume.

78. Ibid.
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from the river Euphrates to Philistia as far as the frontier of Egypt; they paid
tribute and were subject to him all his life . . . For he was paramount over all
the Jand west of the Euphrates from Tiphsah to Gaza, ruling all the kings west
of the river; and he enjoyed peace on all sides. All through his reign Judah and
Israel lived securely, every man under his vine and his fig-tree, from Dan to
Beersheba (1Kgs 4:20-5:1; 5:4~5; cf. Gen 15:18-21).

The memory of those days inspired later biblical writers, and upon it they
modelled their vision of the future. In doing so they drew explicitly on past
experience:

Was it not this that YHWH proclaimed through the prophets of old, while
Jerusalem was populous and peaceful, as were the cities around her, and the
Negeb and the Shephelah? . . . These are the words of YHWH Sebaoth: See,
I will rescue my people from the countries of the east and the west, and bring
them back to live in Jerusalem . . . [unlike] before that time . . . [when] no
one could go about his affairs in peace because of enemies . . . but now . . .
there shall be sowing in peace, the vine shall yield its fruit and the soil its
produce . . . with all these things I will endow the survivors of this people.
You, house of Judah and house of Israel, . . . I will save you, and you shall
become the symbol of a blessing. Courage! Do not be afraid. (Zech 7:7-8:13,
cf. Gen 12:2-3)

These words of the postexilic prophet Zechariah evince an expectation that
the sublime vision will be realized in an attainable future which will carry
upon itself the stamp of the Solomonic era: “On that day, says YHWH Se-
baoth, you shall invite one another to come and sit (each) under (his) vine
and (his) fig tree” (Zech 3:10). It should be noticed that this vision is uninter-
mittently followed by an oracle which conspicuously displays “anointing” im-
agery and pertains to the Davidide Zerubbabel and the high priest Joshua
(Zech. 4:1-3, 11-14).7°

In other prophetic oracles which cannot be securely dated, the hoped-for
realization is transported into an uncharted future, and the range of the vi-
sion is expanded to embrace all peoples on the inhabited earth who will be
blessed with eternal peace. Thus in Isaiah:

They shall beat their swords into ploughshares and their spears into pruning
knives; nation shall not lift sword against nation, nor will they ever train again
for war. (Isa 2:4)

In the book of the contemporaneous prophet Micah, that same oracle is ad-
duced with a text expansion which appears to attenuate the utopistic-
romantic overtones of the Isaiah version:

79. This topical cohesion militates against the sometimes proposed transfer of Zech 3:1-10
after 4:14. See NEB.
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Each man shall live under his vine and his fig tree and no one shall make them
afraid. (Micah 4:4)

In these passages no “anointed” is explicitly mentioned. But their depen-
dence on the wording and the imagery of the 1 Kings pericope which depicts
the rule of Solomon—the third biblical masiah—leaves little doubt that the
prophetic oracles speak of a “messianic” future.

The quest for a peaceful national existence under a mdsiah, an anointed
king, to which the above texts give expression is echoed in rabbinic litera-
ture. A saying of the Sages, recorded in the Babylonian Talmud, states that,
in contrast to the situation which obtains in their historical world, the distin-
guishing mark of the “Age to Come” will be “the delivery of Israel from the
yoke of other nations” (b. Berakhot 34b et al.). While this saying and others
like it cannot be construed to reveal the Sages’ one and only view concerning
the future world, it certainly reveals widespread sentiments which found
acceptance in Rabbinic Judaism.

The fundamental realism of biblical masiah-dom never ceased to inspire
Jewish messianism also in the post-70 era.® One hoped for and foresaw a
restoration of the splendor of old, realized in the ingathering of the dispersed
in the Land of Israel so as to reconstitute the monocentricity of the mon-
archic age, and the restoration of national sovereignty under a Davidic
Anointed. The spiritual dimension of Jewish messianism continued to mani-
fest itself in historical realism and societal factuality.

80. See P. Schifer, “Die messianischen Hoffnungen des rabbinischen Judentums zwischen
Naherwartung und religidsem Pragmatismus,” in Zukunft in der Gegenwart, ed. C. Thoma
(Bern~Frankfurt am Main, 1976), pp. 96-125 = idem, Studien zur Geschichte und Theologie
des rabbinischen Judentums (Leiden, 1978), pp. 214—43.
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MESSIANIC FIGURES AND IDEAS
IN THE QUMRAN SCROLLS

The opportunity to survey the “messianic” or “eschatological” materials in
the corpus of scrolls found at Qumran, usually known as the Dead Sea
Scrolls, is a source of both satisfaction and trepidation. The satisfaction stems
from the central role which these still recent finds (we are now in the fortieth
year since the discovery of the scrolls) must play in the reconstruction of the
history of the messianic idea in Judaism and Christianity. The trepidation
results from two concerns. First, there is little need for another in the long
series of syntheses which attempt to present “the” messianism of the scrolls.
Second, serious methodological problems—better, pitfalls—await anyone
who seeks to investigate this area of Qumran studies.

Chief among these problems is the definition of the corpus to be studied.
The Dead Sea Scrolls include a variety of materials. Central to or: study will
be the texts authored by the Qumran sect. Other materials, composed by
earlier or related circles, including various apocryphal and pseudepigraphic
works, some previously known and others not, constitute background for our
work. Finally, biblical materials are important as they shed light on the state
of the scriptural sources which underlie the messianic ideas of the Qumran
sect. (A detailed study of the eschatology of those materials not authored by
the sect itself would also contribute greatly to our understanding of the back-
ground of the messianism of Judaism and Christianity, but unfortunately
space does not permit it here.) We must also be mindful that fully 25 percent
of the Qumran material, some 50 percent of the titles in the corpus, remains
unpublished. Except for a few hints from those entrusted with publication,
we shall have to limit our study to the published texts. Our conclusions,
then, must at best be regarded as tentative.

This corpus, even as we have defined it, will provide us with a variety of
messianic or eschatological approaches. This pluralism of ideas is susceptible
to two possible explanations. It may result from the coexistence of different
approaches within the group. Such is the case, for example, in regard to

116
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eschatological matters in the rabbinic tradition.! It may also be indicative of
historical development within the group. Certain ideas may be earlier; oth-
ers later.

More difficult to reckon with, and probably the case at Qumran, is the
confluence of both these factors. The traditions of pre-Hasmonean Judaism,
new ideas evolving both within the sect and in the general community out-
side, and the momentous historical forces at work in this period all join to-
gether to produce a set of related but differing concepts distributed over
both time and text, echoing certain common elements, yet testifying to di-
versity and pluralism, even within the Dead Sea sect.

These considerations make it virtually impossible to separate instances of
historical development from those of the coterminous variety, except in cer-
tain particular cases. For this reason, it will be advisable to analyze the major
texts of the Qumran corpus individually, to determine the messianic and es-
chatological teachings of each. In this respect we will follow a method similar
to that of J. Neusner’s Messianism in Context® which deals with rabbinic lit-
erature. Like Neusner, we shall also be mindful of the absence of messianism
in specific texts, and, further, of the absence of certain motifs and ideas
which we have come to identify with the end of days. We shall also attempt
to pay careful attention to the terminology used in the various texts. Yet at
the outset it must be admitted that there is little likelihood that we shall be
able to sort out the complex history and variety of messianic figures and ideas
in the Qumran scrolls in a definitive manner.

THE ZADOKITE FRAGMENTS (DAMASCUS DOCUMENT)

The Zadokite Fragments is certainly a composite work, consisting of an
Admonition which serves as the preface to a number of short legal collec-
tions. Even within the Admonition, different documents may be discerned.
Yet the final product presents a consistent approach to eschatology.® In CD
2.12, the phrase mésih(é] riiah qddshd, “those anointed with his holy spirit
{of prophecy),” appears, parallel to the probable emendation hdzé ‘émet,
“true prophets.” CD 6.1 also uses mé§thé ha-gédes (emended from bmsyhw),
“holy anointed ones,” to refer to the prophets. Clearly, the term masiah has
not yet acquired its later, virtually unequivocal meaning of “Messiah.”

1. See L. H. Schiffman, “The Concept of the Messiah in Second Temple and Rabbinic Lit-
erature,” Review and Expositor 84 (1987) 235-46.

2. J. Neusner, Messianism in Context, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia, 1984). See also my review
“Neusner's Messiah in Context,” JQR 77(1987) 240-3.

3. See L. H. Schiffman, Sectarian Law in the Dead Sea Scrolls, Courts, Testimony, and the
Penal Code (Chico, Calif., 1983), pp. 7-9.
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In 4.4 the author refers to the period of the life of the sect as ‘ahdrit
ha-yamim, “the end of days.” This usage betrays the text’s concept of the
periodization of history. The author sees the present age as being an inter-
mediate step from the present into the future age. With the rise of the sect
this intermediate stage began. It will end when the final age is ushered in.
These stages are designated with the term gés, meaning “period” in the ter-
minology of Qumran. This term appears in CD 4.9-10, 5.20, and elsewhere.
The present gés (qés ha-resa’, “the period [or age] of evil,” CD 6.10, 14)
requires that the sect separate itself from the house of Judah because of var-
ious violations of Jewish law (CD 6.11-7.4). Indeed, to the author of the
Damascus Document, the primary difference between this period and that
of the future age is the correct observance of the Law, both the revealed
(nigleh) and hidden (nistar).* Indeed, the gés hd-resha® will come to an end
when “there shall arise the one who teaches righteousness (yéreh ha-sedeq)
in the end of days Cahdrit ha-yamim)” (6.10~11). It is not yet clear, however,
if this refers to the teacher of the sect himself, the sect’s own period being
the end of days, or if these terms refer to an eschatological teacher who is yet
to arise. Unfortunately, the syntax of this passage is exceedingly difficult.

Further evidence for the notion that the author saw the eschaton as hav-
ing already partially dawned comes from 7.18-21. Here Num 24:17, a pas-
sage taken in later tradition as eschatological, is understood to refer to the
sect and its leaders. “The Star is the searcher of the Law (ddérés ha-
tordh). . . . The Sceptre is the prince of all the congregation (&1’ kol ha-
‘edah).”s It has been suggested that the imagery of exile to Damascus used
in 7.15-18 (immediately preceding) should also be taken as messianic. Evi-
dence has been cited from various Jewish and Christian sources to confirm
the widespread use of the Damascus motif.¢

The clause bé-bd> mésiah or mésih{e] *ahdron we-yisra’él “with the com-
ing of the Messiah” or “Messiahs” “of Aaron and of Israel” in 19.10-11 is
certainly a reference to an eschatological era which is yet to arrive. Some
seek to claim that this text expects one messianic figure, representative of
the priesthood and the people of Israel. Others emend so that the text de-
scribes two Messiahs, the Aaronide, high-priestly Messiah, and the lay, tem-
poral Messiah. A further possibility is to eschew the emendation, yet to
understand mésiah (construct) as distributive over both modifiers, i.e., refer-
ring to two Messiahs.

The problem is more acute in regard to 20.1 where the text has ‘ad ‘améd
masiah mé-"ahdron -mi-yisra’él, “until the rise of a Messiah from Aaron and
from Israel.” Here there are only two possibilities. We can conclude that the
text envisions only one Messiah, or we can understand the word masiah as

4. See L. H. Schiffman. Halakhah at Qumran (Leiden, 1975), pp. 23~60.
5. Trans. C. Rabin, The Zadokite Documents (Oxford, 1954).
6. N. Wieder, The fudaean Scrolls and Karaism (London, 1962), pp. 1-51.
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being modified by both prepositional phrases, yielding a two-Messiah
scheme. In 4QD?, the still unpublished Qumran manuseript corresponding
to CD 14.19, the editor informs us that the text has ‘ad ‘dméd mésiah
’ahdrén wé-yisra’él, which he takes as showing that it is one Messiah who
was expected.” Whatever interpretation we follow, it is clear from the context
of this passage that the present age is that between the death of the Right-
eous Teacher and the coming of the messianic era. According to 20.15, this
period, like that of the desert wandering, is supposed to span forty years.

Attention must be called to the appearance of David in 5.5. Yet David is
in no way linked to the end of days or to a messianic role. The Messiah of
Israel, even if he is distinct from the Aaronide Messiah in the Damascus
Document, is not singled out to be Davidic.

THE MEGILLAT HA-SERAKHIM (RULE SCROLL)

The Rule is clearly a composite document. At the very least it is com-
prised of three distinct compositions: the Rule of the Community (Manual of
Discipline), Rule of the Congregation, and the Rule of Benedictions. These
three components were joined by a redactor, or at least by a scribe. We shall
have to treat each component separately and then inquire about the unified
scroll.

Rule of the Community

The Blessing and Curse ritual, 1QS 2.19 tells us, will continue only
through the period of the reign of Belial. This certainly is evidence of a no-
tion that a new age will dawn at some time. The appointed period (or end) of
this rule is termed gés in 3.23. The same notion appears in 4.16-17 where
reference is made to gés *ahdron, “the final period (age).” Indeed a final de-
struction of all evil (péqudah, “visitation [for destruction]) is expected to take
place after which the world will be perfected (4.18-20, 25-26). Here the
text is speaking of a sort of Day of the Lord, although the term does not
appear.

The most significant passage for our purposes is 9.11-12. Here it is stated
that the prohibition on mingling property with those outside the sect is to
remain in effect “ad b6’ nabi -mésihé *ahdron wé-yisrd’él, “until the coming
of a prophet and the Messiahs [or anointed ones] of Aaron and Israel.” In this
text, as opposed to the Damascus Document, there can be no question that
we are speaking of two Messiahs, as is the case in the Rule of the Congrega-
tion. This passage, however, is the conclusion of the section of 8.15b~9.11

7. 1. T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea, trans. J. Strugnell (Lon-
don, 1959), pp. 125f. This text is now published in B. Z. Wacholder, M. G. Abegg (eds.), A
Preliminary Edition of the Unpublished Dead Sea Scrolls: The Hebrew and the Aramaic Texts
from Cave Four (Washington, DC, 1991} frag 18, col I1I, 1.12 (p. 20).
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which is reported to be missing in MS. E, identified as the earliest copy of
the Rule of the Community.® On the basis of this omission, it has been as-
sumed by some that the original sources of the Rule of the Community made
no mention of these messianic figures and that they were introduced either
by the redactor of the Rule of the Congregation or even by the compiler of
the entire Megillat Ha-Serekhim.

It is difficult to accept such conclusions as long as the manuscript evidence
is unavailable for inspection. Further, the priestly role was strongest in the
earliest stages in the history of the sect and gradually weakened as lay power
increased. We would therefore expect to encounter the notion of priestly
preeminence in the end of days early in the notion of priestly preeminence
in the end of days early in the history of the sect, not later on. Second, the
two-Messiah concept is known from various other Second Temple sources,®
and it could have entered the sect’s thinking at any time.

Most important is the omission again of David from this scheme. The
Messiah of Israel is nowhere said to be Davidic. On the other hand, an es-
chatological prophet appears here alongside the Messiahs. This prophet is to
join the Messiahs in deciding outstanding controversies in Jewish law.'° This
role was understood to belong to Elijah in later rabbinic traditions.

The communal meals of the sect are described in 1QS 6.2~5. At these
repasts, the priest presided and received the first portions. Elsewhere we
have shown that these meals were a reflection of the sect’s eschatological
banquets as described in the Rule of the Congregation. These eschatological
banquets were to be presided over by the high priest and the Messiah of
Israel. The meals in the present age were led only by the priest, however. 1
The description in this same passage (6.6—7) of the ’i§ dérés ha-térdh, “the
man who interprets the Torah,” as “alternating, each with his fellow,” shows
that at least in the context of 6.6—7 this is not an official and certainly not a
messianic figure.

What emerges here is that there may or may not have been a two-Messiah
concept in the original text of the Rule of the Community. There was a notion
of periods of history and the eventual destruction of the wicked on a day of
visitation. Neither David nor Davidic descent plays any role whatsoever.

Rule of the Congregation

This text, also known as Serekh Ha-‘Edah (1QSa), is an appendix to the
Rule of the Community, at least in the present manuscript.'2 Nonetheless, it

8. Milik, Ten Years, p. 123.
9. See the sources cited in Schiffman, Halakhah at Qumran, p. 51, n. 202, and Schiffman,
Sectarian Law, p. 208, n. 94.
10. See IMac 14:41, 4:46.
11. Schiffman, Sectarian Law, pp. 191-210.
12. See my detailed study of this text, The Eschatological Community of the Dead Sea Scrolls:
A Study of the Serekh Ha-‘Edah, the SBL Monograph Series 38 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989).
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may have originally been a separate composition. It begins by referring ex-
plicitly to itself as a serekh, a list of sectarian legal prescriptions for the life of
the sect in the end of days (ahdrit ha-yamim). Foremost among these regu-
lations is the series of stages of life which are described in detail, as well as
the scroll’s requirement of the absolute purity and purification of the mem-
bers of the community, who are expected to fulfill the laws required for fit-
ness for priestly service found in the Pentateuch.'®

This text does not refer to the notion of historical ages since it concerns
only the period after the dawn of the eschaton. The list of the stages of life
does refer to subduing the nations (1.21) and to various military officers
(1.24-25, 28-29). In these matters, the text stands roughly in agreement
with the War Scroll (to which we will turn below). The Rule of the Congre-
gation emphasizes the role of the Zadokite priests as leaders of the eschato-
logical council (2.3).

This scroll also describes the eschatological assembly, as well as the ban-
quet presided over by the high priest and the Messiah of Israel. We will not
discuss the restoration of 2.11 except to note the possibility that it refers to
the birth of the Messiah. Line 12 refers to the Messiah (ha-masiah) in the
singular alongside the priest, ha-kéhén (restored). In 1QSa 2.15 there is an-
other reference to the Messiah of Israel, and in 19-21 the priest and the
Messiah of Israel are again mentioned together. The priest is given promi-
nence both in seating and in the recitation of the benediction over the bread
and the wine. This dinner is an eschatological reflection of the almost iden-
tical pattern we observed in the Rule of the Community for the pre-
messianic era. Indeed, the communal meals of the sect constituted an at-
tempt to live in the present age in a way similar to that of the end of days. In
the life of utmost purity and perfection, that goal was ultimately to be
achieved. ™

It is important to emphasize a distinction between what appears here and
what is the case in the Rule of the Community and, according to most read-
ings, in the Damascus Document. Whereas in 1QS two Messiahs, both
termed masiah, are expected, in the Rule of the Congregation there is a
priest and a masiah of Israel. The term mdasia