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When was the “Parting of the Ways™ At what point did relations
between Jews and (Gentile) Christians irretrievably, unambiguous!y
break down?

Until quite recently, scholars of ancient Christianity, particularly of the
New Testament, have frequently posed — and just as frequently answered
— this question. The options available in the texts of choice have
supported such answers as c. 28-30 CE, when Jesus proclaimed 2
supposedly startling new vision to an indifferent or hostile Israel; c. 50
= < it

independent of Diaspora synagogue commaunities; c. h
Temple's destruction supposedly untethered Gentile Christianity from itS
awkward and lingering attachments to Jewish practice; c. 135 CE, after
which point Jews were no longer permitted into Aelia, and the leadershiP
of the “mother church” passed from Jewish to Geatile Christians; O%
certainly by 200 CE, when Jewish persecutions of Gentile Christians 804
increasi e iasti ization combined both 0

effective
articulate and to finalize the “inevitable” break.!

* The current essay draws in part on rescarch and arguments advanced in an €SS2y
done in collaboration with Doctor Oded rshai of Hebrew University: “Christian ADt-
Judaism: Polemics and Policies, from the Second to the Seventh Century,” forthcoming.
in volume 4 of the Cambridge Histary of Judaism, edited by Steven T. Katz. 1 graieflly
acknowledge support | received for that project from the National Endowment for the
Humanities.

! “Until recently” should not be taken to imply “but no longer.” Much current wOTK

| in New Testament generally, and in studies of Paul and of the historical Jesus i

particular, still operates with this paradigm of scparation. James D. G. Dunn's THe
Partings of the Ways (Philadclphia: Trinity, 1991) may be uscfully considered in ¢hiS
connection. Rejecting carlicr views (such as Baur's, Lightfools, and, with a (hugc]
differcace, Sanders') that located the split with Paul, Dunn uliimaiely seiles on the Y€3¥
135 (p. 238); and then collapses his own point by opining that Jesus, in rejectiof
di ions between the rightcous and sinners, therehy implicitly rejected the social #7d
ctlinic. boundary between Jews and Gentiles. on which the vast majority of his €0
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The historiography on this issue is now changing. Some scholars
currently look much later — to Constantine, perhaps, or to Theodosius — 0
locate this famous split. That we even ask this question at all, however, is
an oblique admission of failure. It gives the measure of the degree (o
which the concerns of ancient Christian orthodox writers, specifically as
‘manifest in the contra ludaeos tradition, continue to determine the line of
approach taken by modern historians. From the vocabulary that we
necessarily use 10 the texts that dominate our investigations? to the
questions that frame our approaches to the presuppositions that shape our
reconstructions, we still work within the terms dictated by history's
“winners,” those men who successfully finessed their churches” transition
t0 2 form of Romen imperial culture, who named their ideological and
institutional forebears, and who shaped the canon, both scriptural and
patristic.

How can we think outside their box? How can we come 10 a less
anachronistic, less doctrinally determined view of the past? The short
answer is also the obvious one: we need to work contextually. The
analytical context of our enquiry coincides with the social context of our
ancient subjects, namely, the Mediterranean city. To get some critical

—— s ums econd Temple Judaistm, in brief, could not ol

the
Questers” rejects
thereby functioning as a plmmhr
Cheistian malgré lui
Yale UP, 2000), xxiv-xxviii; ea
Content in Current Work on the Historical Jesus,” Theology Talay P (ms) oy
Locating the "split” with Jesus or Paul, in what is arguably a p jan”
the movement, in part rests on misconstruing the normative Konidene o ethicity
and what we think of as “religion" in antiquity, about which I will say more above.
Against reading Paul as breaking from Judsism in any meaningful way, see esp. S.
Stoers, A Rercadingof Romans (New Haven: Yale UP, 1994).

logion, plpywln.k:-L epigraphical, and even numismatic duta have

fused picture vailsble from literary cvidence aloe. S
iaspora Js

Ap! itage
and Relleniom (Berkley: U. of Cat ge:
Harvard UP, 2002); L. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue (New Haven: Yalc UP, 2000);

on Jews, and Christians, R. Lane Fox, Pagans and Christians (New York:
Knopf, 19963, . Schwars, Impericl an Jewiah Society, 200 2G5 to 60 C3
(Princeton: Princeton UP, 2001); G. W, Bowersock, “Polytheism and Monotheism in
Asatis s the Thoe Pletines” Dumbarion Gk Papere 51 (1997 -10; . Millar,

Jows of th iaspora beiw 0 312-
4387 in The Jews among Fagans and Chrsions, o0 ). Let, 1. Noct, i T Rajek
(London: Routledge, 1992), 97-123
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purchase. on the ancient literature (and on its unrommm ideological
afterlife in some modern scholarly discussions), we need (o re-incarnate
the charged thetoric of the contra ludacos adiion witkin the Irved
human context of ancient civic life.

The historical origins of the formal contra ludaeos tradition seem to
lie in the earlier half of the second century.® Its matrix was the intra-
Christian disputes of educated, formerly pagan intellectuals. In their
effort 1o make sense of the premier literary medium of Christian
revelation, the Septuagint, these Gentile contestants shaped the potent and
long-lived hermeneutical idea of the “Jew” — fleshly, hard-hearted,
philosophically dim, and violently anti-Christian® As 2 theological
abstraction, this idea had great power, serving by means of the absolute
contrast that it constructed between “Jews” and (true or correct)
“Christians” to focus and define the desiderata of orthodox identity.S This
thetoric of invidious contrast that cast Jews as the Christian anti-type par
excellence accordingly came to shape many different sorts of proto-
orthodox and orthodox literature: apologies, sermons, heresiological

3 By “formal” 1 mean an intllectually coherent, coordinate body of polemical and
hesmeneutical practices. Earlicr, retrospectively Christian documents such as Paul’s
ot Eotpie athally irgs bier Jowe, Whothar Cutfion o oot Tnaens
argets: false prophets (Mc 7:15-23); false insiders (2 Cor 11:4-5: Gal 2:4 and passin;
Phil 3:2). The polemic agsinst other Jews outside of this movement — seribes, Pharisces,
Sadducees, and (especially in the Passion narratives) the Jerusalem pricsts ~ lies
scatered hiaughout e gos

wmber of fine studies of the hermeneutical Jew 15 3 generive element of
p.mm Hologynow e,  bavs fouad epecally el the sy cllected o Ore
mor and G. G. Stroums, eds., Contra ludacos: Anciént and Medieval Polemics
bzrwaen Chrisionsand Jows CFabingen: Mohe Sicbeck, 1996)snd G. N, Stanion 100 G,
G. 3 orance and Intolerance in Early Judaism and Christianity
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1998), and the sudy by J. Lieu, Image and Reality: The
Jews in the World of the Christians in the Second Century (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
13, O Hopmica Silyal e Rielow of LIGVRT tocic Vidinsoto-
orthodos, specifically_anti-Marcionite_polemic in “The Paristic Conection” in
Sntoemion and e Foundations of Chraant, a0, A Divie (New York: it
1578), 96-11. So Sutge Erdoen s I, ‘Chrsin Aot ” ot )
b8 Sicomt Sy St Thockony) Idunly. Ak T
e prino-bator 6o 4ot Tave e gpoly o s06h § SORIEVEISH, Bolh
Vll:mmv.s nd Marlon udertood he §00 of il Joer Jnemoloct
identified with the god of lsracl (some pagans, 100, held this idea) — as Chri
0 Eotep cotmis. cppeulion. They ai; scprlag, s “lowt” and
= tupes. o aneslghsned — lntecd, dcaly mlsten — s
s ncgaliv sierctype o th Jew becomes o ballmar pariulaly

on subsequen (Wul:m cultur, In the current cssay. it is thi later community whom |
Keep especially in vie



38 Paula Fredriksen

wacts$ scriptural florilegia, commentaries, histories and _historical
fictions, martyr staries, conciliar canons, and eventually, should we chose
10 look at them this way, the legal compendia of the later empire, the
Codex Theodosianus and Justinianus.! My question to this body of
writing s simple: what relation does its rhetoric have to (social) ruhly7

1 propose to proceed by looking at some of these writings within their
native social and cultural urban setting. 1 organize my initial lurvcy
around three issues, often invoked as contributory (o the formation of
Christian anti-Judaism, that presuppose clear and principled distinctions,
social and religious, between ancient Jews and their non-Jewish
contemporaries: (1) pagan views on Jews and Judaism, (2) putative
Jewish missions to Gentiles, and (3) pagan and Jewish persccution of
(Gentile) Christians. My conclusion will argue what I hope my prior
presentation will have demonstrated, namely, that to_conceptualize
relations between ancient Jews and Christians in terms of a “Parting of
the Ways" is to misconstrue the social and intellectual history of Judaism,
of Christianity, and of majority Mediterranean culture at least up through
the seventh century, and possibly beyond.

Gentiles on Jews and Judaism

The high-contrast orthodox construct of “Jews" versus “us," besides
affecting historical work on ancient Jews and Christians, has also affected
the historiography on Jews and Gentiles more broadly conceived.
Historians gathering comments by ancient non-Christian Greeks and
Romans have often distinguished these remarks as “pro-Jewish” or
Jewish," with “anti-Jewish” occasionally characterized as “anti-Semitic."®
A similar supposed clarity marks the categorization of ancient Jewish
populations, imagined as “assimilated” or “Hellenized” versus (Jewishly)

§ 'nvus Tertullian chmuui:.u Marcion as “Jewish” (adv. Mnrvlnmm m pmlll\)
ori passages

. “fleshly” way (de Principiis ILxi zr ey e
tical uppes{uon (Ep. Extra coll. 5 [11)3; Augustine, his (.
conjored briefly in ep. 196,1), and 50 on (and on). That the w
med, p

which its mean i
7 Tuo mesluabl compondia fo s et o whieh | 1y bt A. Linder e
Jews in Roman Imperial Legislation (Detroit: Wayne State UP, 1987); idem, The Jews
in the Legal Sources of the Early Middle Ages (Deiroit: Wayne State UP, 1997).
Against such an approach as in principle “conceptually fawed,” see Gruen,
Hellenism, 42-72 and passim,
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“orthodox." Actions advocated or taken against ancient Jewish
individuals or communities are scen as a species of ‘“religious
persecution.” And their differences pagan
anti-Juduism (granting the construct, for the moment) Serves as some sort
of explanatory prelude to, or preparation for, later Christian geares. !
Common o all these modes of thinking s a presumption that something
about Jews and Judaism made them in some special way egregious in the
ancient context and that this egregiousness accounts for negative remarks
by ancient pagans, as well as for the inevitable split (Howsoever identified
and dated) between “Christians™ (conceived primarily as Gentiles) and
Jews.

A few general commenis about ancient people and ancient religion,
before I proceed to consider pagan remarks about Jews. First: in
antiquity, gods were local in a dual sense. They attached to particular
places, whether natural (groves, geottos, mountains, springs) or man-
made (temples and altars, urban or rural).!! And gods also attached to
particular peoples; “religion” ran in the blood. In this sense, one’s genos
was as much a cult-designation as what we, from a sociological or
anthropological perspective, see as an “ethnic” one: ethnicity expressed
“religion” (acknowledging the anachronism of boti terms for our period),
and religion expressed “ethnicity.”'2 This generalization holds from the
micro-level of domestic deities and ancestors protecting and defining.the
individual household through the mid-level “family" connections between
gods and cities to the macro-level confederations of kingdoms and

which, J. Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora from Alexander fo
rmm 325 8k 117 cE) (Bekcley. . of Caltorni Few, 199082102
This matera s colete n Menachem Sten, Greek and Latin Authors o Jews
‘and Judaism, 3 vols, (lecosalem: Tsrael Academy/Darot, 1974-84). On llr.vash
populations as “assimilated” or "orthodox,” and on pagan anti-Jewish “bigoiry,” .
Eedma, Jo and Gonle.n G Ancens Word (Peieros oo U, oo .
Rutgers, Hidden Heritage, 199-234; Barclay, Jews, 92-98 and passim. 1. Gager, The
Origins of Anti-Semitism (New. vm Oxford UP, 1983) sees pagan and Christian “anti-
Sumusm as different in kind. The hmm(muuvn of pagan-Jewish eruptions as
nce of pagan “ant-Semitism" is questioned both by P. Schaler, Judeophobia:
Am‘mdu toward the Jews in the Ancient wmd (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1997), esp. 1-
11 2nd 197-211, and by Gruen, Diaspora, csp. 54-83 on the tendency of some scholars
{0t Genile Alecaniin sctons sglast Jowish Alesndries fn e ol of 3640
B a5 “anti-Semitic

A his ph on; 1.
12 See theexcays assemble i Ancient Per:(ynnm of Greek Biinicity, ed, L Siakin
(Washingion, D.C.: Center for Hellenic Studies, 2001), many of which draw attention to

rodotus, Histores 8.144.2-3 (where Herodows speaks of “Greeknoss” in forms of
‘common blood, gods, cult, and customs). For the ways that ol 1 alliances within
this culture naturally affected gods and kinship, see C. P. Jones, Kinship Diplomacy in
the Ancien Word Cambridge Haruard UP, 1999, exp. <. & on Lycians nd ows.
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empires, which added other gods as well as rulers, living and dead, to the
pantheon.
The very varied embeddedness of the divine in antiquity means that, in
an age of empire, gods bumped up against each other with some
frequency, even as their humans did. The greater intemal peace and
stability permitted by outsized political units facilitated interior
migrations of peoples, and when people traveled, their gods went with
them. Also, since different peoples had different gods — as well as
different ancestral practices and traditions for honoring their gods and
‘maintaining their people’s relationship with them ~ the Jarger the political
unit, the greater the plurality of gods. In other words, ancient empires did
not “practice religious tolerance”; they presupposed religi
Put differently: 2 mark of 2 successful empire (the subordination of many
different peoples to a larger government) was the variety of gods it
encompassed (since many peaples meant, naturally, many gods) and
accordingly the range of traditional religious practices it accommodated.
Hellenistic and Roman ethnographers and historians commented upon
Jewish practices, Jewish people, and the Jewish god. Some of their
comments are admiring, others hostile. The positive ones tend (o echo
what pagans valued about their own culture. Thus, Jews are loyal to their
patria nomima, as indeed each people should be.' They not only keep
their traditional rites but know the reasons for them.' Further, they are a
philosophical people, acknowledging the highest god sola mente, without
images)¢ Numenius’ oft-cited sound-byte sums up this theme tidily,

13 Recent work on gods and families: A. E. Hanson, “The Roman Family." in Life,
Deark and Enterainment i the Roman Empire, ¢d. D, S. Pottr and D. J. Matingly
(Ann Arbor: U. of Michigan Press, 1999), 19-66; on gods and cities, the essays in R.
Buxton, ed., Oxford Readings in Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000); on gods,
rulers who become gods, and larger political units, S. R. F. Price, Rituals and Power;
The Bomas Logeral Sl 13 Al Misoe Cunbiidss Cusiiin UB, Jo8), o elie
ok lmgedal plty;and-fe.way ok cumbiyod ey vid o I
dedicated competitions, D. . Potier, “Entertainers in the Roman Empire,” in Life,
Death m vt 56355

... Celsus apud Origen, c. Celsum 5.2.41 (Sews keep fon idion nomon), s3id
whlln mmyhmlng that “others” (hat is, non-Jews) absndon their own tradi
adopt Jewish ones; similarly Porphyry, de abstentia 4.11 (fews' obedience 10 their
‘nomima), The story of Plutarch, incubating in the temple of Asclepius, who challenged
the god's suggestion that he cure his illness by eating pork, makes the larger point,
while alluding o Jewish custom in particular: pagans and their gods respected patria,
vita Isidori (Ster, Greek and Latin Authors, vol. 2, 1o, 549).

e th Younes ey Agtvn de ciite del 1.

16 Tacitus, Historia 53 oeing Jewsh nioniem, arived 2 Urooghs he
exercise of the mi s ~ wilh messy Egyplian religion.
Ticlu gm0 oMt of IO o A P (b4 ke pagen pesRio
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touching on the prestigious characteristics of wisdom, philosophy, and
lnllqully‘ Plato was just an Attic-speaking Moses.”

mments on Jewish amixia and deisidaimonia, on the Jews'
misoxenos bios and hostile odium, likewise abound. Pagans in this
connection indict Jewish ancestral practices as the reason for the Jews'
odious behaviors and beliefs. Circumcision — & practice viewed with

sm — their general and principled
non-involvement with civic and imperial cult ~ irritated some observers
and prompted accusations of impiety and atheism. Worse: In secret rites,
claimed some, Jews practiced human sacrifice. and even cannibalism.
They were lazy (particularly one day out of every seven). Endlessly
particular about food, they were sexually profligate. And so on.'®

Putting insults to Jews within the broader context of insults against
ethnic outsiders more generally conceived, historians now incline to
interpret this evidence less as ancient anti-Semitism than as ruling-class
xenophobia. Egyptians, Scythians, Gauls, Britons, Germans — all came in
for similar abuse, because each (like the Jews) had their own ethnic
customs which marked them, eo ipso, as un-Roman.' Perhaps then the
term “xenophobia” also misses the mark; these writers were not fearful of
foreigners, only scornful of them. Ruling-class contempt indexes patriotic
pride: our ways are better than their ways, the identity of “them” shifting..
as needed. Hence 0o the occasional praise of Jewish loyalty to the patria
éthé: Romans (and Hellenes) especially valued that particular virtue too.

The premium placed on ethnic loyalty is also what stands behind the
special vituperation occasionally heaped upon not Judaism per se, but on
“Judaizing” and, encore pire, actual conversion.?’ Adherence to a variety
of religious customs was compatible with the sensibility of Mediterranean
paganism, which at a practical level was extremely capacious. And the

of Jews a5 a nation of philosophers, infra Schifer, Judeophobia; Gages, Anti-Semitism;
Feldman, Jew and Gentile, 201-32.

1773 gar esti Plaion & Mousés attikizon; apud Clement, Stromateis 1.22,150:4;
Stern, Greck and Latin Authors, vol. 2, 0. 3632,

8 nsults collected, organized, n . Judeophobia; sce also
Fekdman, Jew and Gentil, 107 172 (popular prejudice), m—ms (erudite prejudice).
To be fai 9
using them as a “consinucted Other” (o think with in g projects of self-
definition (i, famously, Paul in Rom 1:18-32); see, most recently, Gruen, Diaspora,
21331

15 In this connection, Schafer specifies Tacis® demeaning comments on Druids
(Hist. 2.78), Gauls and Britans (4.54; cf. Annales 15.30, on human sacrifice), Germans.
(Hist. 461; Germania 39, on hsmmn sacrifice), and Egyptians (Hist L11);
Judeophobia. 187.

“Jud

practices by Ger

ing” | mean the voluntary and discretionary adoption of Jewish
les.
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idiosyncrasy of any religious culture (special days, special foods, special

's) was what marked it as specific (o a particular people.
ht, the phenomenon of Gentiles' voluntary Judaizing ~ for
‘which we have evidence in abundance, both well before and well after the
development of Christianity — was unremarkable: Gentiles voluntarily
assumed whatever foreign practices they wanted (as Juvenal, grumbling
about the Orontes, famously complained). But making an exclusive
commitment to a foreign god to the point of forsaking the gods of one’s
own people - a condition of conversion unique to Judaism in the pre-
Christian period — could be perceived as an act of alarming disloyalty.?
The prime pagan objection to “God-fearing” (that is, voluntary Judaizing)
was not the particular Jewish practices themselves so much as the
possibility that they could lead to conversion. And the problem with
conversion to Judaism™ was the principled renunciation of all other cult.
‘Though Jewish cultic exclusivism offended, it was also, for Jews, for the
most part, accepted, because it met majority culture’s twin measure of
legal and social respectability, namely, ethnicity and antiquity. But in the
convert's case, this exclusivism — voluntary, not customary; adopted, not
inherited; forcign, not native — was tantamount to cultural treason. It
insulted the “family” (the blood/birth connection of genos or natio) and
placed it at risk (since gods, when disregarded, grew angry).

Despite these tensions, some pagans also evidently favored Jews with
the ultimate accolade of intellectual culture: the Jews were 2 nation of
philosophers.® Hellenistic Jews not only preserved such comments, but

2! Hence Dio's remarks on Gentile converts who affect ta nomima autdn (scil. the
Jews), worship @ single deity, and do not honor the other gods in Historia Romana
nd, perhap, Domitan’s furyincondemning mermbes of the Roman rling

class for “atheism” and Loudaidn in 67.14.

7.15.1

s of treason.
22 The point of A. D. Nock's famous and important distinction between “adherence”
S0 sconmialoqs Todn i, really (aiy . Sodemii OMTURN),
antiquity that admitied of this particular
rsion: The Old and the New in Reli
Al ke Gt s At of Hpps 0V Y40 DR Uy 561
s cohveniog coud b aedersood ca ihe

poli g th potiei, .. Pl da g, spec. 434,178 s 5.1 D
Coen, The Beginnings of ewiohness (Beeley:U. of Caifona Fes, 1999, 135.35,
156-74.

 Schifer, Jndeophobie, S8, 140-55 uvesal s Rom convests of Rorinas

contemnere llgn/ um ediscunt et servant ae metunt fus (Sai. 14.1001);
Tacitus, e 5. rebionan Brly, dssentis hes owo) 8908
couniry nd ity . 5.1-2),

The rollcall of such pagans — Theophrastus, Megasthencs, Clearchus of Soli,

Hermippus of Smyma, Ocellus of Lucanus ~ is sounded in virtually all treatments of
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indeed occasionally composed them. In learned forgeries, pagan sibyls
hymned Jewish superiority to pagan cult in proper Homeric hexameters;
historical fictions recounted pagan ings in quest of Jewish wisdom;
sary lions of the classical curriculum — Aeschylus, Sophocles,
Euripides — as well as minor comic writers “produced" Judaizing verses,
in effect attributing the fundamental aspects of philosophical paideia to
Jewish virtue, Jewish brains, or the Jewish god. Scholars envisage
different intended audiences for this literature, some arguing that it
missionizing to pagan salon-culture,
others that such products were for internal consumption.® Since I think,
and will momentarily argue, that the idea of Jewish missions to Gentiles
to convert them to Judaism has been one of the biggest historiographical
mistakes of the past century, I incline to the Jatter position. This is not to
say that interested Gentiles may not have picked up and read — or at least
heard — such apologetic traditions. Indeed, 2uthentic pagen acclamations
of Jewish philosophical achievement fnay perhaps measure the
penetration of such apology.

But I wish to draw attention here to a different point, namely, that such
positive assessments of Jewish culture in pagan intellectual terms — be

accusations of Jewish amixia if interesting ways. This Jewish control of.
and commitment o the authors, traditions, and va.hlex of gymnasium
education restates in a lit
inscriptions, archacology, and ancient historical wri ngs. Jews lived, and
lived thoroughly, in their cities of residence throughout the Diaspora.?!

Hellenistic Juduism; where fragments cxist, Stern gives them. See to0 M. Hengel,
e fos, 1974), 1:255-67 and 2:169-77 (aotes).

Goodman's discussion in E. Schirer, G. Vermes,
etal., The History of e Yowih People in the Age of Jesus Christ (dinburgh: T&T
Clack, 1986), 3:618-54; on other such pscudonymous Jewish productions, see. pp.
3:654-700. See too the lively appreciations of such “brazen inventiveness” in Gruen,
Diagpora. 213-31 o nalyas, Barclay,Jews 82-102 trms); 125-230 ()

2 Recent emits Fllmus e s re as evidence of missionary effort
o (ission and Converson [Oxford:
Cruendan 1991 Rl o e el 201 o, Diasire, 135531 On
e s scope.ofsuch enon-cultre pmducnml. and the way that
gainst sccing them as “missionary,” P. Fredriksen, sm, the
Clrcameiionof Genile, and Apocalypis Hopes s Lo A 2 ITS
42.(1991): 533-64, at p. 5

S0 to0, from @ o angle, R. S. Bloch, who notes that neither Tacitus nor

integrated (0 be "other” in this way. Aniike Vorstellungen vom Judentum, Der
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Since ancient cities were religious institutions, participation in civic
life was itself a form of worship.# The workings of government and law,
the process of education, the public experience of art and culture in
various theatrical, musical, and athietic competitions — all these activities,
which we think of as secular and thus religiously neutral, were in fact
embedded in the traditional worship of the gods. The gods looked afier
the city, and the city’s residents, to ensure its well-being, looked after the.
gods. Processions, hymns, libations, blood offerings, communal dancing,
and drinking and cating — all these public forms of worship expressed and
created bonds that bound citizens together and, by establishing or
maintaining the necessary relations with powerful numinous. patrons
(both imperial and celestial), contributed to the common weal.

Jewish names inscribed as ephebes or members of town councils,
Jewish officers in Gentile armies, Jewish Hellenistic literati, Jewish
contestants in, patrons of, or observers at athletic, dramatic or musical
events (such as Philo and, probably, Paul) — all these give the measure of
Jewish participation in pagan worship.® Sometimes the wheel squeaks
(usually at the point of actual latreia: Jews notoriously avoided overt
public cult, though essayed to compensate variously through dedications,
patronage and prayer); sometimes it doesn’t (Jews attended theatrical and
athletic events, got good gymnasium educations where they could, joined
Gentile armics, and lived public lives as municipal leaders).
Acknowledging other gods did not eo ipso entail apostasy; living

Judenexkurs des Tacitus im Rahmen der griechisch-ramischen Ethnographie (Stutigart:
Franz Steincr Verlag, 2002), ch. 4.

28 A lively description, with comments on how this fact made life complicated for
Christians, can be found in H. A. Drake, Constantine and the Bishops (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins, 2000), 88-93. (Drake curiously does not include Jews in his musings.)

Primary evidence from the Diaspara is collected and surveyed by F. Millar in
Schirer, Vermes, et al., History of the Jewish People, 3:1-149; sce too Gruen,
Diaspora, esp. 105-32.

There is no good word for characterizing the Jewish presence in such majority-
culture activities. “Worship" underscores the intrinsically religious mature of these
actvies, bl o0 readily (and nataaly) conurs he tem nd eigous praicethat
it customrly anlate,aea: Worship a sacific vas preisly whersanien Jows

erally seem (o have — and were thought to have ~ drawn the linc. Christian
encauniers with the imperial cult present similar ambiguities. Before Constantine, the
principled point of resistance or nonconformity scems (o have focused on blood
sacrifice; aftr, though all elsc remaincd ~ adoration of the imperial image, incense (a
ritual indicator of divine presence or mumen), pricsthoods, feast days, and even the
gladiatorial combats — the blood offerings went. At that pont, Cheistians could and did
“worship'" the emperor. I thank Etich Gruen for helping me fret over this term; we came.
10 0 happicr terminological proposal, but did sec more clearly the problems with this
ane.
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Jewishly did not require isolationism. Ancient Jews, as ancients
gencrally, lived in a world congested with gods, and they knew it.

Hence the dangers of modem constructions of “monotheism” or
“religious orthodoxy” when interpreting evidence from ancient
Mediterrancan monotheists, be these pagan, Jewish, or eventually
Christian. In antiquity, the high god stood at the extreme pinnacle of a
gradient; he or it was not the austere metaphysical punctilio of modern
monotheistic imagination. Worshiping “one god” or “the highest god" or
only “our god" did not mean that one doubted the existence of other gods,
only that one construed one’s obligations to them differently. Moschos
son of Moschion, prompted (sometime in the first half of the third century
BCE) by two local deities in a dream to manumit his slave, left an
inscription attesting to his obedience in their temple. Was this a
“defection to paganism or syncretism”? Millar thinks yes; Moschos, from
his own perspective, considers and identifies himself simply as
loudaios.® Showing respect to a god, by way of obeying a direct
command, unquestionably demonstrates common sense; but is this
“worship” in the way that Moschos worshiped his own ancestral god? 1
can only guess, but I would guess not.

To chide ancient Jews for not construing their monotheism
hat conform to. moder cansinits ~ of to standards of rabbinical
behaviors eventually enunciated in Avodah Zarah — cannot help us to
understand them. Herod the Great — so notoriously fussy about food laws
(not to mention filial piety) that jokes were made about him, so fastidious
in interpreting purity laws that he had cohanim trained as masons for the
interior scctions of his gloriously refusbished Temple in Jerusalem, so
personally concerned with purity status that he outfitted his villas with

mikvaor - also bankrolled pagan temples and prestigious athletic
competitions. Does that make him “assimilated"?*! Was Artapanus - who

2 Millar gives the text of this inscription in Schirer, Vermes, et a
eyt Paopl, 45, ad judgs i s acnation on .15,
Augustus” reputed play on SGARGG, see Macrobius, Saturnalia IL4: the
mnsnn-prl:s\s. Josephus, AT 15.11.5-6; archaealogical evidence for mikvaot in
palaces, E. P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief (Philadelphia: Trinity,
19925 on i bling rogrmof papa (spcialypecal) enpls s e copois
references in Schirer, Vermes, et al. History of the Jewish People,
Y3011 o sponsorsip spcieally o the (Gedicatcd) Olfyic s, bseghu, 4]
very

History of the

3
according to Feldman, Jew and Geniile, 157 (a curious judgment in light of the point
Feldman ties it to, namely, that Herod insisted that the Arab suitor of his sister Salome
first be circucised (A 16.7.6]). For an aliogether more appreciative, even 1
View, ste . Richantson Herod. Kin o he Jows and Fiend of e R (Coramp
U. of South Carolina Press, 1996).
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proudly credited biblical heroes as fonts of pagan leaming, cult and
culture — a “syncretist™?*? What then of the translators of the Septuagint,
who altered the prohibition in Ex 22:27 (LXX Ex 22:28) from not
reviling “God” (77pn ¥y 07 to not reviling “the gods™ (Beove ob
Kokohoyfaeic)? What abont those Jews who close pious inscriptions to
their god by calling,in routne formulse, on the witness of sky, earth and
sun: Zeus, Gé, Helios?

Few ancient manothem.s disputed the existence and the powers of
other gods; they simply directed their worship particularly toward their
own god. Put differently: no ancient monotheist was like a modern
monotheist, because the ancient cosmos was imagined differently from
the modern, post-Renaissance, disenchanted cosmos, Put a third way: all
ancient monotheists were (by modern measure) polytheists.* For many
Jews and, eventually, for various sorts of Christians, the etiquette for
dealing with these other deities and their humans — which for
Mediterrancan culture meant showing, and being seen to show,
appropriate degrees of respect — was necessarily improvised, and it varied
across class lines, communities, and historical epochs. (Jews, for
example, were always and everywhere exempt from imperial cull,
whereas emperor worship, complete with priests, liturgies, gladiatorial
contests, incense, adoration of the imperial image — but no blood
offerings — continued well after Constantine, who was honored in his
eponymous capial as late as the fifth century as (g Ge6.)*s Pagan

32 Artapanus, claims Feldman, can scarcely have been “an observant Jew,"” and on
the basis of Artapanus’ claims apud Euscbivs, Praeparatio Evangelica
9.23.4 and 9.27.4, 9, 12) that Joscph cstablished Egyptisn temples and that Moses
tsught music to Orpheus and zoolalry to the Bgyptians, ho opines that Arizpanus was
more likely a Gentile (Jew and Gentile, 208); cf. Barclay, Jews, 127-32 (“a proud
d a sclf-conscious Jew"); against such anachronistic_sssignments of
*“orthodoxy” and “deviance,” pp. §3-102: s also Gruen, Hellenism, §7-89.

inscriptions from the Bosphorus, J.-B. Frey, Corpus Inscriptionum

i volumes (Rome: Pontificio Istitoto di Archeologia Cristians, 1936-52;
Tepr. New York: Kiav, 1975), vol. 1, nos. 683, 684, 690; comments and I ortrecied
in Levine, Synagogue, 114 and

s that ancieat metsphysics and astronomical science determined
concepts of cosmic intermediation (including Christological ones) — and the ways that
modem science has complicated the enterprise — see my essay, “What does Jesus have
1o do with Ciris? What does Knowldge have to do with Fait? What doss Hisory
have 1o do with Theology?” in Christology: Yesterday, Today and
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, forthcoming 2003).

Caligula ilo, L 349-67), which
continued into the Chri s of the al. S es. G, Bowersoc, “The Imperia
ol Prcponssnd Peinsncs” n Jomich ond Chriton SelfDefinion, vl 3, o

Meyer and . P. Sanders (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982), \Ti-42: idem,
Pa(ynmsm. whence the reference, Consantiog in Pilosergios, Hi. S,
GCS (1972, 28. By the third century CE, Jewish exemption from publc cult was so
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monotheists, free of the constraints (howsoever interpreted) that bound
biblical communities, had it a little casier.?

‘What relation can we posit, then, between pagan comments about Jews
and Judaism and the later, specifically Gentile Christian contra ludaeos
traditions? Superficial similarities (such as insulting characterizations of
Jews and Jewish customs) should not abscure their basic differences. For
Some pagans, Jewish exclusivism in particular is what offended; for
Christians, such exclusivism, which they shared, could only be admired ¥
Further, pagans, no matter how repugnant Judaism might seem to them,
maintained that it befitied Jews,® whereas most orthodox Christian
thinkers (Augustine excepted®) held that Tudaism in general and Jewish
practice in paricular had always and everywhere been religiously wrong,
period. Pagan “anti-udaism,” in sum, seems simply an occasional
subspecies of a more general contempt for foreign customs and the
obverse expression of Gracco-Roman patriotic pride. Converts, not
“native” Jews, stimulated the greatest hostility.

By comparison, while Gentile Christian writers might avail themselves
of themes first sounded by Gentile pagan counterparts, their negative
critique was minutely developed and sweepingly comprehensive, their
condemnation broader and more profound, their hostile characterization
essential (o their own view of themselves. And their ideological ideal of
total separation — Christians should not even socialize with Jews, much

el coablised tht cmpeors, atepin o et Jows o cnros srvie o chvic

il lntite i o y offeasive to them could be requisite 10
ecuing i ofice, and ey explicly excued o e e il Difest
i 33, et in Linder, Imperial Legi 103-7.

36 See esp. the rich essay by S. Mitckell, “The Cult of Theos Hypsistos between
Pagans, Jews, and Christians," in Pagan Monotheism, ed. P. Athanassiadi and M. Frede
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 81-148.

7 The insistence, in Christian anti-lewish writings, that Jows were pecennially
fnclined toward idolatry means that the principle of exclusive worship was itself
admired, Origen, c. Cel. IV:31, Jews never made images, nar worshiped heaven (the
probibidon agaias which Oigen doens “impressiv and magnificent) by hering the
Law on the Sabbath in the s, the entire nation “studied philosophy’
praising Jewish aniconic we 1o be confused with the worship of I:Avenly

ities:

i by ot and dpemons Al eve e lowestJo 109K oly 1 e supec God”
Augustine, ¢. Faust. 12:13, "It is a most notable fact that all the nations subjugated by
Rome adote the hethenih ceenoncs of Roman worsi: sl e Jewish nation

v
.. Origen ¢ € 26. More sublly, the insults make the
same pofa: pople e e e

P 0n Augostine’s ity i g sl revision o, the taditional anti-
Judaism of his church, irksen, “Augusine 06 Tl Ineprearo ad
lieram, Sews, nd Jodsim in Augustine's Theology of History,” Suio Parisica 35
(2001): 119-35.
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less co-celebrate with them, much less adapt some Jewish customs (actual
conversion was utterly, 5o to speak, beyond the Pale) ~ contrasted sharply
with quotidian reality: Jews continued to be visibly, vigorously integrated
in Mediterranean civic life; and Gentiles, whether within the church or
without, continued 1o be drawn to the synagogue. In short, continuing
Jewish-Gentile intimacy ~ which is to say, continuing Mediterranean
civic life — itself fostered and amplified the stridency of orthodox
rhetori

‘What more can we say about this intimacy, and these patterns of city
life?

Jews, Gentiles, and “Missions™

In the baths and in the schools, in the courts and in the curiae, in theatres,
amphitheatres, and hippodromes — where there were Greeks (and, later,
Romans) there were Jews.*? But Jews in the Diaspora had another form of
communal life that structured their time and their activities: Jews had the
synagogue. A huge body of varied evidence — literary, cpigraphical,
archacological ~ attests to the ubiguity and vitality of this peculiarly
Jewish institution, remnants of which have been recovered in settiements
stretching from ltaly to Syria, from the Black Sea to North Africa.
Synagsgé might designate the assembly of the local Jewish community
itself; proseuché certainly implies as actuzl building.# While no uniform
pattern of organization can be teased from the historical record such as it
is, certain common activities seem clearly attested. Synagogues served as
a type of ethnic reading-house, where Jews could assemble one day out of
every seven to hear instruction in their ancestral laws. Pagan rulers

inted to some communities the right of asylum. Synagogues sponsored
communal fasts, feasts and celebrations; they served as a community
archive and as a collecting point for funds to be sent on to the Temple in
Jerusalem. They scttfed issues of community interest — announcing the
calendar of festivals, negotiating access to appropriate foodstuffs,
adjndlcalmg disputes — and served, s did local pagan temples, as places
record the manumission of slaves. They housed schools,
pol ical assemblies, and tribunals. They had officers (women as well as

40 Literary attestation of widespread presence of Jews throughout the Mediterrancan,
eg. Stabo apud Joscphus, AJ Mite 15 | Mce 152023 Ao 25-11.
hi S

4Ol terns fo Jowlsh spociaion, sl adap spied from surrounding cultare (from
here else would Greck-speaking Jews get them?) include politeuma, collegia,
‘synodas, koinon, thiasos, communitas. Sec discussion in Levine, Synagogue, 121ff,
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men), administcators, and sieering commitiees. They sponsored fund
drives; they honored ‘with public inscripti

These donor inscriptions, taken together with our scattered literary
evidence, reveal another important datum about Jewish life in the ancient
city. Where there was a Jewish community, there was (always? usually?)
a synagogue; where there was a synagogue, there were (always? often?)
Gentiles, pagan as well as, eventually, Christian. Who were these people?
‘What were they doing there? How had they gotten there?

One answer, extremely prominent since the mid-twentieth century, has
beea that Jews mounted missions to Gentiles to encourage them to
convert to Judaism.* This explanation has been invoked to account for
(1) phenomena as huge and as sweeping as supposed surges in the ancient
Jewish population across half a millenniom (Where did all these Jews
come from? Too many to have been born, they thercfore must have been
made):“ (2) phenomena as ubiquitous and highly-charged as the contra
Iudacos traditions themselves (Whence all this vituperation? It must be

_the verbal and psychological run-off from tight competition for the

limited Gentile market);** and (3) phenomena as minute and incidental as
two sentences in the New Testament (Whence Matthew's remarks on

“2 Exhaustively: Levine, Synagogue; sce also Gruen, Diaspora, 105-32. Millsr
points out that at least in the fousth century in Rome, 3 synagogue could function s
sortof leading libary: see Jerome, Ep. 36.1 (Jews of the Graeco-Roman Diaspora,” in

/ews among Pagans and Christians, ed. 1. . Noth, and T. Rajak [London:
Roulsdge, 1992),97-123, . p. 115 fucher examgies in Leviac, Synegopue, 30-81.
factions.
s groups — native Jews, converts, and God-fearers ~ o & Jewish it of
doci 4t do Bapuk s Tasnabesmy Godfocire s Aphimaits, 9123 o o
Levie, Syagopue, 35

On the l!mompmul SHBBASE A poticn, i Ny 4
A. Hamack's chancerizations of Judaism in “Die Altercatio Simonis ludaei ¢t
Theopili Christani nebst Untersuchungen Ober dic -nmnmsm Polemik in der alten
Koo Tees nd Uermchngen i Geehichic derolcritichen Lsrars 113
. sce M. Taylor, Anti-Judaism and Early Christian denity g Bl
ms). 4503, Cooion Fagi o Jodslm ud By Gl Wiy Zebei
Sfir Antikes Christentum 1 (1997): 195-225. In “Jewish Proselytism at the time of
Christian Origins: Chimera or n:.my 3 usnrr 62 (19961 65-103), Carleton Paget
royide  osdp o the et coni
See Fldman Jew and Genile, 295, on wha b decms *demogr
o hich more elow.
clasic statements of s posion: M. Siman, Verus looet (Putis:
Bnc(nd 1948; English transtation: H. Keating; New York: Oxford UP, 1986); B.
Blumenkranz, Die Judenpredigt Au;u:wu (Bascl: Helbing & Lichicnhan, 1946 repr.
Paris; Etudes augustinienaes, 1973, with preface by Simon).

evidence,”
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Pharisaic proselytoi and Paul’s on preaching circumcision? They must
stand in a context of ongoing Jewish missions to convert Gentiles). %

The so-called “demographic” argument — one of the purest examples
of academic creatio ex nikilo known to me — rests on the perception of a
“dramatic increase in Jewish population” from roughly 150,000 persons
at the time of the destruction of the first Temple to roughly four to eight
million (sic, but who's counting?) in the later mid-first century C.
Birthrate alone cannot account for such an extreme rise, yet these figures
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Both socially and religiously (co-extensive terms in ancient culture), in
practice and in principle, the Diaspora Jewish community was extremely
permesble. This was due to the visibility of ancient religious celebration
generally. As with contemporary Mediterranean paganism, much of
ancient Jewish religious activity (dancing, singing, communal cating,
processing, and — s Chrysostom mentions with some irritation — building
and feasting in sukkor) occurred out-of-doors, inviting and accom-
modating the participation of interested outsiders.** No special effort at

“demand further explanation.” Answer: aggressive
Simply stating this case should be enough to dismiss it. These figures
are 5o speculative as to be ethereal. And they rest on a foundation built by
Baron (and before him, Hamack), who combined “a statement by the
hirteenth. Bar-Hebracus about the number of Jews
at the time of Claudius’ census, a comment in Philo (Flacc. 43) about the
Jewish population in Egypt being  million, and comments in Josephus
about the population of Palestine.™” We do not and cannot know enough
about ancient demography of Jews o any group to make this sort of case,
period.* Its foundation being what it is, the rest collapses: a hypothesis
presupposing huge numbers of converts, and then a theory of enecgetic
missionary activity to explain that.

‘What of the latter two arguments in support of the existence of Jewish
missions, namely. intense Christian-Jewish market competition, and the
“abvious” readings of Matthew and of Paul? I shall begin by noting that
both generate their respective cases almost exclusively from iterary texts.
‘What looks like historical explanation tums out, upon examination, to
actually be an exercise in cxegesis. Rather than engage these arguments at
their methodological level — this sort of interpretative argument is endless
— I propose that we look instead at what we know of Mediterranean civic
life and its culture, and in a sense ricochet off that construct back into the
questions that these arguments raise, though cannot answer.

‘:“l:;l 23:15; Gal S:ll. A world of Jewish missions conjured to provide N
comfortable context for these statements appears most recently in J. G: ventin
Paul (New York: Oxford UP, 2000). A

See Feldman, Jew and Genille, 293, fo “pro” quoiations; obscrvations about
sroa's sources from Carleton Paget, “lewish Proselytism,” 70; see also Rulgers'
riiioms of Feldman on this point, Hidden Heriage, 200-5. J

R. S. Bagaell and B. Frcier, The Demography of Roman Ej idge:

R 3 emos gypr (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1994), 53-57 (with further bibliography) make his point nicely.
Although expansion of Hasmonean soveicigaty catailed consolidation by means of
joining other local Semitic peoples, like the Idumeans, o (he Judean commonwealth,
such “conversions” G that s the correct term) would still not be adequate (o account
for this putatively huge increase in the (otal aumber of Jews; see further discussion in
Cohen, Jewishness, 110-19. "

such as that by a theory of missions, was
necessary.® The spectrum of this pagan affiliation was very broad.
Through donor inscriptions we glimpse socially prominent pagans — Julia
Severs, noblewoman and priestess of the imperial cult; Capitolina,
wealthy woman and self-identified theosebés: the nine bouleutai among
Aphrodisias’ God-fearers — who made significant benefactions to Jewish
institutions; some of these benefactors chose to inyolve themselves in the
specifically religious activities of these communities.*! At a lower end of
the social spectrum, magicians invoked garbled biblical stories and
“magic” Hebrew in recipe books compiled for serious professionals: this
knowledge could have been easily picked up by hearing Scripture - read

9 A tiny sampling: Philo mentions the celcbration on the beach at Pharos, “where
not only Jews i water, o do honor to the place [th
Site of the 72 wanslators’ labors] ... and also (0 thank God” (de vita Moysis 2.41- 42);
Terullian, in de lefunio 16, mentions that Jews gather on fast days to worship out of
doors, by the sea. Chrysostom, in his notorious sermons Against the Judaizers,
complains of Chistians co-cclebrating Jewish rituals, fass, and feasts (4376: “Whea
Have they ever celebrated the Pasch with us? When have they shared the day of
Epiphany with us?"; 1.844: “Many who belong 10 us ... atead their festvals and cven
share in their celcbrations and join their fasts”). On Jews dancing on Shabbat, sec
‘Augustine, 5. 9.33; in [oh. Tr. 3.19; in Ps. 32.2; 91.2; D. Specher, “On Sabbath
‘Dancing," Sinai 57 (1963): 122-26 [Hebrew}; on the public celcbration of the Purim
festival, C. Th. XVI.8,18.

50 Noted rightly by G. F. Moore: “When [Judaism] is called a missionary religion,
he phrase must ... be understood with a difference. The Jews did not send out
missionaries ... They were themselves seuled by thousands in all the great centers and
in innumerable smalice cites .... Their religious influcnce was exened chiefly through
Ihe synagogues, which they sct up for themselves, but which were open (0 all whom
interest or curiosity drew to their services,” Judaism in the First Three Centuries of the
Christian Era, 3 vols. (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1927-30), 1:323-24.

'On Julia, Capitolina, and other such benefactors, see Levine, Synagogue, 111,
the town councilors, Reynolds and Tanncabaum, Godfearers at
ness of urban Jewish culture, the essays collected in S.

121, 479-83; on
Aphrodisias. On the general o
Finc, ed., Jews, Ch

Routledge, 1999). Levine notes, “the interest of pagans in the synagogue
fion's sccessibility s well as its importance and centrality in the Jewish
community” (p. 121). All these studies citc numerous pertinent collections of
inscriptional materials.
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in the vernacular - in synagogues.? Other, less socially locatable
Gentiles, vaguely designated as “God-fearers” went even further, and
voluntarily assumed cortain Jewish practices; ancient data speak (or
complain) most often of dietary restrictions, the Sabbath, and festivals.5
‘Those pagans who did convert fully to Judaism (and, particularly during
its first genesation, to the Christian movement) most likely emerged from
among these voluntary Judaizers collected within the penumbra of
Diaspora synagogues.*

For pagan Gentiles, multiple religious allegiances were entirely
normal; itional polytheism encouraged this sort of openness.
These Gentiles freely assumed as much or as litde of Jewish practice as
they wished, while continuing unimpeded in their own cults. For the
Jews' part, welcoming the material support and encouraging interest, and
even admiration, among those of the host Gentile majority simply made
good sense, politically and socially. In the open city of antiquity, no
fences made good neighbors. Exclusive for insiders (Jews in principle
should not worship foreign gods), the $ynagogue was inclusive for
outsiders (interested Gentiles were welcomed). Thus pagans as pagans
could be found together with Jews in the Diaspora synagogue. So too,
until 66 CE, could they be found in Jerusalem, in the largest court of the
‘Temple, a house of avodahilatreia for Israel, a house of prayer for all the
nations.* No formal constraint, whether from the pagan or from the

_ $2Eg, PMY11.3,007-3,085; Origen, c. Cel. IV:33 asserts that the Jewish god was
invoked not offly by Jews “but also by almost all of thosc who deal in magic and
0l o, V.50, Pully S At Joih Elancal o Groatl s Magis .8
70— c. €& 210," in Cambridge History of Judaism, Vo). 3, The Early Roman Period, cd.
Wik iy, W- . ik, ad ol Sy Combrdge: &mbddgu UP, 1999),

53 B. Wander, Gottesfirchtige und Sympathisanten (WUNT 104; Tubingen: Mohr
Sebec, 1900 Pl Jew snd Gl ASS-S11 1 i T e of e G-
fearse,” JT5 46 (1995): 483-50L; Coten, Jewishness, 115-97.

S0, femonily: Jevoas: Grldns o s btai s
pracpuia. ponun icum ediscunt ¢t servant ac metueunt us:
i ot o kepx the Sab, bt s avoled ar, St 14 96—101- Stem,

routinel ts Paul encountering
16:14; 171 1.4 etc). Poul himself

mox et

synagogue would have becn the only meaas for Gentiles (o have the familiarity with
scriptue that Pa pesupposes.

S Blood scrifices represented (and enacied) shared meals bewween gods and
Bumans. Given the *Kin” elationship brween gods andthi genas the bt zane of
ritual activity around the altar was often resuicted, as in Jerusalem, (o members of the
90 Tumily. To shine 10 the founderof th Delins, sy, forbd eay 10 tbe
i ot Dol e v oot ot oo o B aind (and
encouraged) hosts of non-Delians to its site. On this usfthem distinction in
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Jewish side, abridged this ad hoe, improvised, and evidently comfortable
arrangement.

Faced with this great sea of already-interested potential recruits, why
didn't these Jews swing into action, turning their ncighbors (o the
exclusive worship of the true god? For a moment, a tiny sub-culture of
Hellenistic Jews did try. They seem to have been actively repudiated by
their host synagogues, run out of town by irate Gentile :iliu:ns. and
nmsim..uy punished by Roman authorities attempting 1o

1 speak, of course, of Jews like Paul, whose canvncuons
(especially that of knowing what time it was on God's clock, ¢.g., Rom
13:11) led him and other like-minded colleagues to aempt to convince
Gentiles to make a unique commilment (o the god of Isracl and to cease
their traditional practices, living as if they were Jews without in fact
converting to Judsism. T'll retn to the first generation of this
radioactively apocalyptic Jewish movemest in a moment. For the most
part, however, in the arc of centuries that span the period from Alexander
10 Islam and beyond, most Jews, evidently, made no such attempt.

Why not? Again we return 1o the ubiquitous respect accorded fo
antiquity and ethnicity as the bedrock of law, religion, and culture — and
to the universal conviction that proper religion was an inherited
characteristic. This respect was what enabled Jews to win the concessions
to their own customs that they negotiated with their various I
governments, mirrored cventually in later imperial (even Christian
imperial) law.? Ancient Jews, themselves participants in this same

Mediterranean cult, see C. Sourvino-Tnwood, “Further sspects of Polis Religion,” in
Buxton Greek Religio, 38-35, on Delos particalar, se2 p. 50.

5 ol lss bis woss, vasily trom Js, Geaies, andspeciically Romos n 2
Cor 48-9; 645 1124-26; of. Acis 1330; 162, 46, 19: 1620-24 (i v. 2, pagans
complsin to magistrates about Paul and Silas, “They are Jews and are advocaling

cogrns vt} lontl g Rormans 1o adopsof st 175.9; 14 =
before G ih; 19:23-41 @ Wl io Ej “The relation of the scenes i
e i P e b dhe main poit;these are vividly plausble Towish

¥ The Roma decsen cited by Jusphus, e passim, consistently name.
“ancestral custom” as the reason for cit inor to permit funds collected by
Towa b et 1 ersaer: o, o s renditon of Clanies dies o st
in 19283-91, Cenies It withthe cmpire de o ilded, Honertts bl o
prohibit the patis 8.14,
in 399 ca); vt o e ecided i ow ol Tghtof the iy o this
privilege. 2 10 protection of the Temple tax (CTh 8.17). The Syrian legate,
Vil coming (0 Antips i in 39 5 agsoR A, ook e long eedarund and
rough Judex lest his ermy’s standasds, which bore images, offend
o o 18.020-22), Not oveyons was 5 paent 3 the legae. 1 the
Jews wish to be citizens of Alexandria,” complsined Apion, “why don't they worship
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culture, likewise respected pagan religious difference: as LXX Ex 22:28
implies and as numberless biblical and extra-biblical passages plainly
state, the nations have their gods, the nation of Israel, Isracl’s god. This
universal presumplion, reinforced by daily reality — different peoples with
their own gods, good relations with Gentile neighbors, the occasional
hefty benefaction from a pagan sympathizer  sufficiently explains both
why Diaspora Jews would welcome Gentile participation, and why they
would impose no demand of exclusive worship (given to them alane by
their god) on interested pagan neighbors.

Two last considerations, one more theoretical, one more practical,
might provide more purchase on this question of Jews, Gentiles, and
‘missions. The first relates to speculations concerning the ultimate fate of
Gentiles, a theme arising within apocalyptic or messianic Jewish
traditions. These traditions, and this theme, appear variously in literature
ranging broadly in period, provenance, and genre: the classical prophets,
apocrypha and pseudepigrapha, Philo and Paul, synagogue prayers,
rabbinic disputes in the Bavli*® Nonetheless, this textual attestation
cannot provide any information on whether and to what degree such
speculations had any impact or influence on the day-to-day life of ancient
Jews and their various Gentile associates. We cannot, for example,
extrapolate Jewish missions from prophetic statements about Israel as a
light to the nations, or about Israel's god as the god of the whole
universe. Further, while speculations about the Gentiles" ultimate fate do
appear throughout this literature, they diverge. Some texts speak of the
ultimate subordination of Gentiles to Israel (or their destruction,
dejection, defeat); others, of their participation with Israel at the End
(such as worship at the Temple mouat, or observing some mitzvot). These
traditions — as we would expect — are not univocal, and single documents
‘can express many, sometimes opposing, Views.

Those texts, finally, which do evince a positive orientation toward
“eschatological Gentiles,” speak only of Gentile inclusion, not
conversion. The “righteous Gentile" of rabbinic discussion abandons his
idols in this life; the proselyte, a former Gentile, ‘“counts”
eschatologically as a Jew.® But the Geatiles of these apocalyptic

the Alexandrian gods?” c. Apionem 2.65; cf. the
centucy Asia Minor, AJ 12.126.
See citations and analysis in Fredriksen, “Circumcision of Gentiles," 533-48.
9 Surveyed and analyzed in E. P, Sanders, Jesus and Judoism (Philadelphi
Fortress, 1985), 212-21.

Christianity aside, absent conversion, non-idolatrous Gentiles were theoretical
Geniles: rabbinic remarks on this score are speculative (“What would a ‘good Gentile"
look like, and for what scriptural reasons?) not prescriptive, b, Sanh. S6-60 (cf.
Jubitees 7:201f. and Acts 15:20), See D. Novak, The Image of the Non-Jew in Judaism:
An Historical and Constructive Study of the Noahide Laws (Toronto Stdics in

ilar complaint from cities in first-
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scenarios cling o their idols literally right to the End, repudiating them
only once the Lord of Isral has revealed himself in glory. And even at
that point, these Gentiles do not convert to Judaism; rather. they wrm
from their own (false) gods and acknowledge, as Gentiles, Israel's god.5t
Far from serving as a likely inspiration for Gentile missions, then, this
inclusive tradition may bespeak rather what Jews thought it would take to
get most Gentiles to abandon their traditional worship: nothing less than a
definitive and final self-revelation of God.® Taking this view in
conjunction with the virtually universal Jewish opinion that the Law was
the defining privilege of lsrael (so o Paul, Rom 9:4), a theological
impetus for mounting missions to Gentiles becomes difficult to re-
construct,

This theoretical consideration — that ancient Jews would have little
ideological or theological reason 1o feel that they should atiempt to
convince Gentiles to become Jews — leads fo a second, practical one: the
balance within the eligious ecosystem of the ancient city. Jews won
exemptions from civic and imperial cult through persistence and
negotiation. Majority culture tolerated their exclusivism out of its general
respect for ancestral traditions. To have actively pursued a policy of
alienating Gentile neighbors from their family gods and native civic and
imperial cults would only have put the minority Jewish commuaity at
risk.$® Pagan communities and civic anthorities were for the most part
willing to adjust to and respect Jewish religious difference, even to the
point — remarkably — of tolerating former pagans who, as converts to
Judaism, sought the same rights and exemptions as “native” Jews.* But,

Theology 14; New York: E. Mellen, 1983); cf. M. Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile
Churches (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000). On converts to Judaism “counting” ss Isracl
i

in up, .

61 Eg, Tobit 14:5-6, Sib. Oracles 3:715-24; Justin, Dial. 122-23; Fredriksen,
*Cireumci 544-48.
 This is precisely Paul’s point: that Gentiles-in-Christ now abandon idols and
pomeia is a sign that the End (identified with Christ's retarm) was at hand; the full
argument can be found in P. Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews (New
York: Knopf, 1999), 125-54.

i s suggests that (some) Jews were expelled from Rome in 139

BCE because Romanis tradere sacra sua conati sun or Sabazi lovis cultu Romanos
inficere mores conati erunt. Docs this refer 1o mi
likewise. expelled: sce Stem, Greek and Latin Authors, vol. 1, nos. 147ab
discussion on p. 359F. Gruen attempts to put this dawm, together with the simil
remarks of Dio on Roman Jews under Tiberius, in & political cantext: Dio, Hist.
Romana 57.18.5a (Stem, Greek and Latin Authors, vol. 1, no. 419); Gruen, Diaspora,
1553, Also, receiving converts (which Jews undoubledly did) is different from
soliciting them (that s, missionizing).
 Again, keeping Domiti

dan's actions in mind (above, n. 21), social rank ~ thus,
civic and cult responsibilities — might set the limils of such tolerance.
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as the early Gentile churches found out, when Christians began
conspicuously to insist on exercising Jewish religious prerogatives
without themselves becoming Jews, this tolecance ran out.
To sum up this section: Jews and pagans lived amidst and among each
other in the cities of the Diaspora. Their mutual awareness of difference
did not compromise their equally mutual interest and participation in the
activities of their respective communities. Jews did not need to advertise
their activities to incite pagan interest, and the missionary position is both
untenable and unnecessary as an explanation for it. Some scholars want to
argue that, while perhaps not all Jews missionized most of the time, some
Jews missionized some of the time.% Whatever this more modest
proposal might gain in plausibility, however, it loses in explanatory value
for our larger question: supposed Jewish missions that were only sporadic.
and local cannot have provided the white-hot competition that supposedly
accounts (according to Simon, Blumenkranz, et alii) for the ubiquity and
hostility of the contra Iudaeos tradition.

Hostility, Identity, and Martyrdom

‘This point brings us to our final question on the relation of Christian anti-
Jewish rhetoric to social reality, and thus to the larger question of the so-
called “Parting of the Ways.” What role, if any, did Jews play in the
(pagan) persccutions of (Gentile) Christians?® And how did this role,

perceived or actual, contribute (o the theologically-freighted contra
Iudaeos tradition?
Historians conventionally divide the empire’s anti-Christian

penecuhuns mlo two phases, the first, roughly from the late first to the
mid-third cer : the second, from Decius in 249 to Diocletian in
305, Tt e ‘eriod, emperors mandated uniform participation in acts
of public cult. Jews (and, thus, Jewish Christians) were explicitly
exempted:;¥" Gentile Christians who refused were targeted for harassment,
imprisonment, even death. The persecutions of the first phase, however,

 Carleton Paget's proposal, “Jewish Proselytism,” 102,
8 The floggings that Paul both initiated (Gal 1:13) snd eadured (2 Cor 11 20y wee
Dot selevant to i cscusion, siace he pincipale o boxh nsusces were Danpora

8. Rive, ¥The Do of Do aul the Relgon of By Jornl of
Roman Sudies 85 (1999): 135-54; Jewish exemption, y. Avodah 5444 d;
Eusebius, HE 6.12.1 (2 Gentile Christian considers converting to i ~ e
remaining 3 Christian? — 1o avoid imperial harassmeat). A. M. Rabello, “On the
Relations between Diocletian and the Jews," 2JS 35 (1984): 147-61.
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random and sporadic, arose at local mmer than imperial initiative, and
their actual legal grounds remain obscus

Popular rumors of the Christians’ debauchery and cannbalism, and
their self-exemption from imperial cult, doubtlessly contributed to the
churches" local visibility. Visible, t0o, was their non-participation in the
civie cults of those gods who were theirs by birth and blood.%” Such
behavior threatened to rupture the pax deorum, the pact or peace between
heaven and the human commaunity. Deprived of cult, the gods grew angry;
when gods were angry, humans suffered, Thus, “when the Tiber
overflows or the Nile doesn’t,” when plague or carthquake struck,
Christians could find themselves sitting targets for local anxicties,™ Once
before the magistrate (frequently the Roman governar on his assize
rounds), Christians would be ordered to sacrifice. Refusal often meant
death.™ The pagan context of these persecutions dominates the accounts;
yet some historians claim that the Jews, “cither in the background or in
the foreground,” also played an important role, spreading malicious
rumors, stirring up trouble, participating actively and enthusiastically in
focal outbreaks of anti-Christian violcnce.

Evidence cited in support of this claim includes some statements found
in patristic writings, and some episodes given in acta martyrum. In his
Dialogue, Tustin accused the Jews of murderous harassment of Christians,
extending back to the crucifixion itself: “Your hand was lifted high to do*
evil, for even when you had killed the Christ you did not repent, but you

. Musuil, At o the Cviaton Maroyrs (Ot Ctarendan, 1972), Iii-lxii;
the now-classic exchange of de Ste. Craix and Sherwin-White, “Why were the Early
Christians Persecuted?” Past and Present 26 (1963) nd 27 (1964).

 Tertullian vividly (and disapprovingly) describes these festivals, duing whlch
residents brought “fires and couches out into the open air," feasted from street (0 sreet,
tamed th ity nto 4 wves; made mud from wine (vhethr rough lbuions o
i o), i Apology 3

S renaian, Christisn withdrawal from cult and
it occasioned, sce Price, Rifuals and Power, 123-26.
n s .., the martyrdoms. anonﬁrp 9 Papwu 6; Scillitan martyrs (whero the
complains of their farsaking the mos Romanorum); also the procedure

kan:d in Pliny, ep. 10.
A. Harns o of Christady b the P T Centuries (New York:
G. P Punante Sons, 1904, G467 W. . C. Feend, Martyrdom and Persecuion i the
Early Church (New York: New York Umw:m\y le 1960, 5. 178 (), 194
Gactive p “s0 ukes the
oty mnd malc of he Tows for granted, tat they necnhmllly gk
pagan officials iscriptions of the persecutions” (Anti-Judaism, 84). This
interpretation i, tecenly, ia Lan Fos, Pagans and Clristian, 481, ‘and
G. W. Bowersock 6. CE. F.
Millar’s review of Frend in Journal anoman Studies 56 (1966): forid s Taylr, Ani
udai
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also hate and murder us” (133.6). Likewise, Tertullian
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orthodox of contested biblical texts.” It is the rhetoric of

synagogues as fontes persecutorum (Scorpiace 10), and Origen suggested
that Jews stood at the source of popular anti-Christian calumnies about
titual murder, cannibalism, and promiscuous sex (c. Cel. VI.27; cf. VL
40). Jews also figure prominently in the martyr stories of Polycarp and of
Pionius: “the entire mob of pagans and Jews from Smyma” roar, enraged,
demanding Polycarp's death in the arena (Poly. 12); later, when “the
mob? collects wood for his pyre, “the Jews (as is their custom) zealously
helped them with this” (13). Later, the Jews together with their pagan
neighbors frustrate the Christian community’s efforts to retricve
Polycarp's body (17-18). A century later, again in Smyrna, Pionius and
his companions are watched on their way to the tribunal by a great crowd
of Greeks, women, and also Jews (“on holiday because it was a great
Sabbath”; Pionius 2-3), who importune Christians in the crowd (o come.
into their synagogues (13).”

This is a slim dossier, and one that reveals the rhetorical and
retrospective nature of these indictments. These sources present
contemporary Jews as standing in the long line of persecutors of the
righteous extending back to the first generation of the church, to Jesus
himself, and before him to the prophets. The Jewish presence described in
these documents, in other words, is a namative restatemeat of the “trail of
crimes” motif in orthodox anti-Tewish hermeneutic, wherein allegations
of such persecutions serve (o reaffirm orthodox Christian identity and the

73 James Parkes argues that the Smymaean Jews attempled t0 offer these Christians
e i Confelof Church and Synagogue (Clelands Warkd Poblising Campany
. pub. 1934), 14445 if so, this would cohere with Euscbius” report of Jewish
symuihy Ko e Cislars i Marys of aisthe 1. Others s vidince
 hostile intent; .g., Lane Fox, who pai d picture of Jews and pagans together
“gloating at the Christians from their (y  slonnedar (Pagans and Christians, 487;
full discussion on pp. 479-87); exhaustively, Le martyre de Pionios, ed. L.. Rabert, G.
W. Bowersock, and C. P. Jones (Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oks, 1994). 1 warmly
thank these lust two colleagues for their efforts to dissuade me from the view I preseat
nm. and regrt thet 1 must defer a fuller consideration of their objections to a later

e Thus, for example, Tertullian's famous remark on the synagogues nnnumus,
“before which the apostles endured the Scourge” — a clear reference (0
described or ordictd n vrious NT lexts. Parkes oniaens, “The ststomeet of Jowi

siliy in general terms is based on theological excgesis (of OT and NT texts] and not
on_historical memory"; Church and Synagogue, 148. For general discussion and
 de g 250 Talon, Al
2156; J. Lien, "Accusations of Jewish
Christian Sources, with Particular Reference 10 Justin Martyr and the Martyrdom: of
Polycarp," in Tolerance and Intolerance, 219-95.

these texts, “the literary and theological nature and function of such
accusations” that demands investigation. “Thus the initial question must
not be about the Jews — ‘Did they persecate Christians?” — but about the
Christians - “Why did they perceive Jews as persecutors?”

Does this literary framing mean that real Jews were most likely not
involved in these persecutions? No historical evidence can prove a
negative, but consideration of other factors can help assess relative
plausibility or implausibility. First, these charges of Jewish anti-Christian
aggression arise specifically within orthodox Christian documents, which
are the showcases of the erudite contra Judaeos tradition. Here it must be
recalled that more than the orthodox perished in thesc outbreaks of
violence. “Heresies” — tival Gentile Christian churches with quite
different orientations toward the Septuagint, thus with identities
independent of Jewish constructions of “Tsrael” — also produced martyrs.
It is difficult (o frame a Jewish resentment sufficiently broad to account
for both anti-orthodox and anti-Marcionite aggression.” Second, as
attested by the cry awkwardly attributed to the Smyrnacan Jews in the
Martyrdom of Polycarp,™ such anti-Christian actions focused on the issue
of public cult. Were Jews on these volatile occasions to have made
themselves so conspicuous, they would have risked emphasizing, on
precisely the same issue, their own degree of religious difference from _
‘majority culture.

7 B, “Asonymous” responsc o Montanien's chllege (o “onbodox” identity
and scriptural practices: “They used to dub us 'slayers of the prophets,” because we did
s ot thele rophs . [But i there 8 ngle one of these followrs of Montanus

was persceuted by Jews or killed by lawless men? Or were any of them seized
ind crvfid tor te sak of the Name? Or were any of thefr] women ever ‘scourged in
the synagogues' of the Jews or stoned?” in Eusebius, HE 6.16.12; the passage resonates
i eferences o Mt 2331
76 Lieu, “Accusations,” 280. I would rephrase the question: not why did these
authors “perceive” but why were th it them in
this way. See too eadem, Image and Reality. Perhaps the target o s s
intemal, i.c., synsgogue-going Christians: E. L. Gibson, “Jewish Anugonism or
Christan Balemic: The Case of theMarrdam of Pionius," JECS 9 (2001): m—as.

77 Pionivs is burmed next 10 a member of Marcion's church, onymous
complains about the “immense number" of martyrs from “heretical” ordiee ooy
specifically Montanists and especially Marcioaites; Eusebius, HE 5.16.20-21. Sea also
R. MacMullen, Christianizing the Roman Empire, A0 100400 (New Haven: Yale UP,
1984), 29f. and 0. 13.

78 “The whole crowd of Gentiles and Jews dwelling in Smyma cri un-
controllable anger and wilh a great shout, “This is the teacher of Asia, the father of e
Ciratan o dermoper of our gods, the one. who teaches many 1o neither sacrifice nor
war s 12.2; D. Boyarin, Dying for God: Martyrdom and the Making of
Chrsianity and Judaism (Staaford: Sianford UP, 1999, 127-130.
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Finally, to either side chronologically of these persecutions, we
consistently find vigorous complaints of excessive intimacy between
Gentile Christians and their Jewish neighbors. These thread throughout
orthodox writings of many genres — sermons, letters, commentaries,
conciliar canons. These sources speak regularly of Christians frequenting
synagogues, keeping Sabbath or feast days with Jewish friends, soliciting
Jewish blessings, betrothing their children to Jews o, indeed, marrying
Jows themselves.” This is not 10 say that relations were always sunny,
and Jewish anti-Christian polemic dates from this period, too.® But
polemic is not persecution. If Jews had actually played — or even been
commonly thought to have played — a vigorous ol in the persccution of
Gentile Christians, then this abundant and continuous evidence of
intimate social interaction becomes extremely difficult to account for.

‘When focusing on ancient Jewish-Christian relations, the lived social
context of these relations too often falls outside of consideration. These
two minority communities lived within cities that were both structured
and celebrated by the majority religious culture. An abiding aspect of that

culture was its deep respect for the mos maiorum, inherited religions
tradition, the comerstone of both law and piety.*! It is this deep respect
alone that accounts for the extraordinary privileges and exemptions
granted uniguely to Jewish communities in virtue of the ethnicity and
antiquity of their own ancestral way of life. And these exemptions in turn
allowed Hellenistic Jews, without compromising those things funda-
‘mental to their own religious identity, o attain their remarkable degree of
social and cultural integration in the ancient city. Despite the evidence of
the contra ludacos tradition ~ indeed, on the evidence of the confra
Iudaeos tradition, including the ways in which it is manifest in the law

Christians wml o synagogue, e.g
‘notoriously, Chrysost

Origen, In Lev. hom. sx. s::. in Exod. 12.46;
‘scemons against Judaizers. Christians

s
el e 49, sccpingTewih hapiality (. $)
legislation, attesting o Jewish-Christian mixing
o8 i, Legat g

 Horbury, Controversy; on 05 B i i 5 5. WU
Related Strangers: Jews and Christians, 70-170 C.£ (Minneapalis: Fortress, 1995),
183-193; Carleton Paget, “Anti- y.m..m 217 n. 98, 221. Boyarin, Dying for God, 93~
26; 1. Z. Pastis, “Jowish Argur Christianity in the Dialogue of Timothy
and A in A Maltfor Herdage: Studies on cary udsism and. Chritianiy in
horor of Robert A. Krafi, ed. B. G. Wright (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999), 184 n. 4; for

ealier period, see C. Scltzer, Jewish Responses to Early Christians: History and.
Polemics, 30-150 (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994).

51 7. D, Bames, “Legislation against the Chrisi
(1968): 32-50.
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codes of the late empire — Jews retained their place on this social map for

as long as the ancient city remained relatively intact, And this placement
meant that their non-Jewish neighbors, whether pagan or Christian,

continued in their social (including religious) interactions with them.

Conclusions

thn. then, did “the ways” part? Our answer — and indeed, the question

tself — depends upon what evidence we consider. An awareness of
Separation, sven a principled nsistence upon separation, seems clearly
attested in some early to mid-second century writers (Ignatius, Marcion,
Justin); equally clearly, we see strong indications of persistent, intimate
interactions. Despite the tendencies of imperial law, the eruptions of anti-
Jewish (and anti-pagan, and anti-heretical) violence, the increasingly
Strident tone and obsessive repetition of orthodox anti-Jewish rhetoric,
the evidence — indeed, precisely this evidence — points in the other dir-
ection: on the ground, the ways were nof separating, certaily not fast
enough and consistently enough to please the ideologues.

While Constantine’s patronage eventually empowered _orthodox
bishops, the conduits and suthors of the cantra ludaeos tradition, they
had little effect on long-lived civic social pattems. Religious and social
mixing between different types of Jews and Christians, between
Christians of different sorts, and between Christians, Jews and pagans all
continued.® Indeed, the vitality of this habitual contact accounts in part
for the increasing shrillness of anti-Jewish invective. As orthodox
identity, cnabled cspecially under Theodosius 1I, becomes enacted in
Mediterranean cities, the volume and the vituperation of the contra
Iudacos twadition increases. Together with the laws preserved in the
Codex Theodosianus and the canons in various conciliar corpora, this
literature at once relates the prescriptions of the governing elites and
provides glimpses of the social reality that they condemn or attempt to
regulate: Jews, pagans, and Christians of many different siripes continue

© By, Conanine’s et to sk up the it e (gagas, Jows, and
Christians of various sorts) held at Mamee; Busebius, Vira Constantini 351-53.
Laodicea (foutth century), c. 37 aitempts to prevent the orthodor from rwe)vxng festal
gifts from Jews and heretical Christians; Vannes (465?) tried 1o legislate against
Srbodon cleies ating wih Jews, ¢ 12 Epm= 17, lonidting clcis o fraternize
with heredical clergy and with Jews, c. 15. cenza pilgrim's story of the
iociioes oeh 1 the syoagoghe s Nezaroh may. vry well b cvidance of txih
oty Clssia-lowich coopersion for he benefit of the taurist trade; Antoninio
Placentini ltinerarium 5 (CCL 175:130-31); J. Taylor, Christians and the Holy Places
(Oxtord: Clarendon, 1999, 228-29.
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o mix and mingle$ Church and state did collaborate in the
Christianization of Late Roman culture, but no direct correspondence
between law, theology, and society can be presumed. Indeed, the constant
reiteration of civil and ecelesiastical legislation suggests the opposite:
legal prescription cannot yield social description.

Squeezed by Visigoths and Franks in the West, and eventually by
Muslims in the East, Mediterrancan society in the fifth through seventh
centuries became increasingly brutalized as ancient traditions of urban
civility waned. In this new climate of violence, the church’s tremendous
moral prestige legitimated the coercion of all religious outsiders. By this
pnml, in leamed Christian imagination, “the Jew" represented -the
religious outsider par excellence. In time, within this changed context, the
thetoric of the ancient contra Iudaeos tradition would create a new social

ity; and, indeed, the social experience of Jewish communities within

reality
Roman culture seems to change more dramatically in the century and a
half between Augustine and Isidore of Seville than it had for the seven
plus centuries between Alexander and Augustine.®s But actual, effective
segregation (which will facilitate targeted aggression) lies ouside our
period, well off into the Middle Ages.

By coatrolling the rensmission. of cariee texis and. raditions; the
orthodox ideologues of separation not only (eventually) changed-the
future; they also changed the past, which we still see, despite ourselves,
too much from their vantage point. The ideology of separation was
initially an optative principle, intimately and immediately allied to textual
practices, articulated and developed by an intellectual minority (redun-
dancy intended) beginning, perhaps, in the early second century CE.5 It
was an ideal vociferously — or, depending on our degree of empathy for

& Summarized in Parkes, Conflict, 379-86.

8 Except, pethaps, & Iinverse. So too Schwartz, Imperialism and Jewish Sociery,
195-99, noing s sixth-century inscription from Calabria atesting to a Jewish patronus
civitaris; David Noy, Jewish lmawnom of Western Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1993), vol. 1, no. 114; M. Williams, “The Jews of Early Byzantine Veausia: The
Family of Faustinus 1, the Father,” JJS 50 (1999): 47-48.

8 Fredriksen and Irshai, “Christian Anti-Judaism,” part 5: “The End of Mediter-
ranean Antiquity.”

36 Intolerance of its own diversity characterizes lete Second Temple Judaism, and
‘accounts for much of its sectarian litcrary production, The intra-group Vituperation and
intense debate sbout authority, behavior, and biblical interpreiation that marks
canonical and extra-canonical paleo-Christian texts (Paul’s letters, the gospels,
Barnabas (perhaps), nmm.on; ate some of the most Jewish things sbout them. These
ek wers ead i Sappontof the conra udasod it by it Genile Crisisar
they do not dieely winces o i, (O, Roeher, Falth and Frarcid, criized on
‘exactly this histariographical point by the authors assembled in Devics A Semom)
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figures like Chrysostom, perhaps plaintively — urged in the fourth.¥ Tt
was a policy ineffectually legislated, in pockets of the old Roman world,
in the sixth. It was never in this culture, for the entire period from the
coming of Chnsuanny to the coming of Islam, a native reality universally
lived, How, then, can we best respond o the question, “When was the
Parting of the Ways?” Only with another question: “What Parting of the
Ways?"

 The continving value of Simon's great Verus Israel, thus, is less its historical
reconstruction than its comprehensive review of this literature, which Simon took as
sacially descriptive rather than prescriptive.

38 For this later legal material, sce Linder, Legal Sources; for cont

Roman

culuure, R. A. Markus, Gregory the Great and his World (Cambridge: Clmbm!g: up,
m-:) ducnnunullus in Ioeria, P. D. King, Law and Society in the Visigoth Kingdom
(Cambri ige UP, 1972); P. Heather, The Goths (Oxford: Clarendon, 1996);

o ‘culture, the magisterial stwdy by J. H. W. G, Licbeschuetz, The
Declne and Fatl of the Roman Ciy (Oxfor: Osford UP, 2001).



