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30 Image and Reality

Yet even here Ignatius’s independence is more apparent than
real; when put in this context Christianism does carry some of
the original overtones of ‘Judaism’. The latter term seems to
have been a Hellenistic Jewish coinage — there is no precise con-
temporary Hebrew equivalent — and appears first in the
Maccabean context (2 Macc. 2.21; 8.1; 14.38; 4 Macc. 4.26). Asa
single term encompassing life, belief and practice, it reflects a
self-consciousness of the people as a corporate entity living in
an inner region marked by clear boundaries within the wider
world. Yet in the setting in which it occurs first, the Maccabean
revolt, it inevitably not only carries both religious and national
overtones but also suggests the total life commitment which
might even include the readiness to die: ‘those who for the sake
of Judaism emulated one another in acting the man’ (2 Macc.
2.21).% Even in its single NT occurrence it is exemplified by
Paul’s persecution of the church and his zeal for the traditions
of his fathers (Gal. 1.13-14).

That Ignatius should be heir to some of these sentiments
need cause no surprise, for other parallels have been noted
between his language and that of 4 Maccabees, which is usu-
ally associated with Antioch.? Yet, if so, the positive connota-
tions of commitment even to death have been transferred to
Christianism; what, then, of Judaism? According to Ignatius,
one can, but should not, live according to Judaism, just as
one should ‘learn to live according to Christianism’; perhaps
again he is adopting a Jewish phrase, for it appears as a desig-
nation of honour in the third-century inscription of
C. Tiberius Polycharmus, the ‘father of the synagogue’ at
Stobi, who conducted his whole public life ‘according to
Judaism’.?® However, given the time and geographical gap
between the two men, we may need look only to Ignatius’s
propensity for speaking of ‘living according to’ ({fiv katd),
whether it be ‘the Lord’s day(?)’, ‘the truth’, ‘man’, or, as
here, ‘Jesus Christ’ (Magn. 9.1; Eph. 6.8; Trall. 2.1; Rom. 8.1;
Philad. 3.2). We may note too that the prophets also appar-
ently did not ‘live according to Judaism’ since they ‘lived
according to Jesus Christ’ - a point to which we shall return.
For the moment, however, Ignatius does not expand further
on what ‘living according to Judaism’ might involve, other
than its incompatibility with ‘having received grace’, ‘living
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according to Jesus Christ’ or, of course, ‘living according to
Christianism’. It is not, then, for him, simply the adoption or
maintenance of particular, isolated practices which do not
stand up to closer scrutiny in the light of the Gospel; it is a
life-system.

Judaism is also something that can be expounded, probably
being the end result rather than the content or object of an
exposition, and so also can be heard (Philad. 6.1):

If someone interprets Judaism to you, do not listen to him. For it is
better to hear Christianism from a man with circumcision than
Judaism from an uncircumcised man. But if neither speak concern-
ing Jesus Christ, they are stones and graves of the dead on which are
written only human names.

Again Ignatius’s language hints at a belief or credal context -
he also talks of ‘speaking’ and ‘hearing’ in connection with the
threat posed by the docetic heretics (Trall. 10.1; Eph. 16.2) - yet
any credal content is left unspecified. We know only from Magn.
10.3 (above) that to ‘judaise’ is incompatible with speaking of
Jesus Christ. ‘To judaise’ (lov8at{ewv) has a less honourable pre-
history and usually refers to behaviour rather than confession.
In the LXX of Esther 8.17 it is applied to pagans who were
circumcised and adopted Judaism ‘out of fear of the Jews’; in
Josephus, too, it is used of non-Jews adopting Jewish life even to
the point of circumcision and perhaps not from the best of
motives (see also Gal. 2.14).*° Most naturally this would point
not to Christians of Jewish origin maintaining their earlier prac-
tices but to non-Jewish Christians adopting such a lifestyle;
however, Ignatius may not have made the distinction, finding
both equally unacceptable and meriting the negative resonances
of the description.

If we ask what content ‘living according to Judaism’ had for
Ignatius, only two characteristics appear. To the Philadelphians
he says that it is better to hear Christianism from a man with
circumcision than Judaism from an uncircumcised man. Since
the former can be readily illustrated, whether by the first disci-
ples who were Jews, by Paul in particular,® or more generally by
the Christians of Jewish descent who founded the church at
Antioch and no doubt were still to be found there, the latter —
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the uncircumcised from whom, apparently in a Christian con-
text, Judaism might be heard - has been eagerly analysed as a
representative of forms of Judaism or of judaising Christianity
current at the beginning of the second century. When we inves-
tigate the relation between the world of Ignatius’s letters and
the real world we shall need to return to this, but as far as Ignatius
is concerned he is not describing anything that could bear the
name ‘Christianism’: he would not say, as do some interpreters,
that such a person was teaching Jewish or judaising Christianity.

In contrast to his need to expose and refute the beliefs of the
‘docetics’ because of the threat they posed to his own Christian-
and self-understanding, circumcision has no theological role for
Ignatius. We cannot transfer to him Paul’s need to deal repeat-
edly with circumcision because of his recognition of its place
within God’s promises to Israel (Rom. 34 etc.), nor even sup-
pose he is taking up the Pauline affirmation ‘in Christ Jesus nei-
ther circumcision is of any force, nor uncircumcision’ (Gal. 5.6;
cf. Col. 3.11). Nothing in the context suggests that circumcision
is an issue raised by any opponents, and it is not ‘circumcision’
that is being taught:*? the terms are introduced by Ignatius to
characterise polar opposites. For most pagan observers at the
time circumcision was the defining characteristic of the Jew even
though other nations observed the same practice; thus Horace
speaks as if proverbially of ‘the circumcised Jews’.%® Ignatius
simply reflects this stereotyping, although in the contrasted
‘uncircumcised man’ (dkpopioTos) he is following biblical, and
specifically Pauline, terminology.* Ignatius is caught in his own
rhetoric and in his conviction that if there is to be any relation-
ship between Judaism and Christianity it can only be a one-way
passage: one can move from Judaism to Christianity — a circum-
cised person can preach Christianity — but one cannot move
the other way, from Christian uncircumcision to Judaism. It is
perhaps in recognition of the complexities into which his rheto-
ric has led him that he characteristically drops the argument
and declares that if either fails to speak about Jesus Christ they
are like graves or gravestones.

Thus Ignatius is saying no more than he says to the Magnesians,
that Christianism did not put its faith in Judaism but Judaism in
Christianism (Magn. 10.3). This image is also an odd one and
has prompted the suggestion that he is referring to the first Jew-
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ish Christians who moved from Judaism to Christianity;* while
we may not need to be so precise, this does show that whereas
Ignatius sees no connection between Christianism and
‘docetism’, he does recognise one between Judaism and
Christianism, even while denying the possibility that any rela-
tionship might be reciprocal. Yet he may be uneasy about the
connection; there is something grudging in his ‘it is better to hear
“Christianism” from a man with circumcision’, and in the
implicit suggestion that such a man might not ‘speak about
Jesus Christ’.

The second characteristic of Judaism is apparently the sabbath,
although here the connection is not so explicit. Having warned
the Magnesians against living according to Judaism, and having
appealed to the example of the prophets (8.2 above), he contin-
ues (9.1):

If then those who lived within old conditions came to newness of
hope, no longer sabbathising (capBat({ovTes) but living according
to the lord’s [day?], on which our life also rose through him and his
death, which thing some deny — how are we able to live without
him...?

Again Ignatius’s fondness for schematised contrasts makes
precise interpretation difficult. Are those who made this radical
change the prophets of whom he has just been speaking, who in
the light of polemic like that of Isaiah 1.13 perhaps could be
said not to have ‘sabbathised’, or are they the first Christians
who were converted from their Jewish background, or are they a
more recent group of Jewish Christians who gave up their
judaising practices, becoming ‘strong’ in terms of Romans
14.1-6?% For Ignatius’s conception of Judaism this need not
bother us; more important is the meaning of sabbathising and
of its opposite, living according to the lord’s. The former term
(caPBaTilw) does not come in the NT or Philo, but in its few
LXX occurrences means observing the sabbath rest.’” For the
second, the text read by most modern editions following
Lightfoot supplies no noun with the feminine adjective ‘lord’s’
(xvpLakryv), but interprets it as ‘the Lord’s day’ (understanding
fépav). This as a designation of Sunday comes first in Revela-
tion 1.10, although some have stressed the eschatological over-
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tones of ‘the Lord’s day’ in that context, but appears here for
the first time without the qualifying ‘day’; it comes again in Did.
14.1, ‘On the lord’s [day] of the Lord come together, break
bread, and hold eucharist’, although some have preferred to
see an Easter reference there.*® A minority opinion, however,
favours the text of the Greek middle recension which reads ‘life’
({wiw) after ‘lord’s’.® Both readings merit consideration, although
ultimately the difference may not be so great for our purposes as
it is for those debating the origins of Sunday observance.
Following the more widely received text suggests at first that
Ignatius is characterising Judaism and Christianity by sabbath
and Sunday observance respectively, but in what way? The con-
text and the contrast with ‘living according to the lord’s [day]’
do not suggest he is rejecting the strict observance of the sabbath
rest from work. If indeed he is rejecting what some ‘Christians’
are doing, it may be that we should interpret it in the light of his
repeated urging in these and other letters that the Christians
meet together regularly and his considerable anxiety that some
are holding separate eucharists (Magn. 4.1; Philad. 4.1; Eph. 13).
If so, it is meeting for worship on Saturday ( possibly rather than
or as well as on Sunday) which disturbs him. Again we meet the
collision of the world Ignatius creates in his letters and the one
that he is meeting in the churches. Whether or not the reality is
that some are meeting or holding eucharists on Saturday, for
whatever reason, in his world it is a matter of slogans,
‘sabbathising’ as opposed to ‘living according to the lord’s’.
Indeed, the slogans, or at least the former, are suggested per-
haps not so much by what was happening, or by the motivation
of the participants, as by standard characterisations of Judaism.
Along with circumcision, sabbath was for the pagan world the
fundamental mark of the Jew: Persius need speak only of ‘the
circumcised sabbath’ (Sat. V.184), and observance of the sabbath
was enough to indicate a dangerous association with Jewish prac-
tices.® However, the focus here is on a practice no longer fol-
lowed, and Ignatius does not dwell on ‘sabbathising’, but instead
moves swiftly from the lord’s day or life to his more dominant
preoccupation with Jesus’s death ‘which some deny’ (Magn. 9.1);
Christianity too is characterised by its own alternative marker.
Judaism, for Ignatius, is a system, as also is Christianity (-ism).
Both of them are characterised by typifying features, and faith-



Ignatius and the World of his Letters 35

fulness to these is gaining priority over matters of underlying
theological principle and debate.*' Yet even if described in
the language of contemporary pagan perception and polemic,
Judaism, the system, is only of interest in its proper relation-
ship with Christianity. There is no awareness of ‘the Jews’ nor
of their Judaism. This is particularly noticeable when compared
with those whom Ignatius accuses of ‘mingling Jesus Christ
with themselves’ (Trall. 6.2), but who are never labelled
docetism. They are to be shunned (Eph. 7.1; Trall. 7.1; 9.1;
11.1; Smyrmn. 4.1; 7.2), they represent a mortal threat (Eph.
7.1; Smyrn. 5.1), they seek to infiltrate the community with
their false teaching (Eph. 9.1; Poly. 3.1), they abstain from
eucharistic meetings and from social concern (Smyrn. 6.2-
7.1), they, rather than complete outsiders, are ‘unbelievers’
(Eph. 18.1; Trall. 10.1; Smyrn. 2.1); they, we feel, are an alter-
native grouping, whether within or outside the Christian
community. This, Judaism is not.

Models of the Relationship

The apparently ad hoc provocation of Ignatius’s remarks about
Judaism means that the next level of enquiry is implicit rather
than explicit. How did Ignatius understand the relationship
between Judaism and Christianity, particularly when compared
with writers before and after him? It has already become clear
that for Ignatius the relationship between the two is a necessary
one but only permits a one-way traffic, from Judaism into Chris-
tianity and not vice versa. Moreover, it was ‘Judaism’, not some
differentiated group or remnant, nor even ‘(the) Jews’, which
putits faith (aorist) in Christianity (Magn. 10.3); there is no con-
cern for any unbelieving residuum. The obvious conclusion must
be that, subsequent to the coming of Christianity, Judaism has
for Ignatius no valid existence,* although the absence of any
theological rationale means that this is not argued through in
the way it would be by later writers.

In the light of other writers, we may wonder whether Judaism
did have a preparatory function; whether living according to
Judaism was acceptable earlier but belongs to what is ‘old’ (Magn.
8.1, ‘old fables’; 10.2, ‘put aside the evil leaven which has grown
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old’), so that it is only doing so still, ‘if we are living even now
according to Judaism’ (péxpt viv: Magn. 8.1), that is excluded?
Ignatius would probably answer in the negative;* after all, the
prophets did not live according to Judaism but ‘according to
Jesus Christ’; they even, perhaps, did not ‘sabbathise’ but lived
according to the Lord’s day. Unlike those who ‘live according
to Judaism’ and so demonstrate that they ‘have not received
grace’, the prophets ‘were inspired by his grace’ (Magn. 8.2);
just as the goal of Christian existence is to be ‘disciples’ of
Jesus Christ (and so to live according to ‘Christianism’), ‘the
prophets were his disciples by the spirit and looked forward to
him as teacher’ (Magn. 9.2 cf. 10.1), an interpretation similar
to that in 1 Peter 1.10.

Perhaps countering claims that he disparaged them, or more
probably trying to match their high evaluation by his opponents,
Ignatius assures the Christians of Philadelphia that he also loves
the prophets, but immediately he interprets them entirely
christocentrically - ‘because they also preached with the Gospel
as their goal, and put their hope in him and waited for him, and
having believed in him were saved’ (Philad. 5.2). This does not
mean that the prophets were ‘Christians before Christ’; their
being numbered in the Gospel or sharing in the unity of Jesus
Christ is grounded in his testimony to them, and even more in
his raising them from the dead (Magn. 9.2, an apparent refer-
ence to the descent to Hades).

The relationship of the prophets to their contemporaries
is of less interest to Ignatius. Although he says the task of the
prophet was ‘to fully convince the unbelievers’, these are prob-
ably the people (?Jews) at the time of Christ and the first
preaching of the Gospel, or more particularly Ignatius’s own
opponents who fail to acknowledge that ‘there is one God
who manifested himself through Jesus Christ’ (Magn. 8.2). In
the only other letter to refer to the prophets, that to Smyrna,
Ignatius claims that a proper attention to the prophets would
refute the docetics’ claims (Smyrn. 5.1; 7.2). Certainly he
assumes that they were disregarded in their own time, for he
speaks of their persecution, although avowedly as consequent
upon their living ‘according to Jesus Christ’ (Magn. 8.2), which
for him is supremely characterised by persecution and
martyrdom. Yet this only confirms the tenor of the continual
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future reference of his language about the prophets: they have
no true significance except in the light of Jesus Christ.

Although Ignatius holds that proper attention to the proph-
ets (and also to the Law of Moses, Smym. 5.1 discussed below)
would lead to a true estimation of the Christian message, he is
not working primarily within a scheme of prophecy and fulfil-
ment, and even less within one of salvation-history.** In fact
the prophets appear in Ignatius, like the Apostles (Philad. 5.1),
much more as people with a message, who could be persecuted,
believe and be saved, than as ‘scriptural’ or written authori-
ties. Ignatius’s response to the written scriptures is more than
a little ambiguous and, despite a number of allusions, he does
not use proof texts and rarely quotes the Old Testament
explicitly. Although he knows a number of its images, particu-
larly Temple-related imagery, these could have come to him
through tradition; even when he says ‘the priests are good, but
better is the high priest to whom is entrusted the holy of
holies’ (Philad. 9.1), despite the echo of Hebrews, there is no
typological development of a scriptural model.

In another difficult passage he records a dispute about scrip-
ture in which he himself was involved while visiting the church
at Philadelphia (8.2). His opponents (‘some people saying’) had
declared, ‘If I do not find it in the archives, I do not believe in
(it as part of] the Gospel (év T¢ ebayyeMw ol moTebw)’. That
the second clause should be expanded with the words in brack-
ets is widely accepted; not only does it fit the parallelism better,
it is hard to conceive how anyone within the church would at
that point refuse to believe in the Gospel unless it was to be
found in the scriptures, and would remain unconvinced that it
was to be found there.*® Ignatius simply replied ‘It is written’
(yéypamTar), a regular way of introducing biblical quotations
( Eph. 5.3; Magn. 12, and frequently in the NT), asserting that
he did have the support of scripture. While they remained
unconvinced that that had been established, replying only ‘that
is the question’, Ignatius refused, or refuses, to pursue the
argument further, taking refuge instead in the higher authority
of ‘the cross, the death and the resurrection of [Jesus], and the
faith made possible through him’: * for me this is the inviolable
archives’ to which all others are subject. The logic of the pas-
sage clearly indicates that ‘the archives’ are the Old Testament
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scriptures;* the epithet, which carries a note of antiquity and
reliability, was that used by Ignatius’s opponents, and arguably
reflects an estimation of their significance also found in Hellen-
istic Judaism.? Ignatius neither questions the epithet nor the
propriety of arguing from.the Old Testament, but he will not
accord it the ultimate authority.

Another sign of ambivalence towards scripture may be seen
in his warning against anyone ‘interpreting Judaism’ (Philad. 6.1).
Perhaps, particularly in the light of the later dispute about ‘the
archives’, it was the Old Testament which was being interpreted
— épunvetewv comes only here in Ignatius. What concerned him
was that the result of an exposition would be ‘Judaism’ rather
than ‘Christianity’, even when offered by someone who was not
himself circumcised. Again Ignatius judges the exercise by its
end result and is not concerned to establish a right hermeneutic
except as is implied when he claims the prophets for the Gos-
pel.

Ignatius’s own understanding of the scriptures/Old Testament
is difficult to gauge. He has been forced by his opponents —
perhaps at Philadelphia - to consider it: they have supplied the
terminology of ‘archives’ and perhaps even taken the initiative
in arguing from scripture; he himself uses few explicit quota-
tions from scripture, and the allusions to the prophets and psalms
probably come from tradition. Even his references to the proph-
ets appear only in the letters already concerned with ‘Judaism’,
Magn. and Philad., and in Smym. Despite his assumption that
the prophets belong to Christianity while sabbath and circumci-
sion belong to Judaism, Ignatius has no interest in ‘the Law’, a
word conspicuous by its almost complete absence,* and, unlike
Paul or Justin, he does not define either Christianity or Judaism
in relation to it. When he, exceptionally, denounces those
(docetics) ‘whom neither the prophets nor the Law of Moses
have persuaded, nor even now the Gospel nor our human
sufferings’ (Smyrn. 5.1), we may note the priority given to the
prophets but also suspect that here he is adopting a traditional
formula which contributes little to his own theology.

Of course, Ignatius still understands Jesus in terms indebted
to the scriptures. His appeal for unity to the one altar (-court)
(v BuolaoThpiov: Philad. 4)* in idea and vocabulary is thoroughly
biblical and not obviously polemical. A similar concern for unity
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comes in another passage with a more obviously polemical edge,
but again it relies more on christocentric affirmation than on
any felt need to make sense of past scripture:

The priests are good, but superior is the high priest to whom is
entrusted the holy of holies, who alone is entrusted with the secret
things of God. He is the door of the father, through which enter
Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and the prophets and the apostles
and the church. All these lead to the unity of [given by] God (Philad.
9.1).

The place and the interpretation of the ‘Old Testament’ were
to play a central role in Christian self-definition over against
Judaism and so in Christian—Jewish debate; at the heart of that
debate lay the question ‘to whom do the scriptures belong?’.
Ignatius reflects the importance of that question, but almost in
spite of himself or not of his own choosing; he also anticipates
the path by which the messianic interpretation of prophecy re-
inforced the Christian expropriation of the prophets and by
which Jesus Christ was to become the central hermeneutical key.
Yet what is surprising is both the intensity of Ignatius’s concern
about ‘the prophets’ in the very contexts where he is attacking
‘Judaism’, and his failure to make any explicit connection
between that Judaism and the question of scripture. For him it
is not the dividing issue that lies at the boundary between Judaism
and Christianity. On the other hand, even if forced to confront
the issue by others or by more mundane considerations (see
below), the path he begins to map out is one of considerable
significance for its future development.*

Judaism and Christianity in the Time of Ignatius

Given the paucity of our evidence for this period in the church’s
development, any insight into the pattern of relations between
Judaism and Christianity is important, and it is hardly surpris-
ing that Ignatius has featured frequently in scholarly
reconstructions of these. Moreover, other sources suggest a
significant presence of Jews in the cities to which Ignatius wrote:
Smyrna and Ephesus will reappear in later chapters,® while
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there is archaeological evidence of Jews at least in Tralles and
Philadelphia as well.? Yet, as we have suggested more than once,
Ignatius’s interpretation of the relationship may often fail to
coincide with that occurring in the churches. This is most clear
when we ask about the boundaries of the church. For Ignatius,
Judaism and Christianity share no common ground and it is
inconceivable that anyone should participate in both. Yet the
very force of his argument demonstrates that this was precisely
what was happening, or perhaps what was happening was that
his clear definition of Judaism and Christianity did not match
the life of the churches.

It was apparently within a normal church gathering that
Ignatius had his dispute about the ‘archives’ with opponents who
were equally accepted there (Philad. 8.2). Significantly, he
introduces his account of the event with the exhortation, ‘Do
nothing in [according to] strife but in discipleship of Christ.” In
a similar vein he reports a prophetic outburst when he urged
the Philadelphians to avoid divisions, provoking the suspicion
from some present (perhaps those who he says had tried to
deceive him) that he had been forewarned (Philad. 7.2). This
concern for unity is found also in Magn. but is rather more force-
ful in Philad., ‘Do not be deceived, my brethren, if anyone
follows a schismatic (ox{{wv) “he will not inherit the kingdom
of God” [1 Cor. 6.9f.]’ (Philad. 3.3). It is admittedly a regular
theme in all Ignatius’s letters, and can be countered by his
repeated avowals that he is forewarning rather than betraying
knowledge of existing failings (Magn. 11.1; Philad. 3.1; 7.2). Yet
his actual experience at Philadelphia implies that there were
there what Ignatius perceived as divisions, most sharply visible
in their failure to gather together for worship and for a single
eucharist, and also in their lack of ‘proper’ submission to the
bishop (Philad. 4.1), although he may have read this experience
into the situation at Magnesia (Magn. 4.1; 7.2) when writing to
them a little later.>®

There is a certain ambivalence in Ignatius’s response to the
situation: first he urges on them a single-minded unity in these
respects as if the problem were an internal one; yet he also por-
trays the sources of division as coming from outside like wolves
attacking the flock, and as sources of deception to be avoided
(Philad. 2; 3.1).** Both responses are part of a policy of drawing
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boundaries more firmly, binding together those who are inside
and excluding more clearly those who are outside, for whom
there is no hope of salvation (cf. Trall. 7.2).55 They imply in
reverse that the real situation was one of much more poorly
defined boundaries - which makes it difficult to say that the threat
was coming only from inside and not from outside. If conflict
within the church at Antioch had been partly responsible for
Ignatius’s own arrest and sentence to be sent to Rome to die,
this too would colour his view of whether opposition was as dan-
gerous from within as threatening from without, particularly
when that conflict repeated itself in the mixed reception he and
his envoys enjoyed (Philad. 11). However, his offer of repent-
ance and redemption in Philad. 3.2; 11.1 suggests that there even
Ignatius recognised that the divisions were not insurmountable.

If the meeting for separate eucharists was part of a conscious
policy by those involved, grounded in a lack of mutual recogni-
tion, we would need to speak of separate groups within the
churches, perhaps centred on different ‘houses’; but it is
perhaps more probable that Ignatius gives higher value to the
eucharist, or at least to its function as a symbol of unity under
the authority of the bishop, than do members of the churches:
in this case, he is polarising a situation which could include within
itself differing and even conflicting tendencies.* The frequency
in early Christian writings of the call to meet together more regu-
larly implies that the issue was not unique to the churches of
Asia Minor but played an important part in conflicting
understandings or religious expectations, particularly perhaps
of gentile Christian communities who had little background in
the weekly rhythm of Judaism (cf. Heb. 10.25; 2 Clem. 2.17;
Barn. 4.10). However, when in the context of his summons to
live ‘according to Christianism’ Ignatius denounces anyone who
wishes to be called ‘by another name more than this’ (Magn.
10.1), we may wonder whether at least one of these ‘tendencies’
was sufficiently self-conscious to adopt a specific label, perhaps
evoking the ‘Judaism’ which he proceeds to exclude.

Yet it was, surely, Ignatius much more than the churches to
whom he wrote who saw the situation in terms of coherent
systems, -isms, and we have continually to counter his schema by
the much more fluid picture he unwittingly betrays. Moreover,
his tendency to subordinate everything he meets to the necessi-
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ties of a unity based on bishop and common worship, and of a
proper estimation of Jesus’s real humanity, constitutes a prism
through which we also encounter the Judaism he sees and
rejects. Yet, while he may ignore any other reality outside the
world whose axis he thus constructs, we need not. In which prior
or contemporary currents in Christian or Jewish life in Asia
Minor did the ‘judaising’ he found so ‘monstrous’ belong?
Reconstructions which attempt to answer this question are
notoriously diverse, as are the potential other pieces in the jig-
saw. Ignatius’s own language of ‘judaising’, circumcision and
even ‘Judaism’ invites comparison with Paul’s letter to the
Galatians, although indebtedness to the language does not
demand a parallel or continuing situation, and Ignatius has
no interest in law or justification.’” Colossians, geographically
and perhaps culturally closer to Philadelphia and Magnesia,
opposes patterns of teaching involving sabbath, as well as mat-
ters of food and drink, and other festal observances, including
perhaps circumcision, apparently combined with some forms
of ‘cosmic’ speculation (Col. 2.11, 16-23). Revelation ‘knows’
that the churches of Smyrna and Philadelphia are threatened
by ‘those who say they are Jews and are not, but are the syna-
gogue of Satan’, while also attacking in Old Testament terms
patterns of teaching castigated as involving immorality and
eating food sacrificed to idols (Rev. 2.9; 3.9; 2.14, 20-21). The
Pastorals reject ‘Jewish myths’ along with patterns of thought
which move towards cosmic speculation and/or towards ex-
cessive concern for the Law (Tit. 1.14; 1 Tim. 1.4-7).%8
Labelling such tendencies ‘judaising’ or ‘Jewish Christianity’
does little to help define or to interpret them. There is suffi-
cient variety in the language to caution against seeing a single
or coherent movement, still less an orchestrated one; sufficient
commonality to qualify an atomising approach which sees each
situation independently. Yet the sources also do little to deter-
mine whether such tendencies owed much, if anything, to the
Judaism of Asia Minor. There is little, if any, evidence external
to these Christian sources to support the assumption that Judaism
here was prone to syncretising Hellenistic or oriental influences,
or to the development of speculative scriptural interpretation,
which might lie behind these shadowy charges.>® The argument
that ‘Jewish Christianity’, once settled on the soil of Asia Minor,
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might develop its own momentum, in independence of contem-
porary Judaism, allowing a combination of gnosticising tenden-
cies with an emphasis on Law-observance or owing increasing
debt to other Hellenistic influence, is equally an attempt to
explain the sources by creating a single picture out of them.®
Thus it is that docetism, at first glance alien to Jewish patterns of
thought, has often been readily absorbed into such a reconstruc-
tion.®

It is easy to see how Ignatius might be assimilated, and also
contribute, to a picture of this type. The unity of threat which
he constructs can then be taken at face value: there was a single
heresy in the churches of Asia Minor (or Antioch), namely a
‘judaising docetism’, with the judaising elements most clearly
seen or at least encountered in Magnesia and Philadelphia.®
Yet to adopt this picture is to be persuaded by Ignatius’s own
harmonising rhetoric, which is undermined by the detail of his
argument. Given the short period during which the letters were
written and Ignatius’s evident extreme anxiety about the state
of the churches, a degree of standardisation of language and
rebuttal is hardly surprising; hence Philad. and Magn. inevitably
include the regular appeals to unity and submission to the bishop,
and the warnings against division or false teaching, but the
so-called antidocetic passages are stylised in Magn. (9.1, ‘which
some deny’; 11) and carry no note of urgency, while they are
even fainter in Philad. where Ignatius reports an actual dispute
in which he was involved. The myths or fables of Magn. 8.1
belong more to a tradition of polemical rhetoric than to evi-
dence for ‘gnosticising’, cosmological speculations perhaps based
on the early chapters of Genesis such as found in later gnostic
texts. If there is any link between the ‘Judaism’ and docetism, it
is arguably one created by Ignatius himself.®

That the one exception to this may be the situation at Smyrna
only confirms the unsystematic pattern in the churches. Although
there are no references in this letter to ‘Judaism’ as a threat, at
three points we may detect a broadly ‘Jewish’ note. As we have
already seen, Ignatius’s opening thanksgiving climaxes with ‘his
saints and faithful whether among the Jews or among the Gen-
tiles in the one body of his church’ (Smyrn. 1.2) - the only use of
‘Jews’ in his letters. After an extended argument against docetism,
the overriding concern of this letter, he speaks of those who so
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deny Jesus as having being persuaded by neither ‘the prophets
nor the Law of Moses’ (5.1): Ignatius does not otherwise refer
to the latter; the former we have already met in the letters con-
cerned with ‘Judaism’, and they appear again when Ignatius urges
avoidance of all who thus refuse to recognise the eucharist as
the flesh of Jesus Christ, and appeals for proper attention ‘to
the prophets and supremely to the Gospel’ (7.2). Here we should
probably see a reflection of the specific situation at Smyrna.*!
There also appears to have been some sort of appeal to the ‘heav-
enly powers and the glory of the angels and the rulers, seen and
unseen’ who Ignatius says must either believe in the blood of
Christ or come under judgement (6.1): they may have acted as
authorities behind claims to ecstatic or visionary experience (cf.
Col. 2.18), a claim not beyond Ignatius himself (Trall. 5).® Thus
at Smyrna Ignatius himself does not see ‘Judaism’, but from
our perspective there seems to be a docetic Christology, com-
bined with, in Ignatius’s eyes, an inadequate grasp of the
eucharist, an interest in ‘heavenly’ experiences and perhaps a
reliance on - for Ignatius a blindness towards — the Law and the
prophets; such a combination may merit the epithet ‘judaising’,
although this raises as many questions as it answers.® However,
there are few grounds for reading this situation into the churches
at Magnesia and Philadelphia.®”’

An alternative hypothesised trajectory still speaks of ‘judaising’,
but reasonably starts from Ignatius’s own references to ‘Judaism’,
and specifically from ‘the uncircumcised’ from whom Judaism
might be heard (Philad. 6.1): here, apparently, we have a Gen-
tile — it seems unlikely that Ignatius would so label an
uncircumcised Jew — who advocates Jewish belief and practice in
some form.® On one reading such a man may have been a former
adherent of Judaism, a so-called ‘God-fearer’, or even an
‘uncircumcised proselyte’. Indeed, this passage has been claimed
as supporting evidence that certain Jews accepted proselytes, at
least in theory, without the requirement of male circumcision,
and perhaps even gave up circumcision for themselves (or their
sons) while continuing to consider themselves as Jews. For Philo
the ethical significance of circumcision as the excision of pleas-
ures expresses the real meaning of circumcision (Quaest. in Exod.
22.20); although he himself probably felt that the true proselyte
must none the less also be bodily circumcised in obedience to
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the Law, he does know of those who allegorised this and other
Jewish observances to such an extent that they would dismiss
their external observance as unnecessary, and while he condemns
them he does not seem to count them apostates (De migr. Abr.
86-93). According to Josephus’s account, King Izates of
Adiabene, when first converted to Judaism by the merchant
Ananias, was persuaded that he need not be circumcised since
this would provoke political unrest among his subjects; only later,
under the instruction of a stricter Jew, Eleazar, did he have him-
self circumcised (Josephus, Ant. XX.2.3—4 [34-48]).%
However, Philo’s allegorists also dismissed the external
observance of sabbath rest as well as of festivals and the sanctity
of the Temple. While it is very unclear what else the ‘Judaism’ of
Ignatius’s opponents involved, he does seem to see it as charac-
terised by ‘sabbathising’. More important, Ignatius is writing at
the other side of the destruction of the Temple in 70 ck, of the
imposition of the fiscus iudaicus payable by every Jew, of its
severe exaction under Domitian and regularisation under Nerva.
It seems probable that this would have necessitated a much
clearer definition of categories of adherence to Judaism and of
what constituted conversion. While this is often not at all clear
before these landmarks - for example, what was Izates’ status,
and in whose eyes, and what other practices did he observe (pre-
sumably without upsetting his subjects) - after them conversion
must have had clearly measurable consequences in the eyes of
both outsiders and insiders.” This did not of course prevent the
attraction of non-Jews to Judaism, whether passively or in
response to active missionary activity, but, if they did not accept
male circumcision (and also, from about the time of Ignatius,
immersion for both sexes) and the other consequences of
being a Jew, they remained non-Jews. It is unlikely that in Phila-
delphia uncircumcised converts wete seeking to bring others
into the fold of the synagogue on the same terms as themselves.
By ‘Judaism’ Ignatius does not mean joining the synagogue,
something that would surely provoke a much fiercer denun-
ciation than ‘interpreting Judaism’. This also disproves the
suggestion that Christians are being attracted into the synagogue
in order to avoid the pressures of the imperial cult;”! given the
supreme value Ignatius assigns martyrdom, he would hardly have
passed over such a motive in silence. Yet neither, whether or not
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the disturbances in the Pauline congregations were the work of
‘gentile judaisers’, can we draw a simple line from these to Phila-
delphia, meeting there also one who, in continuity with the
God-fearers, adopted ‘selected Jewish practices’ and attempted
‘to impose them upon others as a means of selfjustification’.”
Likewise, these are not the heirs of Peter, accepting gentile
Christians but according to them a lower status than Jewish
Christians, or bringing Christians back under ‘the yoke of the
Law’.” Although the two issues which are highlighted, in sepa-
rate letters, are sabbath and circumcision, it is unlikely that this
is a ‘Judaising movement ... [which] works for the reinstitution
of the observance of the old law, the replacement of Sunday by
the Sabbath, and the readoption of the Jewish name’, which
celebrates a separate eucharist ‘in compliance with the dietary
laws’ and which is supported by those not born as Jews and not
circumcised and yet ‘in favour of keeping the whole ritual law’.™
As we have seen, the Law is not at issue, and nothing in the
way Ignatius focuses on sabbath observance and on the
(un)circumcised suggests that these practices were being actively
advocated as signs of obedience to God’s Law.

The contrast between ‘the man with circumcision’ and ‘the
uncircumcised man’ belongs largely to the rhetorical trajec-
tories of pagan polemic and of Pauline argument. Despite
Ignatius’s inclusive language at the beginning of Smyrn., it is
perhaps likely that by the beginning of the second century
most Christians in Asia Minor were uncircumcised, including
those whom Ignatius accuses of interpreting Judaism, but this
is hardly central to his argument or to an understanding of
the situation, which turns more on the identity of the Judaism
being interpreted.”™

His reference in Magn. to sabbathising is more ambiguous,
belonging as it does to the pagan rhetoric of Jewish caricature,
and yet also apparently having a practical dimension when set
against ‘living according to the lord’s [day]’ and after an appeal
to common meeting. It would be consonant with Ignatius’s con-
cerns elsewhere if some were meeting on the sabbath, whether
asa ‘Christian’ group but celebrating their eucharist separately,”
or participating in something additional, perhaps attending the
synagogue as did some later Christians in the time of Origen
and again in the time of Chrysostom.” Either would fit the sense
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in the letter that it is not yet a matter of division or schism,
although this is a potential threat (6.2), and would also fit
Ignatius’s failure to articulate the problem more clearly. If the
regular, but not yet normative, Christian celebration was held at
night, probably the night from Saturday to Sunday,” either a
sabbath daytime meeting for those with the leisure, or attend-
ance at the very different synagogue service, could be both
attractive for some and seen as a threat by others. Yet Ignatius
refers only to those who had abandoned such a way of life and
expresses the real danger as ‘living without him’ (Magn. 9.1-2):
‘sabbathising’ may be only a caricature for what Ignatius per-
ceives as ‘living according to Judaism’ or ‘judaising’, something
which certainly disturbs him deeply but for which he has no
other language.

We are, then, left with the problem of scriptural inter-
pretation and perhaps particularly an appeal to ‘the proph-
ets’. Only in his account of his abortive debate at Philadelphia
do we actually hear the voice of his opponents: ‘If I do not find
[it] in the archives, I do not believe in [it as part of] the Gos-
pel!’” Exactly what they did not find is less clear. Ignatius’s
defensive retort that the immutable ‘archives’ are for him the
cross, death and resurrection of Jesus, and faith through him,
in effect ‘the Gospel’ as self-authenticating, either deliberately
clouds the problems or betrays his failure to handle them. Given
his general overriding concern that these articles of belief ‘truly’
took place in the flesh and not just in semblance, some have
argued that Ignatius’ opponents were affirming a docetic
Christology on the basis of their exegesis of the Septuagint.®
Certainly whether the scriptures prophesied the suffering and
death of the coming Messiah was a central feature of later
Jewish—Christian debate,® yet the absence of any real anti-
docetic polemic in Philad. makes it unlikely that this was the
issue. Similarly, while later Christian writers do label
particular patterns, usually literalistic, of scriptural inter-
pretation ‘Jewish’, even when propounded by Christians,® this
would not fit Ignatius, with his background in Antioch, or the
situation at the beginning of the second century.

In Philadelphia Ignatius met dissidents who apparently were
both more interested in scriptural exegesis and more skilled at
it than he was.®® Certainly he saw their sophism as a threat to
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unity, and perhaps to his christological focus; to this, as we have
seen, he can only respond with avowals: similarly, following the
description of the unsatisfactory exegetical battle, Ignatius
asserts, ‘the priests are good, but better is the high priest to whom
is entrusted the holy of holies’ (Philad. 9.1). Yet there is nothing
to indicate whether their (undue) regard for Jewish priests was
merely an antiquarian interest, reflected an exegetical focus on
particular Old Testament themes, or resulted in contrasting
ecclesial or theological structures.®

Ignatius himself does not directly link his disputes about ‘the
archives’ with his rejection of ‘Judaism’, but his warning against
interpreting (Eunvevetv) Judaism (Philad. 6.1) invites such a con-
nection. His reticence allows him to distinguish between his
ambivalent experience of a significant current at Philadelphia
and a less compromising warning against a threat he can com-
pare with ‘the deadly arts and snares of the ruler of this age’
(Philad. 6.2). However, this suggests that more is at stake than a
competition over skill in Old Testament exegesis and that more
is meant by ‘Judaism’ than this: the issue cannot be reduced to
the threat constituted by such exegetical competition to
Ignatius’s own authority, and by an equally threatening tendency
to separatism.® The urgency which breathes through the letter,
and through this section in particular, is inspired not merely by
the fact of the appeal to the scriptures but by the conclusions
reached and by the strife and divisions occasioned.

A clear characterisation of the ‘Judaism’ Ignatius opposes is
continually obscured by its refraction through the prism of his
own concerns and anxieties, not least because these combine
the theological (the reality of Jesus’s humanity) with what to the
modern reader appear the structural (submission to the bishop
and unity of action). He undoubtedly shows a, perhaps regretta-
ble, ‘tendency to attach questions of doctrine to matters of
order and even of calendar’,® while it often appears to be his
own self-identity as Christian and as authority-holder (bishop)
which is at stake in his concern for structure and unity.*” In many
ways this is even more true of his rejection of ‘Judaism’ than of
the docetism, which is never labelled as an ‘-ism’ but as certain
people saying ‘that...’; consequently the ‘Judaism’ easily appears
to be far less real, and in recent scholarship has often been
reduced to a disagreement over exegetical priorities. Yet even if
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Ignatius does not represent the consensus, nor the churches the
unity he would like to assume, the writing, the urgency and also
the preservation of the letters imply that the questions of doc-
trine and the issues of structure and unity were real issues; that
many in the churches shared his outlook is shown by the consid-
erable efforts they made to send delegations to meet him or to
Antioch in response to his urging.*

A final picture of these churches of Asia Minor in the time of
Ignatius must be one of considerable variety, certainly exclud-
ing blanket judgements about developments of doctrine or
heresy or about the situation in the region as a whole. Ignatius
himself, although from Antioch, encapsulates something of that
variety, reflecting in his own thought both affinities with
gnosticising trends and also (perhaps less consciously) the
Jewish roots of the traditions to which he is heir.® Different ten-
dencies were at work within the churches, often peacefully co-
existing although in some cases resulting in virtual separation.
A docetic understanding of Jesus was the commonest tendency,
and one we find also outside these letters, but may not have
been a visible threat in the churches of Magnesia or Philadel-
phia. In Smyrna at least there were possibly ‘Jewish’ elements in
that docetism, probably in the use of the scriptures as a base for
speculation, less certainly in the Jewish background of some of
its proponents. However, there was in that church nothing that
Ignatius saw as ‘Judaism’ in the behaviour of his opponents. The
situation was different in Magnesia and Philadelphia. In the
former there is little sign of real divisions; some were continu-
ing to ‘live according to Judaism’. They may have been former
Jews or adherents of the synagogues who continued to attend
synagogue worship alongside Christian meetings;* they seem
to have taken very seriously the scriptures, particularly the
prophets, for their own self-understanding — more seriously
than Ignatius was able to do either by inclination or by exper-
tise. They may too have wished to affirm this allegiance in some
open way, thus incurring the charge of wanting to be called by
an additional name. Yet they held no beliefs to be condemned
and probably did not exclude themselves from fellowship with
other Christians. Such dual loyalty would have been particu-
larly repugnant to Ignatius if the troubles in the Antiochene
church or his own sentence were in any way related to the power



50 Image and Reality

of the Jewish community in Antioch and its own history of
conflict.

At Philadelphia the issue appears both more urgent and dan-
gerous and yet also more obscure. Here there is a mood of
debate, of argument and of attempts to persuade others. The
images are of attack from without and even of the machinations
of ‘the ruler of this age’ (2.2; 6.2, cf. Eph.17.1; 19.1; Magn. 1.2),
but the disputes are between those who meet together (7.1; 8.2).
Even more than elsewhere, personal issues are involved — Ignatius
must defend himself against charges of having burdened any-
one, or having a secret system of informers within the church
(6.3; 7.2), and was involved in a debate he failed to win (8.2).
His hope for the repentance of some may not have been met by
a felt need for repentance (8.1)! Yet there is little trace of any
serious doctrinal problems that can be spelt out and denied;
only a sense that in some way the clear proclamation of Jesus
Christ is being obscured. There are perhaps hints that differing
styles of authority are involved - in particular the claims of those
adopting a more charismatic style against the episcopal model
supported by Ignatius, or, more probably, a different understand-
ing of charism.®! Ignatius’s response is his defence of the bish-
op’s divine appointment and of his own spirit-inspired outburst,
as also of Jesus Christ’s sole insight into the secret things of God
(1.1; 7.2; 9.1); perhaps he too sees the need to correct a focus
on the prophetic model by seeing the prophets’ activity as point-
ing to and fulfilled in Jesus (5.2). It is possible that the styles of
authority he opposes could appear to smack of ‘Judaism’ to
Ignatius, either because of their scriptural base or because of
the patterns of meeting and life-style they encouraged. It is then
a conflict over practice or structures; one where appeal to the
scriptures plays a significant role and perhaps too an interest in
the authority or mediating role of the priests. That an ‘unhealthy’
fascination with the allegorical exegesis of scripture alone is
involved does not explain all these various threads. If, how-
ever, access to texts of the scriptures, which Ignatius did not
have,” involved some sort of association or dialogue with the
synagogue, he might have seen his opponents as implicated in
‘Judaism’.

Ignatius then offers us only uncertain help in the search for
Jewish—Christian relations in the early second century. The
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impact of the synagogue on local communities, particularly in
‘ownership’ and interpretation of scripture, may still be being
felt. On the other hand, Ignatius supplies no evidence about
the syncretism or readiness to make concessions of the Jews of
Asia Minor, or for their readiness to capitalise on the protection
they could offer against the demands of the imperial cult. Equally,
he adds little to the uncertain history of Jewish Christianity or of
its contribution to the development of docetism and gnosticism.
What he does show is how Judaism could become a slogan, a
way of defining Christianity against a significant alternative, even
against its roots. He shows too how the creation of that slogan or
counter-image is dependent on a mix of contemporary reality,
popular image and internal needs. Yet it is not only a matter of
negative attack. Differentiation against what he has labelled
‘Judaism’ and has put outside the church goes hand in hand
with clear insistence on a distinguishing Christian lifestyle, prac-
tice (‘living according to the lord’s day’), and an understanding
of the methods and limitations of scriptural authority.®? Indeed,
that the problem focuses on scriptural interpretation and on
the authority to interpret seems to be one of the few points of
agreement in reconstructions of Ignatius’s background. All this
suggests that he represents not a period when the ‘Jewish ques-
tion’ was absent or temporarily settled, awaiting its revival half a
century later, but one where seeds of the future were sown.
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% See below, p. 259.

% Georgi 1967 argues for the latter leading to ‘a theology of great specula-
tive power’ but appeals to Philo and Wisdom, neither from Asia Minor.

% See Koester 1959; 1965.

€ See U. Milller 1976: 11-12, 78; Prigent 1977; more restrained, Barrett
1976: 235; Schweizer 1976 sees the Jewish influence as secondary to movements
with an origin in Pythagorean and similar tendencies.

& E.g. Lightfoot 1889: I1.2, 103, 242--3; Koester 1965: 310; 1959: 19; U. Maller
1976: 78; Prigent 1977.

% See Schoedel 1985: 118, 125, 200.

4 See Barrett 1976: 238-9, and above, pp. 36-7.

% See Goulder 1994 on claims to visionary experience as characteristic of
his reconstruction of Jewish Christianity.

% Thus Schweizer 1976: 255 speaks in Colossae of ‘a kind of Pythagorean
philosophy, embellished with rites borrowed from both Hellenistic mystery re-
ligions and Judaism ... [which] may have grown out of a Jewish Christianity
that adapted itself more and more to its Hellenistic environment’.

7 It would be over-interpreting to see the claim in Philad. 9.1 that Jesus
Christ alone is entrusted with ‘the secret things of God’ as a polemic against
supposed visionary experience.

® On this and what follows see Wilson 1992.

% Borgen 1987a and b and elsewhere has developed this argument. He also
appeals to rabbinic discussion as to what is the crucial act in conversion of a
proselyte. According to Borgen, this material provides part of the vital back-
ground for a proper understanding of Paul’s conflicts with those who ques-
tioned his teaching about circumcision.

™ On the issue in general see the clear discussions by Collins 1985 and
Goodman 1992; 1994a: 67, 81-2; on the significance of the actions of Domitian
and Nervain relation to the fiscus iudaicusas marking a watershed see Goodman
1989b; 1994a: 121-6.
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71 So Hemer 1986: 9, 169.

7 Gaston 1979: 58; but there is little evidence that a legalism of ‘self-justifi-
cation’ was the motivation of God-fearers outside Christianity.

 Donahue 1978; Tarvainen 1967: 27-32.

™ Simon 1986: 267.

™ See above pp. 31-2 for the argument that Ignatius is caught in his own
rhetoric; Wilson 1992: 608 argues the reverse, that the first clause is rhetorical,
the second factual, indicating ‘gentile Judaizers’, but still sees the main prob-
lem as identifying their ‘Judaism’. Sumney 1993: 357 argues that Ignatius has
introduced the language of circumcision, but that the problem was the inter-
pretation of scripture.

¢ So even Gaston 1986: 38, who otherwise thinks largely in terms of scrip-
tural exegesis; similarly and tentatively Schoedel 1985: 123-5.

7 Origen, Hom. in Lev. V.8; Chrys. Hom. adv. Jud. 1.5. See Wilken 1983: 75
and Lieu 1992: 89.

™ So convincingly Staats 1975.

™ Philad. 8.2; see above, p. 37.

8 So Lightfoot 1889: I1.2, 72; also Molland 1954; Prigent 1977: 7, Gaston
1986: 37; U. Milller 1976: 78.

8 Justin, Dial 72-3; 89-90.

8 See de Lange 1976: 105-6 on Origen.

8 Possibly through allegorical exegesis: so Schoedel 1978; 1985: 209.

8 Corwin 1960: 61-4 uses this, together with their interest in calendar
(sabbath), exegesis and teachers, as evidence that the ‘Judaizers’ in (Antioch)
had an Essene background; she finds in Ignatius’s assertion that the prophets
looked forward to Jesus as teacher, just as he is the only teacher of the disciples
of Jesus (Magn. 9.1-2), ‘an implication that some teacher of special eminence
has influence’ and compares the Teacher of Righteousness. Schoedel 1978,
1985: 210 notes the interest in priests as guarantors of tradition in Hellenistic
Judaism (esp. Josephus).

8 Schoedel 1985: 201-5; Schoedel allows for a ‘mild judaising’ at Magnesia
which may have involved sabbath ‘observance’ but which beyond that is diffi-
cult to define. Even more sharp is the position of Slatter 1985, who appears to
see the focus of the problem as the question of the succession to the bishop at
Antioch; those who appealed to the OT depended on a model of God as shep-
herd. Bartsch 1940: 40 over-interprets the verbs ‘to do’ (mpdooewy, ToLelv),
which come in this context, ‘do nothing out of strife, but according to disciple-
ship of Christ’, cultically and argues it is a matter of separate meetings estab-
lished by scriptural exegesis.

% Barrett 1976: 243.

8 See Schoedel 1980 ; Laeuchli 1972: 97-102, 108-11.

% So H. Maier 1991: 158.

# See Corwin 1960: 52-65 on Ignatius as occupying a mediating position
between the two extremes he rejects; for the gnostic affinities of Ignatius’s
thought see Bartsch 1940, for its Jewish roots, Grant 1963.

% Tt would be as well here to affirm that nothing suggests that the birkath ha-
minim would have resulted in the immediate exclusion of all Christians from all
synagogues in the diaspora as sometimes portrayed.

9 On the opponents as appealing to ‘charism’ see Meinhold 1979a and
Trevett 1983; 1989b; H. Maier 1991: 156-87 analyses Ignatius’s own authority



56 Image and Reality

in terms of charism; Hann 1987 sees in Ignatius a re-emergence of charismatic
authority from a new base in gentile Christianity at Antioch.
2 See above, p. 37, for the suggestion he was dependent on ‘Testimonies’.
9 Schoedel 1980: 32.



THE MARTYRDOM OF POLYCARP

With the Martyrdom of Polycarp we meet, apparently for the first
time, the beginning of a new and highly significant' genre in
Christian literature, the literary account of a Christian martyr-
dom. While there were influential precedents — most obviously
the death of Stephen in Acts 7 and the Gospel passion narra-
tives — these are incorporated within more extensive literary
sources of a different kind. The sole purpose of the letter writ-
ten by the church at Smyrna to that at Philomelium, the form
taken by the Maryrdom, is to relate ‘the things concerning those
who bore witness, in particular the blessed Polycarp’ (1.1) in
order that glory might be given to ‘the Lord who makes election
from among his servants’ (20.1).% As we shall see, much of the
imagery, the vocabulary, and the interpretation and presenta-
tion of martyrdom has antecedents not only in the accounts of
the deaths of Stephen and of Jesus but also in other Christian
and non-Christian sources; for the literary genre itself, however,
there is little to which we can appeal to suggest existing conven-
tions of form, method, motive or Sitz im Leben.

Although the letter claims to be a response to a request from
the church of Philomelium (20), the opening prescript betrays
an awareness that this is more than an occasional letter: ‘The
church of God sojourning at Smyrna to the church of God
sojourning at Philomelium and all the sojourning ones of
the holy and catholic church in every place’. The language
of sojourning, which follows earlier models (I Clem. praes.;
cf. 1 Peter 1.17; 2.11), reflects the self-awareness of living in an
‘exile’ situation, while the extended address, together with the
closing instruction to forward the letter to the brethren else-
where (20), acknowledges its more than parochial significance.
The authority for this must lie not in that held by the authors,
unlike most earlier Christian letters going back to those of Paul,
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but in the charism of martyrdom itself. Recognising these
elements, and the ‘Jewishness’ of their ideology and of the lan-
guage, C. Andresen, following the work of E. Peterson, argued
that the Martyrdom of Polycarp is a ‘diaspora’ or community letter
following the pattern of earlier Jewish diaspora letters.> How-
ever, evidence for Jewish diaspora letters which might provide a
model for the Christian version is sparse, and certainly cannot
explain the combination of letter form and martyrdom account.
We should probably see M. Poly. as a genuine letter, although
written in a developing tradition of Christian epistolography with
a wider audience and with a clear didactic and kerygmatic pur-
pose in view, but also decisively shaped by the events it describes
and by the embryonic ‘veneration’ of Christian martyrs.*

The account claims to be near contemporary — written within
ayear of the events and when the community were still looking
forward to celebrating the first anniversary of Polycarp’s mar-
tyrdom (18.2) — and to be based on the reports of actual wit-
nesses ‘who had been preserved to proclaim to the rest what
had happened’ (15.1; cf. 9.1). A further chapter, possibly added
later since it follows the closing doxology and greetings (20.2),
provides the support of an apparently precise dating ‘on the
second day of the month Xanthikos, seven days before the
Kalends of March, on a great sabbath, at the eighth hour’, and
of named personnel, ‘Herod, who arrested him, Philip of
Tralles as highpriest, and Statius Quadratus as proconsul’ (21) .
Yet the ultimate pinnacle of this chain of dates and people is
not the emperor and the year of his reign (which we would
dearly like to know) but ‘and as King reigning for ever our
Lord Jesus Christ’. The author’s kerygmatic and theological
perspective is not limited to comments such as ‘so we should
be most pious and ascribe authority over all affairs to God’
(2.1), but provides the framework within which the whole is
described and understood.

It is against this background that we should understand the
role of the Jews in the events, and in particular what Musurillo
has called ‘the author’s undisguised anti-semitism’.® While the
early date of the account makes M. Poly. a precious historical
source, the theological factors at play in the presentation of the
Jews and of their role vis-d-vis both Christians and pagans need
to be separated from the contentious question as to their his-
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torical role in early Christian persecution, discussion of which
has so often started from Polycarp’s death in Smyrna.

The Jews of the Narrative

The Jews appear explicitly at three distinct points in the narra-
tive; for the rest of the time there is nothing but silence to sug-
gest that their presence was pervasive. At each of these three
points their presence fulfils an unmistakably dramatic, and to
that extent ‘theological’, role within the argument of the narrative.

a) M. Poly. 12.2

.... When the herald had said this, the whole crowd of gentiles and

Jews dwelling in Smyrna with uncontrollable anger and in a loud cry
shouted, ‘This is the teacher of Asia [or of impiety],” the father of
the Christians, the destroyer of our gods, the one who teaches the
masses to neither sacrifice nor worship’.

In the initial account of the persecution which broke out at
Smyrna no mention is made of the Jews; when the bravery of the
earlier martyrs astounds the crowd (To m\f{fos’) and drives them
to cry ‘Away with the godless (46éot); let Polycarp be sought!’
(3.2), there is no hint that Jewish voices were added to (never
mind loudest in) that cry. It is only when the narrative focuses
on Polycarp that they appear. He, although at first persuaded to
find refuge outside the city, is arrested and brought before the
proconsul, but remains unmoved by all attempts at persuasion
to renounce his Christian confession; the herald is then sent
into the stadium or amphitheatre to announce to those who
had been waiting that ‘Polycarp has confessed three times that
he is a Christian.’® It is at this that the whole crowd of gentiles
and Jews (dmav 10 mAjbos éBvav Te kal’loudalwv) dwelling in
Smyrna respond in uncontrollable anger. The drama of the
moment is inescapable; on the one side, the solitary witness who
has made his clear confession, ‘I am a Christian’, on the other,
the opposing forces against whom the Christians must ever stand
and argue, the gentiles and the Jews. There is irony, too: those
forces, in spite of themselves, make their own confession of
Polycarp’s significance — This is the teacher of Asia [impiety],
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the father of the Christians, the destroyer of our gods, the one
who teaches many to neither sacrifice nor worship - in terms to
which the Christian author could only assent and add little more;
his own description of Polycarp, given later, is that he was an
‘apostolic and prophetic teacher, bishop ... in Smyrna’ (16.2;
cf. 19.1).

In this framework it is, therefore, irrelevant, albeit true, that
the words are unlikely to have been found on Jewish lips — they
would not have claimed the city gods as ‘theirs’, nor ventured to
accuse someone else of avoiding their worship, without running
the risk of having the same charge turned against themselves, as
apparently happens to Alexander in Acts 19.34. There is for the
same reason little point in allocating the cries to the groups
involved, so that the Jews contribute only the first two affirmations
- even though it is true that these would fit a Jewish context
well.® From the point of view of the narrative what matters is
their common and unanimous, albeit unwitting, witness to the
truth.

The significance of the moment is underscored by the fact
that elsewhere M. Poly. thinks primarily in terms of the con-
trast between the Christians and ‘the rest’. As we have seen,
the crowd (mAfifoc) has already been mentioned with no sug-
gestion that it comprised both Jews and gentiles (3.2). When
Polycarp is invited by the proconsul to make the anti-Christian
cry, ‘Away with the godless’, he groans and repeats it with ironic
feeling as he gazes around at the crowd of ‘lawless gentiles’
(d@vépwv €6viv) who fill the amphitheatre (9.2). Later (16.1),
it is again the ‘lawless people’ (dvopor) who realise that the
flames will not burn Polycarp and demand his death by the
sword. Despite this hostility, the author asserts that Polycarp’s
posthumous fame was such that it ‘was spoken of even by the
gentiles (é6v@v) in every place’ (19.1). Although, as we shall
see, the Jews play a distinctive part at two further points in the
narrative, the underlying thread of events pictures only an
undifferentiated crowd of gentiles (¢6vot). Theologically, too,
itis a bipartite scheme which dominates the author’s thinking:
when the sword-thrust releases a flow of blood which quenches
the flames and miraculously preserves Polycarp’s body, all are
amazed at the great distinction thus shown ‘between the unbe-
lievers and the elect’ (16.1)."
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The presence of the Jews alongside the pagans at 12.2, there-
fore, must be quite deliberate. While it prepares for their more
active involvement later in the narrative, it does not only antici-

te their presence then. It has been suggested that they are

icked out here as part of the ‘imitation of Christ’ theme which
is undoubtedly so important for M. Poly."? Polycarp’s martyrdom
was ‘according to the Gospel’ (1.1; 19.1)," and the parallelism
between his path to death and that of Jesus in the Gospels is well
marked. So just as the Jews shouted loudly demanding Jesus’s
death (Luke 23.18, 21, 23), here their voices are to be heard in
the demand that Polycarp be put to death. Yet if this was the
intention of the author we would have expected him to make
the point far more clearly, if not by cross-reference (which is
rarely explicit), then by the use of allusion and parallel formula-
tion.

This is not to deny possible scriptural echoes at this point in
the narrative. It is notorious that whereas the language of
M. Poly. is predominantly ‘biblical’, actual quotations are rare
and it is near impossible to determine when deliberate allusions
are intended and which books are known.'* However, the
description of the whole crowd of gentiles and Jews dwelling in
Smyrna - an apparently superfluous elaborateness at this
mid-point in the narrative when we already know of the crowd’s
presence in the stadium - not only draws attention to the com-
prehensive audience, ‘universal’ in a local sense, who will
witness Polycarp’s confession and add their own, but also recalls
the language of the Acts of the Apostles where the word of the
Lord becomes known to ‘all those dwelling in Asia ... Jews and
Greeks’ (Acts 19.10; cf. 19.17, ‘all the Jews and Greeks dwelling
in Ephesus’; 14.5, ‘gentiles and Jews’). It is also worth noting
that it is in Ignatius’s letter to the church at Smyrna, and only in
this letter, that he speaks of ‘his saints and faithful ones, whether
among the Jews or among the gentiles’ (Ignatius, Smym. 1.2)."

This theme of the universality of the audience of the Chris-
tian witness — and a martyr is a witness — may be a traditional
one. According to Hegesippus’s account of the martyrdom of
James, the brother of Jesus, James was invited to persuade those
who had come to Jerusalem for the Passover, namely ‘all the
tribes together with the gentiles’ (Eusebius, A.E. 11.23.11).'
After his death and burial James is declared to be a true witness
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‘to both Jews and Greeks that Jesus is the Christ’ (H.E. 11.23.18)."
However, whereas in James’s case the focus of the testimony is
christological, in this it is Polycarp as teacher and as martyr. The
third-century Martyrdom of Pionius, which both contains much
authentic tradition and is explicitly rooted in the theological
and literary tradition of M. Poly., marks a further development
when it identifies the crowd witnessing Pionius’s testimony as
comprised of ‘Greeks and Jews and women’ (M. Pionius 3.6).'

The narrative does not pause to note the significance of the
moment; even as they say this, ‘they’ cry out demanding that
Polycarp be given to the lion, and, when that proves impossible,
‘agree with one accord to shout out that he be burned alive’
(12.3). Their concerted (buobupadév) ‘decision’ is, however, but
the necessary means of fulfilling Polycarp’s prior prophecy of
his manner of death; three days earlier he had had a vision that
he must be burned (8¢€1) and had told this to ‘the believers with
him’. It is hard to ignore the echo of the ‘divine must (8¢i)’ of
the Gospel passion predictions and more particularly of John
18.32, where the Jews’ inability to carry out a capital sentence
fulfils Jesus’s earlier prediction (12.32-3) of the manner of his
death. Again this crowd are unwitting tools of the truth and of
the divine purpose, to which Polycarp is both privy and con-
formed.

b) M. Poly. 13.1

...the crowds immediately gathering from the workshops and baths
wood and firewood, with the Jews assisting at this particularly
enthusiastically, as is their custom.

In the author’s own words, what follows ‘happens faster even
than can be told’; yet, now ourselves privy to the divine purpose,
we are impressed with how the initiative remains with Polycarp
in obedience to God: he prepares himself for the flames, remov-
ing his own garments, and, refusing the ‘security’ they offer of
the nails, offers himself to be bound, trusting that God will
enable him to remain steadfast in the fire (13.2-3).

First, underlying by its contrast Polycarp’s calm preparation
of himself, comes the frenzied activity of the crowds (&x\ot) col-
lecting wood and fuel for the fire from the neighbouring work-
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shops and the baths (13.1). Here, the Jews not only share in the
activity but do so particularly enthusiastically (udMoTa ’lovBalwy
mpofljws...);' the point is underlined when the author adds as
is their custom. Inasmuch as this comment is unnecessary to the
story — and, in the light of our later discussion, of questionable
veracity — it may merit the epithet ‘antisemitic’. Certainly it takes
us a stage further than the first more neutral mention of the
Jews and betrays a deliberate focusing of attention and blame
on them. Yet the comment is also characteristic of the author
and is not limited to the activity of the Jews. The troops and
cavalry set out to arrest Polycarp ‘with their customary weapons’
(7.1), the centurion burns Polycarp’s body in public ‘as is their
custom’ (18.1), while the proconsul tries to persuade Polycarp
to recant out of consideration of his age and with other such
arguments as follow ‘their custom’ (9.2). In contrast to this ‘typi-
cal’ and largely futile activity — for none of it achieves anything
other than was already bound to happen - Polycarp spends the
days preceding his arrest ceaselessly ‘praying for all people and
for the church throughout the world, as was Ais custom’ (5.1).
On one level these appeals to custom may be an apology for
the summary nature of the account when the Christians of
Philomelium had asked for rather more detail (20.1). On
another, they highlight the contrast between the behaviour of
the martyr and that of those who oppose him: thus they come
armed to arrest him ‘as against a brigand’ (7.1, quoting Matt.
26.55), while he offers them whatever food and drink they
desire (7.2); he asserts traditional Christian respect for the
powers and authorities ordained by God (10.2), while those
same authorities appear to be little more than organs of the
mob.? All this suggests that these appeals are not primarily to
what is already known but are creating models of behaviour
and expectation. Christians may be treated as dangerous crimi-
nals but this is not how they are to react, but rather are to
return aggression with hospitality; city authorities may give way
to popular pressure, although personally being rarely antago-
nistic, but Christians are to respect them as ordained by God.
Despite hostility from all sides, the commitment to prayer for
all people is never rendered void. So, too, it is unlikely that the
Christians of Smyrna and those of Philomelium were already
well aware of regular Jewish enthusiastic participation in build-
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ing fires for the burning of Christians, but rather they are
being warned that even at this point of crisis, or perhaps espe-
cially at this point of witness, the fiercest competitors will be
the Jews.

The sources of this image are probably complex. The histori-
cal reality, of course, must be a major issue and will be discussed
later. How far Jewish participation in the persecution of Chris-
tians was common is a much disputed question; that it was both
proverbial - Tertullian’s oft-quoted description of the synagogues
as the ‘fount-heads of persecution’® - and biblically rooted needs
little demonstration. Christians could, and regularly did, appeal
not only to Jewish responsibility for the death of Jesus and of the
first martyr Stephen, but also to dominical predictions of Chris-
tian suffering at their hands (John 16.2; Matt. 10.17-21; cf. 1
Thess. 2.14-16). In a martyrdom which, as we have noted,
proceeds ‘according to the Gospel’, where Polycarp prays
before his arrest, is betrayed by one of his own household, and
is arrested by a ‘Herod’, it is not surprising to find the Jews,
although not legally responsible, active in ensuring the carrying
out of the death sentence. Yet the imitation theme is hardly likely
to have created the Jewish presence nor is it sufficient explana-
tion of the highlighting of their contribution to the mob action
at this point. For that we shall need to look more deeply at the
motives and setting of this document.

c) M. Poly. 17.1 - 18.1

And this with the Jews inciting and urging, who also kept watch, as
we were about to take him from the fire. For they did not know that
we would never be able to abandon the Christ... When the centurion
saw the contentiousness of the Jews that took place, he placed him
in the midst and burnt him...

With the final appearance of the Jews in the drama we reach
a climax of hostility. Here, however, neither the text nor the
pattern of events are entirely clear, suggesting either later edito-
rial activity or an artificial attempt to work into the narrative a
number of themes and issues. Certainly in this section the
author’s (or later editor’s) theological concerns are more trans-
parent than in the preceding chapters.
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Polycarp has offered his final prayer, the fire has been lit, and
yet the martyr is not consumed but encircled by the flames, baked
like bread or refined like gold or silver (15). Frustrated by this
miracle and by the sweet odour of incense rather than the stench
of burning flesh,” the ‘lawless men’, dvopoL ~ most naturally
only used of pagans — demand that Polycarp be pierced with the
sword — again there is an umistakable Gospel echo: John 19.34.
This done, the flow of blood quenches the flames, demonstrat-
ing, as we have seen, ‘the distinction between the unbelievers
and the elect, among whom was the most wonderful Polycarp’
(16.1-2). After this triumphant and eulogistic conclusion,? it is
no surprise to meet the forces of opposition seeking to have the
last word.

The ultimate source of all this opposition is not the procon-
sul nor the mob nor even the Jews, although we shall return to
them, but the devil.?* Already at the beginning of the account
the colourful variety of tortures endured by the earlier martyrs
was recognised as the devices of the devil, trying by many means
to subvert them to denial (2.4 - 3.1). At that point he appeared
merely as ‘the devil’,® but in opposition to ‘the greatness of
Polycarp’s martyrdom, his blameless life and the crown of
immortality he has now won’, his true identity is manifested; as
‘the jealous and envious and evil one, the one who opposes the
race of the righteous’ (17.1), he determines that the Christians
will be deprived at least of the ‘poor body’ of the martyr. To this
end he incites Nicetas, the father of the police chief Herod and,
incidentally, brother of a certain Alce, to request the magistrate
that the body not be handed over on request, as was usually pos-
sible, ‘lest abandoning the crucified one, they begin to worship
this man’.

At this point (17.2) ‘the Jews’ are introduced in a subordi-
nate (genitive absolute) clause as inciting and urging — although
the absence of a main verb obscures the connection; Eusebius
offers a better sequence — ‘they [i.e. those who were behind
Nicetas’s action] said these things when the Jews incited and
urged’ - but the smoothness of his account is probably second-
ary.?® Showing his hand ever more clearly, the author contin-
ues, ‘they also kept watch as we were about to take him from the
fire, not realising [presumably still referring to the Jews although
the motive which follows has just been attributed to Nicetas]?’
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that we shall never be able to desert the Christ, who, for the sake
of the salvation of the whole world of the saved, suffered blame-
less for sinners, and so to worship some other one. For him we
worship as being son of God, but the martyrs as disciples and
imitators of the lord we love deservedly because of their unsur-
passed loyalty to their king and teacher.’

At this, the centurion (and not the magistrate), seeing the
contentiousness of the Jews, apparently on his own initiative takes
the body and, ‘as is their custom[!]’, publicly burns it, presum-
ably first reigniting the fire quenched by Polycarp’s blood (18.1)!
However, the Christians are not prevented from later gathering
‘the precious bones’ and putting them in an appropriate place
(18.2).

The inconsistency as to the active players in the action and
the patent concern about the validity and status of any venera-
tion of the martyrs and their mortal remains invite theories of a
later adaption or expansion of the text, although, in contrast to
a number of the points where redaction has been postulated,
here the text given by Eusebius is almost identical to that of the
independent manuscript tradition.?

At the most basic level the account explains why Polycarp’s
mortal remains, despite his miraculous protection by and from
the flames, were only such as could be rescued from the fire.
Yet within this a number of themes have been woven. Most
obvious is the concern about the veneration of the martyr’s
remains in relation to the worship of Christ. It is certainly
possible that the beginnings of a cult of the martyrs is to be
traced to near the time of Polycarp’s death at Smyrna and
from there travelled to Africa where it is next to be found,
only developing later in Rome.?* The elements contributing
to its origins are obscure but the possibility of misunder-
standing or of confusion with pagan parallels could naturally
lead to the careful distinction made here between the wor-
ship offered to Jesus as son of God and the love accorded to
the martyrs.*® A related but separate problem is tackled in
the account of the persecution at Lyons and Vienne where
the ‘martyrs’ are described as deliberately avoiding that term,
reserving it for Christ alone (Eusebius, H.E. V.2.1-4). Both
accounts also reflect concerns related if not to Montanism
itself then to the piety which gave birth to it — thus M. Poly.
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rejects deliberately seeking martyrdom (4).* This means that
the chapter is in fact reflecting an inner-Christian debate
under the guise of objections made by Jews or pagans. It is
after all improbable that either group would fear that or be
worried whether Christians desert Jesus in favour of Polycarp.3?
The grammatical uneveness may suggest that this issue has
been introduced by a later editor, although the general agree-
ment of Eusebius indicates that any redaction was early.

A second element in the story is the role played by Nicetas,
who requests the magistrate that the body not be surrendered.
His sister, Alce, should probably be identified with the Alce who
receives a special greeting in Ignatius’s letters to the church at
Smyrna (13.2) and to Polycarp (8.3); although this could be
interpreted as evidence of later (redactional) hagiographical
personal interest,” it is more likely to be an authentic reminis-
cence, for a redactor would hardly celebrate that a renowned
Christian of the church had a brother who could be suborned
by the devil! That it is Nicetas and not his ominously named, as
explicitly pointed out in 6.2, and presumably more influential
son, the police chief Herod, who is set up by the devil also points
to genuine tradition. However, when we are reminded for the
second time (cf. 8.2) that he is the father of Herod, this is not
just for biographical interest, nor evidence that one passage or
the other is redactional, but recalls us to the role played by Herod
in the (Lukan) passion narrative. The highlighting of the role
of Herod appears to be a characteristic of Asia Minor tradition
and is also found in Melito (Peri Pascha §93, 1. 686).3* That a
‘Herod’, even if not a Jew, should be closely related to the activ-
ity of the Jews should against this background cause no surprise.
An important question is whether this relationship has any his-
torical base.

Finally we come to the role of the Jews themselves. Here they
are no longer one group within the crowd but initiators of the
attempt to thwart the influence of Polycarp even after his death.
Their activity is even parallel to, or perhaps the earthly counter-
part of, that of the ‘evil one who opposes the race of the right-
eous’; just as he ‘incited’ (bméBakev) Nicetas, so they too are all
the while inciting (UmoBa\\évTwy) these things. This connection
is lost in Eusebius’s account where ‘certain [unidentified] peo-
ple’ incited Nicetas and in giving their fears were themselves
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incited by the Jews, but the use of the same verb favours its origi-
nality.?® That it is the Jews and not the earthly authorities carry-
ing out the persecution who are the agents of the devil, although
here more implicit than explicit, is an important step. In the
New Testament it is Judas who is suborned by Satan (Luke 22.3;
John 13.2, 27), although John can speak of the Jews as stem-
ming from their father the devil who was ‘a murderer from the
beginning’ (8.44); particularly significant is the letter to the
church at Smyrna in Revelation 2.8-11 which speaks of the slan-
ders ‘of those who call themselves Jews but are not, being rather
the synagogue of Satan’ (v. 9), and in the next verse warns of the
suffering to come when the ‘devil’ (8udBoAoc, as in M. Poly. 3.1)
will cast some of them into prison. Not only does this raise the
question of the historical relation between Jews and Christians
in Smyrna, but also that of the theological tradition of language
and models.

There are also biblical echoes in the Jews keeping watch as
the Christians seek to take the body of Polycarp from the fire.
The same verb (Tmpéw) is used in Matthew 28.4 of the guards
posted by the tomb of Jesus lest ‘his disciples steal him and say
to the people, “He is risen from the dead”, and the final decep-
tion is greater than the initial one’ (Matt. 27.64). It may be this
parallel which has facilitated a motive for the Jews which histori-
cally seems highly improbable: the death of Polycarp ‘according
to the Gospel’ imitates that of his master even beyond death.®
However, we shall suggest below that contemporary polemical
concerns are also at play.

When the centurion® finally takes action and publicly
burns the body of Polycarp, it is in response to the visible con-
tentiousness of the Jews. Here the confusions of chapter 17 and
in particular the role of Nicetas are ignored, and the more
straightforward explanation inspires less suspicion of editorial
activity.®® The term ‘contentiousness’ (ptiovewkla) suggests ele-
ments of rivalry and ambition, and as it led to immediate action
we may suspect that more than verbal complaints were involved.
The same word is used by Josephus (B.J. 11.13.7 [267]) of the
conflict between the Greeks and Jews at Caesarea in 66 ce and
would fit the sort of internal city rivalries which were not
uncommon at the time. This means that while the description
serves the author’s theological purposes, granted a historical
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nucleus to the whole narrative, it could also carry historical
plausibility. If, then, the opposition of the Jews was a foun-
dational element in the explanation of why Polycarp’s body
was, despite its earlier miraculous protection, burnt, the refer-
ences to the Jews in chapter 17 cannot be totally rejected as
later reworking.* As just noted, in the author’s presentation their
unjustifiable hostility and rivalry extends even beyond the death
of the martyr, ensuring, as they think, its finality. However, their
rivalry is misplaced and thwarted; the Christians’ love of the
martyrs and veneration of their memory and example is undi-
minished and an annual celebration is eagerly anticipated. At
the same time, the part played by elements of rivalry and
competitiveness between Jewish and Christian groups, and the
accompanying threat of disorder, cannot be dismissed as purely
the theological creation of the author.

The question of theological interpretation and historical
events in M. Poly., as in so many early Christian texts, is compli-
cated by the possibility of layers of subsequent reworking in the
light of ongoing concerns. Theories of detectable stages of liter-
ary redaction of the text extending beyond the date of Eusebius’s
inclusion of an account in his church history have largely failed
to win wide support. In particular the imitation of Jesus in his
passion, which according to Campenhausen’s foundational
argument belongs to a later redaction of the account, has been
shown to be integral to it as a whole and not foreign to its late
second-century date.* Nevertheless, the hostile role of the Jews,
which even on Campenhausen’s presentation belongs to the early
stage, cannot be explained by the imitation theme alone. In fact,
as we shall see, the imitation theme leads to a highlighting of
certain events or individuals rather than to their creation. Cer-
tainly, biblical images and language have been used to paint the
picture of the Jews; moreover, that picture fits into a tradition of
hostility that already appears in the New Testament period and
continues long after. At the same time the immediate and more
general historical circumstances of relations between the Jewish
community and the Christians undoubtedly played a crucial role.
Only so can we explain the rarity of Jewish presence in other
pre-Decian authentic martyr acts.* Since even in M. Poly. the
Jews are not (except at the end) presented as instigating action,
why was there felt a need to draw attention to them in particular?
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The recognition of the theological significance of the presenta-
tion of the Jewish role in the martyrdom of Polycarp, whether or
not it is helpfully labelled ‘antisemitic’, demands rather than
replaces a historical interpretation.

Jewish Framework and Jewish Influence

Alongside its hostility to the Jews M. Poly. betrays considerable
influence of Jewish ideas and language, including but going
beyond its ‘biblicism’.* This need cause no surprise: the same
phenomenon can be found many times over in early Christian
literature from the Gospels of John and Matthew onwards. At
certain points, however, the contacts are far more specific than
can be assigned to ‘tradition’ or ‘thought-world’, and demand
some explanation within the historical setting of the document.

a) The ‘Great Sabbath’ and the Passover

The most striking and probably the most intractable of these
‘links’ is the dating of Polycarp’s martyrdom to a ‘great sabbath’
(caBBdToc peydroc), a dating where the Jewish resonances are
hard to ignore and as hard to explain.

This dating is given twice, in two very different contexts, both
of which provoke problems of interpretation. The first occurs
during the narrative describing Polycarp’s arrest: having been
found at his refuge outside the city itself, he is given time to
pray ‘for everyone he had ever encountered, small and great,
notable and ignoble, and for the whole catholic church
throughout the world’. Having ceased his prayer, ‘the hour
having come for him to leave, sitting him on a donkey, they
led him into the city, it being a great sabbath’ (8.1). There he is
met by the eirenarch Herod, with his father Nicetas, who to-
gether try to persuade him to sacrifice to Caesar as Lord. Only
after they fail in this is he brought, or rather he makes his own
way with determination, into the stadium which is already filled
with a tumultuous and very noisy crowd (8.3).

The contribution made by the reference to the great sabbath
is not immediately clear. Since the encounter with Nicetas and
Herod separates it from the description of the crowded stadium
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it cannot merely explain why so many people were at leisure to
respond to the rumour of Polycarp’s arrest which they had been
demanding a short time before. The long sentence which it
closes, as a genitive absolute, is loaded with deeper significance.
First and most elaborately, there is Polycarp’s comprehensive
and universal prayerful concern not merely for the church of
which he is bishop but for the whole universal church, and
indeed not merely for the church but for all people of whatever
status with whom he has had contact. If there are biblical echoes
they are not of Jesus’s prayer in Gethsemane but of the so-called
‘high priestly’ prayer in John 17. As there, the effect is to stress
that Polycarp, like Jesus, is not the victim of events but is in con-
trol both of them and of himself. Indeed, he is not led passively
into the city until he has ceased his prayer and ‘the hour has
come’. Here too Johannine echoes are hard to avoid, particu-
larly the words with which Jesus opens that prayer, ‘Father, the
hour has come, glorify your son’ (John 17.1), butalso the theme
which runs throughout the Fourth Gospel that Jesus’s hour is
only fully come in his death; we should perhaps think too of
John 13.1, ‘Before the feast of Passover, Jesus, knowing that his
hour had come to go from this world to the father, having loved
his own who were in the world, loved them to the end.’

While Polycarp’s entry into the city on a donkey is not
improbable as a historical detail, it is hard to exclude any echo
of Jesus’s entry into the city of Jerusalem on a donkey, although
this was several days before his arrest and crucifixion. Any allu-
sion would be closer in wording to Matthew’s version (21.2-11)
where the same word for the donkey is used (6voc),* although
in John’s account (John 12.12-16) we are less aware of the time
gap which separates the entry from the arrest and trial. Moreo-
ver, just as Polycarp is encouraged by ‘a voice from heaven’ as
he enters the stadium, no one seeing the speaker but the Chris-
tians present hearing it (9.1), so Jesus too was answered by ‘a
voice from heaven’, the words of which the evangelist can
report although to the crowd it seemed to be but a clap of
thunder (John 12.28-29).

Against this background it is natural to look for a symbolical,
‘Gospel’ significance in the mention of ‘a great sabbath’, with-
out necessarily denying its historical reference. However, whereas
the evangelists differ as to the dating of Jesus’s death they are all
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agreed that it took place not on the sabbath but on the preced-
ing day. John’s account of the entry into Jerusalem opens with a
reference to the crowds who have come ‘for the feast’; during
the trial, we are told, the Jews avoided defilement from entering
the praetorium ‘so that they might eat the Passover’, and the
day on which Jesus was crucified was ‘the preparation
(Trapaokev) of the Passover’ (John 18.28; 19.14). The following
day, the sabbath, in preparation for which the bodies of the
victims had to be removed from the cross, was ‘great’ (peydin 1
fiuépa ékelvov Tov oafPdrouv: John 19.31), but this is because,
according to John’s dating, it was also the Passover.* However,
since the party coming to arrest Polycarp arrived ‘on the prepa-
ration’ (i.e. Friday) (T mapaokevf: 7.1),* a conscious attempt
to draw parallels with the passion of Jesus even where the actual
historical details were somewhat recalcitrant seems likely.

Other, contemporary, parallels suggest M. Poly. may reflect
a wider Asia Minor tradition: Melito of Sardis in his Peri Pascha
accuses the Jews of having ‘killed your lord on the great feast’
(év ™) peydAn éopTii: Peri Pascha §79, 1. 565), probably mean-
ing the Passover in accordance with the Johannine dating of
Jesus’s death on 14 Nisan,* while Apollinarius opposes those
who, adopting the Synoptic dating, fix Jesus’s death on ‘the
great day of Unleavened Bread’.*” Within such a tradition
Jesus’s death could be seen as falling on ‘the great day’
according to the Jewish calendar - although this would still
not be a sabbath.

However, the ‘imitation of Christ’ does not explain the sec-
ond reference to Polycarp’s martyrdom ‘on a great sabbath’. In
chapter 21, possibly an appendix but probably not a late one,*
Polycarp’s martyrdom is dated by the Asiatic and Roman calen-
dars as the second day of Xanthikos, seven days before the
Kalends of March, and as on a great sabbath and at the eighth
hour. It is further fixed by the personnel involved, Herod who
arrested him (cf. 6.2; 8.2), the high priest Philip from Tralles,
who as Asiarch refused to make room for Polycarp to be ‘fed’ to
the lions (12.2), and the proconsul, who is only named at this
point as Statius Quadratus. The references to Philip of Tralles
and to Statius Quadratus, which can be approximately fixed,
demand that the dating be taken seriously and that the ‘great
sabbath’ be given more than a ‘theological’ explanation.
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Although the problem of the precise dating of the martyr-
dom of Polycarp and in particular of the ‘great sabbath’ appears
so far to have defied any totally satisfactory resolution, its impor-
tance in a number of proposed solutions for the question of
Jewish~Christian relationships means some exploration of these
is unavoidable. We shall for the moment ignore Eusebius, who
dates the martyrdom to the time of Marcus Aurelius, and those
scholars who have also rejected the evidence of this paragraph.*
The accuracy of the names is more probably genuine tradition
than the work of a later, erudite, author who added a semblance
of historical veracity from his knowledge of local inscriptions,*
while the identification of Philip as Asiarch in 12.2 but as high
priest here in 21 parallels other individuals who are separately
recorded with each title, and at the very least conforms to the
confusion surrounding the relationship between them and their
attendant duties which continues to bedevil modern scholar-
ship.’! More generally, the language of the chapter and the
contrast between the secular rulers and Jesus Christ’s eternal
kingship can be seen as characteristic of a second-century date
and as balancing the image of the churches as sojourning in the
opening prescript.>?

The first two dates by month point, unless it was a leap year
which could account for a day’s variation, to 23 February, a date
also supported by the liturgical tradition. Philip of Tralles is
known as Asiarch in 149 ck, although there is some dispute as to
whether and for how long he would continue to hold that title
or the related(?) one of high priest.’® The proconsulship of
Statius Quadratus is also disputed, although a date around
156/7 ce seems possible if he is correctly identified as the consul
of 142 ce.** All this points to the mid/late 150s, and any further
precision is to be gained by determining in which year
23 February fell on a Saturday, and, for our purposes, a Satur-
day of some significance for at least one of the groups involved,
Jews, pagans or Christians.

The most natural assumption must be that the reference is to
the Jewish sabbath.* A condemnatory gibe at the Jews’ use of
the sabbath —in the same mood as that in which Jesus asks those
who condemn his sabbath healing and go on secretly to plot to
kill him, whether it is lawful on the sabbath to do good or harm,
to save life or kill (Mark 3.1-6) - is probably too subtle and does
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not explain the ‘great’. In this case, in the light bo'th of the
imitation theme and of the actual language,’ the Jewish Passo-
ver or (?and) the Christian Easter must have first claim for
consideration. Leaving aside any calculation as to in which year
23 February or thereabouts was both a Saturday and a full moon,
an obvious objection will be that 23 February is impossibly early
for Passover, a spring festival, unless the Jews, followed by the
Christians, of Smyrna followed a highly idiosyncratic calendar
which made so early a Passover possible.

That this must have been the case could, as we have seen, be
supported by the language, by the parallels in the other Asia
Minor witnesses, Melito and Apollinarius, and by the echoes of
the New Testament, all of which point to a Passover reference.
Pointing to the same association is the fact that Polycarp was
remembered as an outstanding advocate of the Quartodeciman
practice, according to which it was the Jewish Passover, 14/15
Nisan, rather than Easter Sunday which provided the focus of
the Christian Paschal celebrations.’” Not only did the church
which wrote the account of his martyrdom follow Quartodeciman
practice,* but a generation later Polycrates could appeal to the
‘martyrs’ of Asia Minor who supported this position, including
Polycarp, perhaps implying a link between the testimony of their
martyrdom and the dating (Eusebius, H.E. V.24.4) %

Yet could the Jewish Passover fall so early in Smyrna? In the
century following the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple in
70 cE and before the re-establishment of a central, recognised
authority at Usha, the communities of the Diaspora were left
very much on their own to determine matters of calendar. It
would be a natural solution for them to adopt the local spring
month as a starting-point. In Syria the closest equivalent to the
Jewish month Nisan was the month Xanthikos, and Josephus
identifies the two in his account of the Passover (Ant. I111.10.5
[248]1);% the Jews of Smyrna, it is argued, have simply adopted
the month of the same name although according to the Asian
calendar it fell considerably earlier. Lacking independent guide-
lines and not thinking to question the Jewish computations, the
Christians followed their dating even though it entailed Easter
falling well before the spring equinox.®!

The historical significance of this view, if correct, is obvious,
both for our understanding of the Jewish communities in Asia



The Martyrdom of Polycarp 75

Minor and for the relationships between them and Christianity.
Without the central authority of the Temple which had earlier
ensured that the streams of pilgrims to Jerusalem knew when
Passover fell, the Jews of Smyrna maintained the celebration of
Passover and Unleavened Bread,® but devised their own method
of determining its date. The Christians were not so hostile to or
distant from the Jewish community that they could not borrow
their calendar.

This solution is important because it reaffirms the theologi-
cal dimensions of the issue. It is, however, open to a number of
objections. While it seems true that the rabbinic authorities in
Palestine exercised very little control over the diaspora Jewish
communities, the one area where we would expect a degree of
voluntary acceptance of guidance would be in matters relating
to the calendar. Even without the possibility of pilgrimage to
Jerusalem, we should envisage sufficient contact between Jewish
communities for radical divergence soon to become self-evident
and a matter of concern. In fact the little evidence we do have of
letters sent out from Jamnia to the Diaspora concerns matters
of calendar.®® Moreover, unless all Jews, followed by all Chris-
tians, observed this calendar we would expect to find consider-
ably more polemic about the disunity between Christian churches
thus occasioned than the questions of permissible degrees of
variety in practice which are a feature of the Quartodeciman
debate.

If the date is impossibly early for Passover an alternative Jew-
ish festival must be found, the most obvious one being Purim.
This has been a popular solution® and would fit later evidence
that Purim could become the occasion of anti-Christian feeling.®
However, such evidence mostly post-dates the establishment of
Christianity under Constantine and is clearest in the Theodosian
legislation of 408 cE forbidding Jews setting fire to Aman or
mocking the form and shape of the cross.% The story that when
R. Meir visited Asia (Minor) he found no copy of Esther may
even suggest that the Jews of Asia Minor did not celebrate Purim,
perhaps in repudiation of its nationalistic mood.®”” We must there-
fore be cautious in using this as evidence that already in the
middle of the second century Jewish hostility against Christians
was expressed through the religious calendar. More important,
this suggestion does not explain why the dating is given without
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elaboration; it may explain why the Jews were on holiday, but
the sabbath alone could account for this, and, as we have seen,
this does not appear to be the function of the reference, not
least because it would not explain why the rest of the crowd, the
gentiles, were also at leisure.

This last could be solved if the reference had as much a
pagan as a Jewish significance: thus a number of scholars have
suggested there was a coincidence of a Jewish sabbath or even
festival and a pagan one. A fixed holiday would also ensure that
Christians would be able to observe the ‘memorial’ each year
(M. Poly. 18.3). M. Pionius perhaps supports this explanation by
explicitly saying that on the same date nearly a century later
‘Greeks, Jews and women ... were on holiday because it was a
great sabbath’ (3.6); however, the fact that this document un-
doubtedly contains much authentic tradition does not absolve
it from the possibility that at some points the narrative is shaped
by conscious imitation, and in this case clarification, of M. Poly.%
Given the frequency of potential festivals in the Roman calen-
dar — which means that not every one could have been a holi-
day® - the identification of the pagan festival is bound to be
more tentative: the Dionysia, an imperial festival and the
Terminalia have all been suggested.”™ While this solution would
suggest that pagan rather than Jewish conventions are now the
most natural framework for the early Christians, and even that
‘sabbath’ has lost its polemical associations,” it too has its prob-
lems: why is there no explicit mention of the celebrations, or
advantage taken of the setting to indulge in the usual Christian
condemnation of the worship of the Graeco-Roman gods —such
as is found in M. Pionius?™ Most important, the first mention of
the date in 8.1 then only serves to explain why the stadium was
so crowded and falls out of the symbolical significance and par-
allels which we have discovered in the other details of this long
and loaded sentence. When we remember that M. Poly. is con-
cerned not only to answer our question ‘what happened’, but to
encourage the reader to hear and respond to the description,
we must feel that such solutions are too reductionist.

That a final solution seems as elusive as ever is probably as
much a reflection of the complexity of layers of meaning in this
text as of its redaction. Yet, despite the historical problems
involved, the Passover associations of the term seem most con-
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vincing. As well as the NT echoes, those in Melito and
Apollinarius, who also come from Asia Minor, are important. So
too is the comment preserved in Eusebius, H.E. IV.26.3, that
Melito’s discussion of the Pascha was prompted by the dispute
concerning it which arose when Bishop Sagaris was martyred,
‘Passover falling about that time’. Both Melito and Sagaris as
well as Polycarp are among the martyrs to whom Polycrates
appealed in his defence of Quartodeciman practice. The asso-
ciation between Passover, martyrdom and witness to Quarto-
deciman practice, however difficult to unravel, seems firmly fixed
in the tradition. Passover associations with martyrdom, independ-
ently of Quartodecimanism, are also well established. In
addition to the debate whether 1 Peter with its concern about
suffering is a Paschal liturgy or homily, there is the timing of
James’s martyrdom to the Passover.” That there is a literary and
theological tradition at work seems highly probable.

A further link with Passover traditions may be found in the
presentation of Polycarp as martyr which is achieved more by
the imagery used than by any explicit reflection on the theme.™
The description in 14.1 of the bound (mpocdébers) Polycarp -
he had refused the nails — as ‘a splendid ram (kpLds émiompos)
from a great flock for sacrifice (mpoogopd), prepared as a burnt
offering (dAokaiTwpa) acceptable to God’ is particularly nota-
ble. In his prayer which follows, and which probably shows the
influence of contemporary Christian liturgical and eucharistic
language,”™ Polycarp speaks of his death as a sacrifice, although
using different terms: ‘the martyrs ... among whom may I be
received before you today in a rich and acceptable sacrifice
(6voia)’ (14.2). The use of sacrificial imagery in the contexts of
suffering and martyrdom is found widely in both Jewish and
Christian literature before Polycarp.”™ The absence here of any
hint of atoning efficacy means that the apparent allusion to the
‘ram for a burnt offering (kplds €ls ddokalTwpa)’ in Leviticus
16.3, 5; 9.2 is only one of language and not of context. A more
striking parallel comes in surviving fragments by Melito of Sardis
which draw parallels between the story of Isaac in Genesis 22
and the death of Jesus, under the influence too of Isa. 53 ~ a
theme we shall explore in fuller detail later. Without adopting
any consistent typology, Melito likens Jesus both to Isaac and to
the ram which was sacrificed in his place.” Jesus was ‘bound like
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the ram ... and as a sheep led to the slaughter (Isaiah 53.7)’; as
the ram freed Isaac so the Lord ‘slain saved us, bound freed us
and sacrificed redeemed us’.” Isaac carried the wood on his
shoulders (Gen. 22.6), was himself bound (Gen. 22.9) like the
ram and yet remained silent, opening not his mouth (Isa. 53.7);7
he feared neither sword nor fire nor suffering, and was offered
‘in the middle’ bound like the ram. So he both was a ‘type’ of
Christ, and yet was not — for Christ suffered, Isaac did not
(Frag.9). That M. Poly. and Melito share a common tradition of
exegesis of Genesis 22 is suggested by the language of the bound
ram, particularly the word ‘bound’ which, although not that used
in Genesis 22 LXX, Melito also uses in the Peri Pascha itself where
he says that Jesus was ‘bound in Isaac’ (§69. 1. 482).% This may
lead us to see other allusions to the Genesis 22 tradition, in
Polycarp’s silence before Herod and Nicetas (8.2, possibly also
an echo of Mark 14.61), in his lack of fear of the fire (11.2; 13.3),
in the use of the sword to kill him (16.1), and in his placing ‘in
the middle’ where he was burnt (18.1) - all themes in Melito’s
exegesis of the story. Although not developed in the surviving
fragments of Melito, the ram was offered (as had been intended
for Isaac) as a burnt offering (dMokdpmwoirs) (Gen. 22.13, cf. 3,
7,8), just as Polycarp is presented as a burnt offering acceptable
to God (14.1).®

As we shall see, in these fragments, and in less detail in the
Peri Pascha itself, Melito probably reflects the use of the Isaac
story within Jewish—Christian interaction or polemic. The story
of Isaac in Genesis 22 had been developed by the beginning
of the second century to portray him as going willingly to his
death — the prototype of the martyr;® at what point his offer-
ing was also seen as effecting atonement is a matter of
intense debate. The most cautious assssment would conclude
that rather than the Christian use of the story being adopted
from and used in polemic against a fully fledged earlier Jew-
ish doctrine, the two developed in some form of interaction
with each other, probably during the second century.®® At
some stage in this development the Isaac story became associ-
ated with the Passover, an association we find in the Targums
and also in Melito, but again it is a matter of debate how far
this was a Jewish response to Christian understanding of the
death of Jesus, whose Passover links were fixed, rather than
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part of its inspiration. It was a dialogue which was to con-
tinue; rabbinic elaboration of the tradition becomes increas-
ingly detailed with surprising echoes of Christian ideas, while
Christian authors also used the story in their own interests, as
when Apollinarius describes Jesus as the true Pascha, ‘the
bound one, who bound the strong’ (cf. Matt. 12.29).%4 Chilton
and Davies, whose position is here in part adopted, see this
interaction as polemical, a stance inevitably conveyed by the
literature. Other evidence of continuing influence on Chris-
tians of Jewish exegetical traditions — and why should not the
process have also been reversed? - suggests that it may some-
times have been less explicitly so.

Although any hints of an Isaac typology are more implicit than
explicit in the case of Polycarp, this itself may suggest the model
was a familiar one. They too, particularly in the light of Melito’s
use of the same typology, reinforce the Passover associations of
Polycarp’s martyrdom. Any further discussion of their rooting
in the Quartodecimanism of both Polycarp and his community
and of their possible polemical edge against the Jewish
understandings will have to await our analysis of Melito.* Yet if,
as suggested above, the exegesis of Genesis 22 developed in
dynamic interaction between the two groups, and given the other
concerns with the Jews in M. Poly., it becomes clear that even if
M. Poly. is not itself a polemical document, it reflects a setting
where polemic or counter-claims were a living part of thought,
preaching and liturgy.%

b) Suffering and Martyrdom in Judaism and M. Poly

The common ground between M. Poly. and Jewish literature in
the understanding of suffering and martyrdom is much more
extensive than the use of the figure of Isaac. The Jewish experi-
ence of persecution and suffering, particularly since Antiochus
IV’s persecution in the early second century BCE, was expressed
in distinctive literary accounts and helped shaped a self-under-
standing, to which the Christians were heirs.?” The echoes in M.
Poly. of Jewish martyrological traditions, and in particular of 2
and especially 4 Maccabees, although rarely if ever implying
direct quotation or allusion, are stronger than their common
biblical roots might explain. They are also far stronger than the
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echoes often noted in Ignatius’s understanding of his forthcom-
ing martyrdom,® to which M. Poly. is also heir.

General themes are held in common:* so Polycarp’s death
brings an end to the persecution (1.1) as does that of the seven
brothers in 4 Maccabees 18.4; the endurance of the martyrs is
expressed in their refusal even to groan and in their apparent
freedom from pain (M. Poly. 2.2; 13.3; 4 Macc. 6.9; 9.21; 11.26),
in their joy (M. Poly. 12.1; 2 Macc. 7.10; 4 Macc. 9.31; 11.12) and
in their despising of death since their eyes were fixed rather on
the hope to follow (M. Poly. 2.3; 4 Macc. 9.5-9; 13.1; 2 Macc.
7.36) — for them the fire is cool (M. Poly. 2.3; 4 Macc.11.26);%
the authorities urge the martyrs to take heed of their youth or
their advanced age as appropriate (M. Poly. 3.1;9.2; 4 Macc. 5.12,
33, 8.10, 20); however, they refuse to anul, by a single act, a life-
time of faithful living (M. Poly. 9.3; 2 Macc. 6.24-28; 4 Macc.
5.31-38; 6.17-23); the martyr is granted a final epiphany or
vision (M. Poly. 5.2; M. Isa. 5.7-16). There are also closer paral-
lels of language and technique: the rhetorical question, ‘who
would not be amazed’ at the nobility of the martyrs (M. Poly. 2.2;
4 Macc. 17.16); the imagery of the athlete or combatant with
their manifest nobility of character, contending and winning
the prize (or crown) in a contest which is part of the contest
between God and the devil (M. Poly. 3.1; 17.1; 18.3; 4 Macc.
11.20; 16.14, 16; 17.12-15);* the final prayer with its use of
sacrificial language, in which the martyr acknowledges God as
creator as the foundation of his hope (M. Poly. 14; 2 Macc.
7.23, 28; 4 Macc. 6.27-30; Dan. 3.39-40); here Polycarp recalls
the ‘noble’ Eleazar who also reached old age after a life
‘adorned’ with virtue, but whose prayer to God as creator and
Father prompted the divine intervention which brought con-
fusion and conversion upon the enemy (3 Macc. 6).%

Although 4 Maccabees offers the most parallels, there are also
significant differences which make it difficult to argue for any
literary dependence, particularly the absence from M. Poly. of
the Stoic themes fundamental to 4 Maccabees of the triumph of
reason and of victory over, and of distance from the body. Yet
the common material and themes are so extensive and broadly
based as to suggest more than parallel but separate developments
from a shared Jewish and biblical base. Thus the development
of athletic and combatant imagery marks a distinctive response
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to the ideals and values of contemporary society precisely in a
period when games were acquiring an increased significance:*
those ideals are being adopted and re-evaluated, even reversed,
neutralising mockery of a religion that led to the death of its
adherents.®® Even on a late dating of 4 Maccabees it seems
improbable that it could be influenced by Christian martyr acts
or understandings of martyrdom known to us.* Rather we should
think of a common tradition base but also of a shared thought
world, perhaps in the same geographical area.* Given a range
of shared presuppositions, some of its common expression may
be only expected — for example, the despising of death in the
light of future hope. The development of a self-understanding,
to which we shall return, might be another example. Yet other
common elements in the telling of the story point to a process
similar to that in the interpretation of the story of Isaac in Gen-
esis 22: an interpretation of martyrdom and a way of describing
the events — perhaps even the impetus to describe the events
focused on particular individuals — evolving in dynamic interac-
tion of claims and counter-claims by Christians and Jews.

It is perhaps against this background that the Jews are cred-
ited with the fear that the Christians would turn to reverence
Polycarp, abandoning Jesus ‘who suffered for the salvation of
the whole world of the saved, blameless for sinners’. Although
they have kept themselves pure, the Maccabean martyrs acknowl-
edge that they suffer on account of their own sins (2 Macc. 7.32,
40); yet they also hope that by their death God will forgive the
sins of the nation (2 Macc. 6.12-17; 4 Macc. 6.28-29; 17.20-22).
The sacrificial language of Polycarp’s final prayer is not devel-
oped in the direction of atonement, neither does he at this point
intercede for others; however, he has done so at earlier stages
(5.1; 8.1), and the description of his ‘anniversary’ celebration as
a ‘memorial’ (pfun) may suggest that he and other Christian
martyrs were already being seen as intercessors.”” Such interces-
sion is an important feature of the Maccabean accounts where,
in virtue of the coming martyrdom, those who have committed
themselves totally are able to intercede for the sins of the nation
(2 Macc. 7.37f.).%® There may be an undercurrent of criticism
against a perceived Jewish evaluation of their martyrs’ deaths,
appropriately expressed by dismissing the same evaluation as
attributed to the Christians by the Jews; a certain caution about
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a parallel development in Christian attitudes (above, pp. 66-7)
would sharpen rather than blunt the argument. However, this
interaction between Jewish and Christian understandings —which
would also involve development on the Jewish side under Chris-
tian influence - has not taken place in a vacuum but in the con-
text of living within the Graeco-Roman city. Both Jewish and
Christian attitudes to martyrdom are influenced by ideals of vol-
untary death in Cynic-Stoic philosophy and possibly by Roman
ideas of devotio and of death for the fatherland;® both, as we
have seen, also explicitly set themselves up in competition with
the city’s values focused in the stadium and amphitheatre. The
city context is reinforced by Lucian’s account of Peregrinus’s
self-immolation which shares some common motifs, although
whether this is deliberate is less certain; the spectators of that
event are not spared the foul smell of burning flesh (Pereg. 37),
but they too are keen to find some ‘relic’ of the event, and are
even ready to believe the apparition of a bird, a vulture, rising
from the burning corpse (39, 40), as perhaps also accompanied
the flow of blood from Polycarp’s side (M. Poly. 16.1).%

Martyrdom and Self-definition

Both martyrdom itself and the account of martyrdom have an
inherent relationship with group identity and self-definition.'”!
Thus it can be said both for the martyr and for the observers
that martyrdom ‘is an ultimate statement of commitment to the
group and what the group represents’.!® The martyrdom
account then continues to have this function even when perse-
cution or the possibility of martyrdom is not an ever-present
possibility.

The telling of the story of a martyrdom inevitably leads to
setting the martyr over against those who oppose him or her. In
M. Poly., as in all the martyr acts, however, it is not only the indi-
vidual who stands alone, attacked for what s/he has taught, as in
the deaths of Jesus, Stephen or James. The confession ‘I am a
Christian’ (10.1; 12.1) binds the martyr with all Christians every-
where; Polycarp dies not for his beliefs alone or because of his
refusal to sacrifice to Caesar, but because he makes and sustains
that confession. Whatever the historical problems of the legal
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base for persecution, in terms of the telling of the story this is
the key to its understanding and the grounds for its sharing with
‘all the sojourners of the holy and catholic church everywhere’
(1.1). Itis all the more important because the churches are ‘so-
journing’ — they are joined together by the fact that they are
only temporarily identified with the place where they are to be
found. This awareness of the church in every place infuses the
story at the same time as its, perhaps innovatory, focusing on
the witness of one named individual: 1.1; 5.2; 8.1; 16.2; 19.2;
20.1.! Although not all may have to die, Polycarp’s death is an
election by the Lord ‘from among his own slaves’ (20.1).

As we have seen, the miraculous quenching of the flames by
the blood from Polycarp’s body serves to witness to the crowds
‘the distinction between unbelievers and the elect’ (16.1). Here
the elect must be all Christians, for whom Polycarp is a repre-
sentative; they are, as it were, defined by his confession, martyr-
dom and experience of divine support. Opposed to them are
the unbelievers; unlike the term ‘the lawless men’ (dvopor) used
in 9.2 and immediately before in 16.1 of those who demand the
fatal sword-thrust, this is an undifferentiated term including Jews
and pagans alike. There is a tension within M. Poly. here; when
the author needs a polemic against the Jews, he differentiates
between the Christians and the pagans and the Jews, although
the pagans have no real identity as a third group and there is no
independent polemic against their beliefs or behaviour. How-
ever, although, at the crucial moment of Polycarp’s confession
of himself as a Christian, the crowd separates out into ‘Jews and
gentiles’ (12.1-2), the more fundamental model is of Christian-
ity against ‘the rest’.!*

Despite the use of terms like ‘lawless’, ‘unbelievers’, ‘elect’,
these make little contribution to the definition of Christianity
over against the other group(s). No use is made of the opportu-
nity for characterisation and polemic - instead Polycarp consid-
ers the crowd not worthy of any apologetics (10.2). However, it
is precisely with Christian apologetics that M. Poly. shares some
common terminology of self-definition.!”® Just as the quenching
of the fire led to amazement by the whole mob at the distinction
between unbelievers and the elect, so Germanicus’s ‘encourage-
ment’ of the wild animal to help him leave this life leads the
whole crowd to amazement at ‘the nobility of the God-loving
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and God-fearing race of Christians’ (3.2). The language of race
('Yévog) occurs again in Polycarp’s prayer where he addresses
God as ‘God of angels and powers and all creation and the whole
race of the righteous who live before you’ (14.1),'% and once
more in 17.1 where the devil is described as the one who ‘op-
poses the race of the righteous’. The description of Christianity
as a race does not feature in the earlier Apostolic Fathers but
does become part of Christian self-perception in the second
century. The Epistle to Diognetus describes Christianity as a ‘new
race or custom’; as we shall see, the Apology of Aristides, which
predates M. Poly., divides the world into three or four races
(2.1),'7 of whom the race of Christians are particularly blessed
(17.2). The use of ‘race’ (yévog) as a term of opprobrium by the
opponents of Christianity (Tertullian, Scorp. 10) and with confi-
dence by its defenders suggests that it developed in the context
of attack and persecution.'%®

The description of Christians as ‘God-fearing’ or ‘righteous’
belongs in a similar context; again, ‘God-fearing’ is characteris-
tic of the apologetic literature, of Aristides, Quadratus and Melito,
and of other authors.'® ‘Fear of God’ (6eooéBeLa) would have
been particularly effective against the common charge of impi-
ety (doéBera) — which may have been laid against Polycarp.!!
Yet it also appears in a polemic denying the epithet to the Jews:
the Epistle to Diognetus, which takes as its starting-point Diognetus’s
enthusiasm to learn more about the ‘religion [fear of God] of the
Christians’ (1.1), firmly rejects Jewish claims to ‘fear of God’,
reserving it for the Christians alone (3.1, 3; 4.5, 6; 6.4). In Justin,
too, the term encompasses in a single word the Christian
religion to which pagans turn from idolatry but which can also
be affirmed against Jewish counter-claims (Dial. 92.3;110.2;118.3
etc.).!!!

It is not surprising to find a similar development of language
in Jewish literature in the same period. The theme of the Jewish
people as a ‘nation’ (¢6vog) or race (yévog) is particularly clearly
developed in the Maccabean literature. Their suffering and their
celebration of deliverance is as a nation (2 Macc. 10.8; 11.25, 27;
4 Macc. 4.19) or race (2 Macc. 6.12; 12.31; 14.8); in particular
the martyrs pray on behalf of the whole race who, through their
death, will soon experience the mercy of God (2 Macc. 7.16, 37,
38)."2 Similarly, Judith’s prayer - perhaps consciously echoed
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by Polycarp — acknowledges God’s protection of ‘the race of
Israel’ (9.14),"® and implies a contrast with all the other nations
who give way to the oppressor’s demands.''* Here too the claim
to be God-fearing is a proud claim, as too is that to be righteous.
For 4 Maccabees the ‘fear of God’ is that for which the martyrs
suffer and which in them conquers and wins a crown of victory
(4 Macc. 7.22; 17.15)."% In a less obviously polemical setting the
Sybilline Oracles speak of the Jews as a ‘race of the most
righteous’ or ‘pious men’ (II1.219; 573; cf. IV.135-6)."16

The same setting prompted the creation of the term ‘Judaism’
(lovBatopoc) as encompassing the life and beliefs for which the
battle was fought: 2 Maccabees 2.21 includes in its brief ‘the
appearances which came from heaven to those who fought
bravely on behalf of Judaism’ (cf. 8.1; 14.38; 4 Macc. 4.26).""
Perhaps inevitably, bound up with the threat of martyrdom, there
developed an understanding of Judaism and of the Jewish
people set over against a hostile world which was bent on its
destruction. Judaism demanded a loyalty of belief and life that
could lead to death itself and set the Jewish people apart from
all other peoples. It provided a citizenship or city life of its own,
even when circumstances gave this no political reality. Language
drawn from the city is common: the Jewish way of life is a ‘citi-
zenship’ (TolTela; molTeeobat) which is defined by its oppo-
sition to alien, or Greek, practices (2 Macc. 4.11; 8.17; 4 Macc.
5.16; 8.7; 17.9)."'®8 When Razis, who ‘risked body and soul for
Judaism’ and finally committed suicide, is named ‘father of the
Jews’ (2 Macc. 14.37), or when the martyrs are called ‘father’ or
‘mother’ (4 Macc. 7.1, 9; 15.29), this is a civic not a familial title,
echoing the Roman title ‘father of the Roman people’ or, more
immediately, the epithet given the emperor which would have
been familiar from decrees and inscriptions, including some at
Smyrna, in this period, ‘father of the fatherland’.!*

M. Poly. reflects a similar self-understanding. Christians too
are a ‘race’; Polycarp can look back on a lifelong faithful ‘citi-
zenship’ (13.2; 17.1),'® and is rightly called ‘the father of the
Christians’ (12.2) by the crowd of pagans and Jews. Brought
before the proconsul, he is urged to swear by the Fortune of the
Emperor; this he refuses to do, for he is a Christian, and if the
proconsul wants to understand what that means he will teach
him ‘the message of Christianity’ (XptoTiaviopog) (10.1). In the
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context of refusal to swear by the emperor’s ‘fortune’, this clearly
means a pattern of belief and practice and is that for which
Polycarp will die. Since the term only previously occurs in
Ignatius’s letters, perhaps coined, as we have seen, by himself,
that was probably its source for M. Poly. For Ignatius it is charac-
terised by an explicit contrast with ‘Judaism’ (Magn. 10.1, 3;
Philad. 6.1), but also by anticipated suffering and martyrdom
(Rom. 3.3). The epithet ‘Christian’, so important for M. Poly., is
also central to Ignatius’s self-identity of suffering, alone of the
Apostolic Fathers.'?! Inevitably, that ‘name’ is equally important
for the other martyr acts and for the apologists who both claim
it as a self-designation and defend it against outsiders’ use of it
as a basis for attack.'®

In the context of persecution the Christians are defining them-
selves in a parallel fashion to the Jews. The degree of Jewish
influence in this is not explicit but can hardly be ignored. Some
of it is already well established in Christian thought before
Polycarp - the language of citizenship; but some suggests con-
tinuing opportunities for such influence and, indeed, that the
influence moved in both directions. Yet even where there was
mutual influence, the process of self-definition involved inevita-
bly meant a distancing: the Jews were numbered among the
opposition and so in antagonism to them. In what ways was this
‘theological’ process acted out on the ‘historical’ stage?

The Historical Setting

Despite the uncertainties about its dating of the death of
Polycarp, M. Poly. undoubtedly throws valuable light on the situ-
ation of the Christians in one city of Asia Minor and on their
relations with other members of that city, particularly the Jews.
These can be briefly sketched and laid alongside our other in-
formation.

Little can be gathered about the size and organisation of the
Christian community at Smyrna. Despite the vivid language de-
scribing the attacks of the devil and the nobility of the martyrs,
only twelve martyrs, including those from the neighbouring town
of Philadelphia, are celebrated (19.1) — a number which may be
symbolic but hardly a substantial reduction on the true num-
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bers. That the devil did not ‘prevail over all’ (3.1) has been taken
as evidence that a considerably larger number than the solitary
Quintus of ch. 4 gave way under persecution and apostasised.'?®
This is probably to push the language too hard - it is just as
probable that the crowd’s amazement at the nobility of the ‘race
of Christians’ (3.2) points to a larger number of martyrs than
Germanicus, who alone is named at this point.’** However, clearly
the majority of the church were not implicated, for they were
able to be present at the proceedings, to report what had hap-
pened and to anticipate future celebration of Polycarp’s death.

Although a crucial step is being taken here in the develop-
ment of Christian attitudes to the martyrs, and particularly of a
cult involving their intercession, and, although the Jewish sources
of that cult are often argued,'® it would be hazardous to assume
that the Jewish presence at Smyrna provides the necessary link
in this process. In contrast to such an innovatory spirit, there
appears to be a more ‘primitive’ and conservative structure of
church life. Polycarp is indeed bishop of the church in Smyrna
(16.2), but it is more fundamental that he is ‘apostolic and pro-
phetic teacher’ (8t8dokalos dmooToMkds kal mpodnTikés: 16.2;
cf. 19.1; 12.2). Although prophetic charisma is often associated
with the martyr in both Jewish and Christian sources,'* and the
only supportive evidence in the narrative itself is the fulfilment
of Polycarp’s vision as to the manner of his death (5.2; 12.3), itis
likely that both epithets, apostolic and prophetic, acknowledge
Polycarp’s status as one whose discipleship went back to the
earliest period of the church - which need not mean that he
knew personally any of the Apostles - and whose personal
authority was accepted far outside the church of Smyrna.

Itis not only within Christian circles that Polycarp was treated
with such respect. Admittedly the theme of the Roman authori-
ties’ concern to offer the Christians every opportunity to recant
without rushing them to the lions, in contrast to the hostility of
the crowd, is a regular one in the martyr acts and may reflect
apologetics as well as historical reality. However, as a mark of his
proper respect towards earthly authorities Polycarp is willing to
teach the proconsul, but considers the crowds not worthy of any
public apologetics (10.2). He has, too, the initial support of the
police chief Herod, despite his ominous name and earlier
enthusiasm to play a role in Polycarp’s arrest (6.2), and of his
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father Nicetas (8.2). The latter name is not a rare one and may
represent a well-known family at Smyrna: in the time of Nero a
famous Sophist of Smyrna was so called, and in the oft-quoted
subscription list of ¢.124 c a Claudia, daughter of Nicetas, joins
with others in making a subscription of 10,000 denarii.'?’
Whether the Nicetas of M. Poly. belonged to the same family is a
matter of speculation, but in any case the office of ‘police chief’
(elpnvdpxns) was a leitourgia, requiring due financial and social
status both within the city, which proposed the list of potential
names, and in the eyes of the proconsul who made the final
selection.'® Polycarp, therefore, had connections with a lead-
ing family, connections which are reinforced by the fact of
Nicetas's sister, Alce, being a member of the church.

Whether or not the country dwelling to which Polycarp fled
was his own property is not certain (6.1), although he was able
to give instructions that food be prepared for the party who came
to arrest him. He did possess at least two slaves, one of whom
betrayed his new hiding-place; since the latter did so under tor-
ture, the comparison with Judas may seem something of an ex-
aggeration (6.2), unless the author shared a perception that
slaves owed absolute loyalty to their owner. The overall impres-
sion remains that Polycarp himself was of some social standing,
with connections among leading families. Of course, this says
nothing about the status of the majority of his flock; it does
reflect a tradition by which it was those who were heads of a
family and owners of a suitable house in which to meet who also
held office in the church.'®

M. Poly. adds little distinctively new to, but does seem to
support our existing information concerning the Jewish
community at Smyrna. As elsewhere in Asia Minor, the Jewish
community was probably well established by this period and had
long developed a pattern of living within the city, no doubt with
various concessions such as are explicitly witnessed for other cit-
ies in the area by Josephus, including freedom to maintain
sabbath observance. The few extant inscriptions imply the exist-
ence of a well-defined community with a scribe and a ‘ruler of
the synagogue’: the latter, a woman arguably holding the office
in her own right and not as wife,'® instructs that if her grave is
usurped fines are to be paid not only, as regularly, to ‘the most
sacred treasury’, but also to the ‘nation’ (é6voc) of the Jews;
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assuming that the city treasury is intended, this implies a degree
of integration, which is counter balanced by the interesting use
of ‘nation’.'® Since the grave was for the use of her freedmen
and children born in the house, she must have been a woman of
some wealth. Both her social standing and the respect given her
by the Jewish community are echoed by the inscription from
Kyme, not far north, where a certain Tation was honoured with
a seat of honour and with a golden crown in recognition of her
gift of a sizeable building to the Jews:'* a very different crown
from that Polycarp received. Perhaps we should compare with
these women the Christian Alce, who also came from a signifi-
cant family and was well enough known to be separately men-
tioned.

The scribe (ypappatets), apparently a Roman citizen whose
name Justus is the Latin equivalent of ‘Zadok’, describes him-
self as scribe of the ‘people (Madc) - a characteristic term for the
Jewish community — in Smyrna’; the phrase parallels the Chris-
tian ‘the church in X’.%® A later fourth- or fifth-century inscrip-
tion records a contribution to the building or decoration of a
fairly elaborate synagogue by Eirenopoios, who is a presbyter
and son of a presbyter by the name of Jacob, and who also
describes himself as ‘father of the stemma [?]’:'** the phrase may
be parallel to the ‘father of the synagogue’, a fairly common
title found not far away at Elaia, which recalls the description of
Polycarp as ‘father of the Christians’.!** The addition of a clos-
ing ‘shalom’ to Eirenopoios’s inscription testifies to the revival of
Hebrew in this later period.

The one discordant note in this picture of a self-conscious
Jewish community continuing over a long period has been seen
in the subscription list described earlier where a further contri-
bution of 10,000 denarii is made by ‘the former Jews’. This has
been taken by some as evidence of the apostasy of this group, by
others as witnessing to their change in political status after the
destruction of Jerusalem in 70 cE, or even as referring to pagans
who having once converted to Judaism were now advertising their
return to their previous way of life.'* More recently it has been
understood simply as indicating that these people had recently
come to Smyrna from Judaea, and, although this is an unusual
use of the term ‘Jews’ in this period, it remains the most likely
explanation;'¥” such movements would not be unlikely in this
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period, and probably increased after the Bar Kochba revolt which
came between the date of this inscription and the death of
Polycarp, since the communities of Asia Minor do not appear to
have suffered the upheavals experienced in Palestine or else-
where in the revolt under Trajan. We can hardly say how such
an influx would have affected relations between Jews and Chris-
tians. Perhaps more significantly, these Jews are taking an active
part in city life, making their financial contribution alongside a
number of highly placed individuals, including those who held
various religious offices. On the other hand, their name comes
fairly well down on the list and they alone appear as a group and
not as named individuals. Thus we have a group who are not
isolated from the city and who are willing and able to contribute
areasonable sum, but who retain their self-identity.

There is nothing in M. Poly. to contradict this picture. The
Jews are a defined group - although this is also the result of the
author’s own presentation - but are to be found joining with
the gentiles. The confused chapter which leads to the burning
of Polycarp’s corpse may suggest that the Jews were in a position
to seek the support of Nicetas, father of the ‘police chief’ and
perhaps a member of a well-placed family. That together with
the gentiles they can gather wood from the neighbouring work-
shops and baths may imply a similar situation to that in Sardis
where Jewish and non-Jewish workshops were to be found in
close proximity to each other and to the synagogue.'*®

The question of the ‘great sabbath’ discussed earlier is rather
more problematic. We have already considered the difficulties
in suggestions that it provides evidence of a distinctive Jewish
calendar involving an unusually early Passover. More particu-
larly, the mere fact that the Jews are represented as attending
the stadium and as carrying wood for the fire on the sabbath has
been seen as pointing either to their ‘non-orthodox’ character
or to the theory that this ‘was in no way an official Jewish mani-
festation’ but ‘the action of Jewish “lewd fellows of the baser
sort”, such as once persecuted Paul’.'* Setting aside the literary
and theological tendencies of M. Poly. and the public mood which
is envisaged, such claims wrongly impose supposed rabbinic
conceptions of ‘orthodoxy’ on the diaspora Jewish community
of this period. So, 100, it is difficult to see what is entailed in the
denial that their participation was ‘official’; certainly it is purely
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local, relying on no directives concerning Christianity from out-
side, nor is there any suggestion that Christians are perceived as
a problem relating to Jewish law and rights (ctr. Acts 18.12-17),
but in both cases this is only to be expected at this period. Moreo-
ver, if Nicetas has been ‘persuaded’ by the Jews this is most likely
to have been through the intervention of leading members of
the Jewish community. We cannot say that the Jews who partici-
pated in Polycarp’s martyrdom were fanatics on the extreme
wing of the synagogue, but neither can we say that their partici-
pation permits any certain conclusions about the pattern of
Torah observance in Smyrna.

More certain is the impression of rivalry between the two
groups. Here, this is expressed as the one-sided hostility of
the Jews against the Christians in contrast to Polycarp’s uni-
versal prayerful concern, and also in contrast to the later M.
Pionius’s invective against the Jews (13-14). The involvement
of the Jews here has led to wide generalisations about the
active participation of the Jews in the persecution of Chris-
tians: ‘In the persecutions which were to wrack Asia Minor in
the reign of Marcus Aurelius the Jew was often in the back-
ground. For nearly another century he continued to stir up
trouble wherever he could.’’* Such assertions can appeal to
their prototypes in the writings of the Church Fathers,
particularly Tertullian’s description of the synagogues as the
fountheads of persecution (Scorp. 10.90), and Justin’s repeated
assertion that the gentile persecution of Christians and
Jewish cursing of them are inextricably linked (Dial. 96.2;
131.2). Yet Justin acknowledges despite himself that to kill
Christians is what Jews (and proselytes) would like to do but
can only effect whenever they get the authority, which was
rarely, if ever, the case in the Diaspora (Dial. 14.4; 122.2;
133.6), whereas Tertullian is concerned firmly to place the
heretic who denies the value of martyrdom alongside all who
oppose Christianity — the synagogues where the Apostles were
persecuted (past) and the heathen of the present with their
cry of a third race against the Christians. Moreover, the theme
of Christian imitation of Christ brought Jewish participation
in persecution into the theological tradition. As study of the
texts has shown, actual evidence of Jewish instigation of per-
secution (‘stirring up trouble’) is hardly to be found.'
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This is separate from the question whether Jews shared in the
spreading of calumnies against the Christians, some of which
were those earlier levelled against the Jews,'* something for
which conclusive evidence is also lacking. Yet it would not be
surprising if rivalry and competition could sometimes lead to
outbreaks of disturbance and that such disturbances would pro-
voke measures which led to or were seen as ‘persecution’; some-
times Jews and Christians may have been the players in such
rivalry. Already Revelation 2.9 warns the church of Smyrna
against those who say they are Jews but are not; if indeed the
Jewish community is in view here, the author is taking the initia-
tive in denying the self-legitimation of the synagogue. How and
whether such language would be transmuted into public behav-
iour is a matter of guesswork; Revelation may well reflect the
response of a powerless minority but its formative ideological
power would then be so much the greater. The account of the
martyrdom of Pionius under Decius (¢.250 ce), although in its
literary form reflecting later conventions, continues the theme
of antagonism against the Jews. Here this takes the form of a
strong invective against the Jews by Pionius while in prison and
of warnings against being seduced into the synagogues or being
persuaded by Jewish accounts of Jesus;'* since these are charac-
teristic of the later period, they indicate that in M. Pionius we do
not have only the literary development of a theme found in M.
Poly., but a reflection of real continuing tensions with the Jewish
community of Smyrna.

In what we have suggested may be a genuine historical remi-
niscence, the public burning of Polycarp’s body by the centurion
is in response to the ‘contention’ of the Jews (18.1), which, if it
provoked such a decisive act, was probably not limited to a war
of words. Why such public wrangling should be provoked par-
ticularly by the Christian desire to have possession of Polycarp’s
body is not clear. We have seen that the reason given — fear of
Christian veneration of the martyr — reflects both inner Chris-
tian concerns and anti-Jewish polemic. The late (? fourth-cen-
tury) and fictional Life of Polycarp celebrates the various miracles
he performed, in particular those in which he was in competi-
tion with and inevitably proved superior to the Jews —in healing
the chief magistrate’s servant from possession, in quenching a
dangerous fire and later in bringing rain to the drought-stricken
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city (Vita Poly. 28). While devoid of all historical value,'* this
may reflect Jewish—Christian relations of that period and the
place of magical skill or effective access to the divine within the
rivalry between the two groups, in propagandic claim if not in
actual reality; the fourth-century Life of Gregory Thaumaturgus
similarly records his triumph over Jews and pagans in miracle-
working, while John Chrysostom rails against those who turn to
the synagogues and their leaders for healing or amulets.'*
While such a very different framework for understanding
religious rivalry is attractive,'*® it would be hazardous to read
back such Christian literary anxieties to the time of Polycarp’s
death and to suppose that possession of the body of the martyr,
who was even ‘spoken of by the gentiles in every place’ (19.1),
would be seen by the Jews, even in Christian imagination, as
constituting an unfair advantage and posthumous victory for the
Christians. The confused state of chs. 17-18 can hardly sustain
such a view in the absence of any contemporary supporting
evidence. We cannot get far beyond the issue of contention or
rivalry, which itself makes good sense in the city context of the
time. Responding to the recent outbreak of persecution, Melito
invited the Emperor Marcus Aurelius to determine whether the
‘workers of this contention’ (¢thoveikla) are rightly worthy of
death or of release (Eusebius, H.E. IV.26.6). Internal wrangling
was nothing strange in the cities of Asia Minor — Apollonius of
Tyana wrote to Sardis highlighting their internal strife.!” City
disturbance also played its part in the history of Christian perse-
cution from the ejection from Rome under Claudius of certain
Jews ‘impulsore Chresto’, to the rescript of Hadrian to Minucius
Fundanus which discourages ‘trial” by public outcry.!* As we have
seen, Ignatius’s sentence to Rome to die may have been associ-
ated with troubles within the church which led to public disor-
der;'* we may think too of Clement of Rome’s references to the
jealousy ({fjog) that led to the deaths of Peter and of Paul.’*®
The Jews too could look back on rivalries and conflict which
had led to outside intervention, from the bitter conflicts at Alex-
andria which were settled by Claudius’s instruction that they be
content with what they had and not infiltrate the gymnasium, to
the troubles at Antioch over their city rights, including too the
fateful ‘contention’ between Jews and Greeks at Caesarea.'™
Nothing so violent is envisaged for Smyrna, which as part of Asia
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Minor appears to have avoided these violent conflicts, yet the
issues involved of rights, privilege and influence remained there
too.

In exploring the understanding of martyrdom we have seen
how the Christian imagery of M. Poly. and contemporary
documents betrays not only its Hellenistic Jewish roots but also
a continuing pattern of competing legitimation. Such competi-
tion probably implies closer interaction and possibilities for
influence than the documents would have us realise. It suggests
that where matters of doctrine and belief were involved they
were such as touched most closely on legitimacy - the sense of
being a people, the claim to be ‘God-fearers’, the efficacy of
Passover, death of Jesus or sacrifice of Isaac. Since martyrdom
was for both sides the ultimate demonstration of legitimacy, it is
too the ultimate point at which the illegitimacy of the rival is to
be demonstrated — on a literary and perhaps on a historical level
t0o.'? Yet we sense too conflicting claims to influence, and here
meet the pervading importance of the city. Jewish—Christian
rivalry was played out in no theological ivory tower. Polycarp
wins the intervention of Nicetas, they are perhaps of compara-
ble status — something which M. Poly. both acknowledges and
yet downgrades in the rough response of Nicetas and his son
when they fail to sway Polycarp. But the Jews too can claim
access to him — again acknowledged by M. Poly., but condemned
by paralleling it with the influence of the devil. However, the
maintenance of influential contacts and the display of loyalty to
the city, whether through suitable donations or declarations of
due respect, were important measures of security and hardly to
be dismissed so lightly.

The world of the document is not identical with the world
of the events it purports to describe; yet in seeking to recover
the latter we are continually drawn back into the former. This
is both inevitable and important: the text is in the end all to
which we have direct access, but it itself created a reality or
‘universe of meaning’ for its readers, while also being itself
the product of another reality.'®* The result of our explora-
tion into the two worlds is to move beyond simplisitic descrip-
tions either of the antisemitism of the document or of the per-
vasive presence in second-century Asia Minor of the Jew bent
on persecution.
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Notes

! This is not to deny both Jewish and pagan partial precedents: see Rordorf
1977: 36; Dehandschutter 1979: 175-87.

? The account, in part paraphrased, given by Euesebius, H.E. IV.15 also starts
with the letter prescript.

* Andresen 1965; Peterson 1958. In contrast to the Pauline greeting, the
‘mercy and peace ... be multiplied’ here is closer to Jewish precedent.

* For the letter form see Dehandschutter 1979: 157-75, and on the
‘kerygmatic’ goal Buschmann 1994. On M. Poly. and the development of Chris-
tian veneration of martyrs see Rordorf 1977.

5 The validity of the claims and the problem of dating will be discussed
later, see below, pp. 72-3.

§ Musurillo 1972: xiv.

” Dehandschutter 1979: 91-2 accepts the reading of all the Greek manu-
scripts except M(oscow), ‘teacher of impiety’; ‘of Asia’ has the support of
M, Eusebius and the Latin translation but Dehandschutter argues reason-
ably that a conscious scribal change to ‘Asia’ from ‘impiety’ is more cred-
ible than the reverse; so also Robert 1994: 109. See further below, p. 84.

® It fits the drama of the moment as well as historical probability (Pliny,
Epist. X.96.3) that the ‘three times’ goes with Polycarp’s confession and not
with the herald’s (i.e. threefold) proclamation: see Boeft and Bremmer 1985:
112,

® Musurillo 1972: 11 n. 16 allocates the cries to the two groups. On Jewish
parallels to ‘father’ and ‘teacher’ see below pp. 89, 205.

10 Surkau 1938: 130 compares John 11.50; 19.7.

! See Richardson 1969: 24-5, and below pp. 83—4.

12 Schoedel 1967: 67; Buschmann 1994: 259, 312,

'3 A key argument in Campenhausen 1963 for the priority of the Eusebian
version over the more heavily redacted M. Poly. is that the imitation theme is
only found in the latter. The passage here discussed appears in Eusebius with-
out alteration. However, it has been shown that the imitation theme is also
there in Eusebius’s version: see Barnard 1970.

" See Guillaumin 1975 who estimates that only 6.3 per cent of the vocabu-
lary of M. Poly. is absent from the Greek Bible.

15 See pp. 27, 43-4.

'8 It is not clear whether ‘gentiles’ (¢6voL) here are non-Jews or Jews from
the Diaspora.

7 Beyschlag 1965 and 1966 argues for a common tradition underlying the
martyrdom of James, that of Polycarp, and other Christian martyr traditions;
see below p. 77.

'8 On the authenticity of M. Pionius see Robert 1960: 262, dramatically de-
veloped by Lane Fox 1986: 460-92, and now Robert 1994.

1 It has been suggested to me that the ‘enthusiastically’ is to be seen histori-
cally in the light of Paul’s zealous persecution in Gal.1.13; however, the word is
used elsewhere by M. Poly. (8.3) and should not be overstressed.

2 See Surkau 1938: 130.

2 Scorp. 10.9. See below, p. 91.

2 Contrast the foul stench in Lucian, Peregrinus 32.
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2 Schoedel 1967: 73 follows Campenhausen in seeing 16.2 as a later edito-
rial addition because of the use of ‘catholic’ (= ‘orthodox’) of the local church
at Smyrna - as well as an apostolic and prophetic teacher Polycarp is ‘bishop of
the catholic church in Smyrna’. This problem would be avoided if, with Lightfoot
and following M and the Latin, we read ‘holy’. However, even without the addi-
tion of 16.2, the conclusion with its contrast between unbelievers and the elect
remains a triumphant one.

* This is a standard theme in martyr accounts, compare the martyrs of
Lyons in Eusebius, H.E. V.1.16.

® And possibly as ‘the tyrant’ (6 TUpawog) which is read in 2.4 by the
majority of Greek MSS (except the M) but which is not accepted by
Lightfoot or Dehandschutter. However, it is not a common term in Chris-
tian martyrologies but is used of the earthly opponent and persecutor in
Jewish martyr stories (4 Macc. 9.1, 10 etc.) and so perhaps should be pre-
served.

% Eusebius, H.E. IV.15.41; i.e. Eusebius adds the word ‘they said’ referring
back to where he has not the devil but unnamed persons inciting Nicetas, and
uses the aorist rather than present participles. Schoedel 1967: 75 accepts this as
giving the right sense but see below, pp. 67-8.

27 If we were to accept or understand the reading ‘they said’ (see previous
note) the participle could refer back to those who said these things.

% See above, n. 26.

¥ On this and what follows see Saxer 1982: 996-7; on the cult of the mar-
tyrs, Rordorf 1972; 1977.

% Rordorf 1972: 329.

3! Buschmann 1994 sees this as a major motivating force behind M. Poly.

2 So Saxer 1982: 992-5.

* So Campenhausen 1963: 276-7.

* Herod also has a key role in the death of Jesus in the Gospe! of Peter, the
provenance of which has been assigned to Syria or Asia Minor; see Perler 1964.

% See n. 26 above.

% There may be another echo of Matthew’s Gospel in Polycarp’s words be-
fore his arrest, ‘The will of God be done’ (7.1), recalling both the Lord’s Prayer
and Jesus’s words in Gethsemane (Matt. 6.10; 26.42).

% kevTuplwy: this Latinism occurs only here, Mark 15.39 and Gospe! of Peter
8.31 in early Christian literature. At this point Eusebius uses the more common
&xaTovtdpxne.

* So Schoedel 1967: 74.

¥ So also Campenhausen 1963: 277.

“ Campenhausen 1963 countered by Barnard 1970 and Dehandschutter
1979.

# Musurillo 1972: liii, Iv-lvi finds ‘an early anti-Semitism’ only in the
martyrdoms of Polycarp and of Pionius, which is related both in location and
in literary heritage to that of Poycarp (see below, pp. 91-2). In his collection of
the most reliable Acts the Jews only otherwise appear in the Martyrdom of
Conon. Parkes 1934: 121-50, 4024 shows that even in the spurious martyrdom
accounts active involvement by the Jews largely disappears after the first cen-
tury. See further below, pp. 91, 257-8.

2 See above, n. 14.

* John uses dvdpiov.
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# John also speaks of the last day of the Feast of Tabernacles as ‘great’ (John
7.37).

* The word ‘preparation’ (Tapaogkeut) is already used in Didache 8.1 as a
Christian designation for Friday.

* So Hall 1979: 43 although Perler 1966: 181 and Huber 1969: 44 take it as
areference to 15 Nisan, the first day of Unleavened Bread; see p. 219 below.

47 In Chron. Pasc. quoted by Perler 1966: 244.

¥ See above, p. 58.

¥ Eusebius, H.E. IV.15.1; he dates Pionius’s martyrdom, which was cer-
tainly under Decius, to the same period (15.47): Brind’ Amour 1980 (167
ce) and Grégoire 1951; 1964 (177 ce) follow Eusebius in putting the mar-
tyrdom under Marcus Aurelius. Marrou 1953 and Campenhausen 1963:
265 followed by Conzelmann 1978: 53 and Schoedel 1967: 61, 79 conclude
from the problems that the reference to the ‘great sabbath’ cannot be
original.

% This is the argument of Grégoire 1951; 1964: 26f., 10814, who uses this
as part of his argument that Polycarp’s martyrdom took place in 177 c. How-
ever, this renders impossible Polycarp’s link with Ignatius and leads to the ques-
tioning of the authenticity of Ignatius’s letters: for a critique see Meinhold 1952:
1676-80. On the historical evidence see Barnes 1967.

! Rossner 1974 argues that the titles refer to the same post but are used in
different contexts; Kearsley 1987 disagrees, arguing that the ‘archiereus’ served
in the imperial cult on the provincial level, while the asiarch was concerned
with internal affairs relating to the city. Both agree that the asiarch’s term of
office was not used for dating purposes, something followed by M. Poly. See
also Friesen 1993: 92-113.

52 So Merkelbach 1975; Frend 1964 (who favours a date ¢.166 cE).

* Cf. Barnes 1967; 1968; Rossner 1974: 133 is less precise; see also Friesen
1993: 101 and above n. 51 for the two offices.

54 Barnes 1967; 1968.

* Hilgenfeld 1879: 154-5 suggests that the sabbath might not be a real
sabbath; the term could be used of 15 Nisan (cf. Lev. 23.11, 15f. and the use of
‘the great feast’ of 15 Nisan in Apollinarius). Cf. also the next note.

% Although itis only later that the term is used in Jewish circles of the Satur-
day before Passover and in Christian of Easter Saturday; see already Lightfoot
1989: 11.1, 709-10. Lateness of other attestation does not prevent Brind’ Amour
1980 from seeing a reference to Sunday as ‘the greater sabbath’. However, this
usage implies a development of ‘sabbath’ theology uncharacteristic of the sec-
ond century.

57 On the problems of determining the details of Quartodeciman practice
and the probable variety within it see Hall 1984.

% Hence any reference to ‘Easter Saturday’ is not only anachronistic but
highly improbable. Hilgenfeld 1879: 145 describes M. Poly. as ‘an important
document of early Quartodeciman practice’.

% So Strobel 1977: 32.

% A confusion arising from the different place of this month is part of
the argument both of Grégoire 1951 that the late redactor had in mind
his own Easter Saturday which regularly fell in ‘his’ Xanthikos, and added
‘great’ to the ‘sabbath’ of the tradition, and of Hilgenfeld 1879 that the
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identification with February is secondary via the same but reverse pro-
cess. .

61 So E. Schwartz 1963: 11; Strobel 1977: 245-53, 362. As Schwartz notes,
during the later fourth-century Easter controversy the Jews were accused of
celebrating Passover at the end rather than the beginning of the year; however,
this is related to the argument about the importance and dating of the spring
equinox in calculating Easter, and none of the Easter dates quoted by Schwartz
falls as early as 23 February. On this later controversy as independent from the
Quartodeciman issue and as involving much more explicit polemic against the
Jews see Grumel 1960.

2 We may leave aside the question whether ‘the great sabbath’ refers to
Passover or Unleavened Bread; see above, n. 54.

® The letters of Gamaliel in jSan. 18d; see Alexander 1984: 581, 592f. On
the issue see Thornton 1989.

® Lightfoot 1989: IL.1, 711-13. Lane Fox 1986: 4856 accepts a Purim refer-
ence for M. Pionius where again it is said to be ‘a great sabbath’ (2.1; 3.6) and
this is explicitly given as the reason why the ‘Greeks, Jews and women’ are on
holiday.

% See Thornton 1986 citing the tradition (supported by the LXX) that
Haman, the Jews’ arch-enemy in the story of Esther, was crucified, and refer-
ences from the end of the fifth century onwards.

% Cod. Theod. 16.8.8; see Linder 1987: 236-8.

&7 See Seager and Kraabel 1983: 183; Kraabel 1992: 232.

® See above, nn. 18, 41.

% So Nikolai 1963.

” Dionysia + Purim: Lane Fox 1986: 485-6; the dies impenii of Antoninus
Pius: Colin 1964: 136; more generally, an imperial festival: Price 1984: 124; the
Commune of Asia’s Games: Lightfoot 1889: 11.1, 713-15; Terminalia (cf. Ovid,
Fasti1l. 639f1.) + ordinary sabbath: Rordorf 1980 followed by Buschmann 1994:
125. Rordorf’s argument, the most elaborately developed and based on exter-
nal parallels and a number of possible allusions in the text, is undermined by
the absence of any evidence of this festival outside Rome: see Boeft and Bremmer
1991: 107-8.

' So explicitly Rordorf 1980.

™ 8o, in M. Pion. it is the Temple of Nemesis which is in the foreground as
the expression of the city's religious life which Pionius rejects (6.3; 7.2; 18.13).

 See above pp. 61-2, n. 17 and Beyschlag 1965: 172f.

™ On what follows see Kretschmar 1972: 292-9.

 See Barnard 1970: 199-203.

® See especially Dan. 3.39—40 LXX; also 2 Macc. 1:24-26; 4 Macc. 6.29;
17.22; Ign., Eph. 21.1; Smym. 10.2; Schoedel 1967: 71.

77 See the fragments in Perler 1966 (translation in Hall 1979) and the
discussions by Lerch 1950: 27-38; Nikolasch 1963: 25-7; below, pp. 225-7.
The parallel with M. Poly. 14.1 was already noted by Lightfoot 1889: IL.iii.
386.

 The first quotation comes from Frag. 9, the second from Frag. 10.

™ An alternative to Isaac’s silence is found in traditions which allow him a
reaction: see Ps.Philo, Bib. Ant. 18.5.

% See also New Fragment IL.1. 88 (Hall 1979: 89) ‘and the one who freed
the tied was bound’. In M. Poly. the verb is Tpoo8éw, in Melito 8éw; in the
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LXX the ram is caught in the bush and not ‘bound’, while Isaac was earlier
tied by the feet (Gen. 22.9, oupmod(oag used by Melito in Peri Pascha §59. 1.
417).

8 XX uses a different word (bAokdpmwois). Kretschmar 1972: 297 n. 21
notes that the donkey is also to be found in Gen. 22.

82 In the light of the discussion below the use of this theme in 4 Macc. 16.20
is important.

8 So Davies and Chilton 1978; P. Davies 1979 sees the Passover association
as secondary and as not developing until the end of the second century, but see
pp. 226~7 below and Harl 1986: 471-2; Levenson 1993: 176-83.

8 Fragment in Perler 1966: 244, 1.17; the allusion is to Matt. 12.29. On the
development see Davies and Chilton 1978: 538—40.

% See below, pp. 232-3.

8 Kretschmar 1972 also remains agnostic about the actual date of Polycarp’s
martyrdom but sees the Passover themes as firmly fixed and as highlighting the
contrast with the Jewish Passover celebration.

8 See Surkau 1938; Frend 1965; Baumeister 1980. On what follows see in
particular Baumeister 1980: 295-306; Kellermann 1989: 71-5.

8 See Perler 1949; van Henten 1993: 711-13 does not find literary depend-
ence.

% For what follows see Kellermann 1989: 1971-5; van Henten 1993: 714
23.
% {mopévewv M.Poly. 2.2,3,4; 3.1; 13.3; 19.2; 4 Macc. 17.11; on the resurrec-
tion hope see Kellermann 1989.

%! yewwalog and related terms: M.Poly. 2.1,2; 2 Macc.6.28; 4 Macc. 6.10; 8.3;
17.3 etc (26 times in 1-4 Macc. and not elsewhere in LXX). 4 Macc. 6.10;17.15,16
uses dOA™G (here only in LXX), M.Poly. 18.2 mpoabAnTéw; the crown in M.Poly.
17.1; 19.2; 2 Macc. 14.4; 4 Macc. 17.15; on the devil as ‘tyrant’ in M.Poly. 3.1 as
in the Maccabean literature see above n. 25.

92 Both Eleazar and Polycarp are described as énlonpos (3 Macc. 6.1;
M. Poly. 14.1; 19.1), both are said to have been ‘adorned’ (xoopéw) by their
virtue (3 Macc. 6.1; M. Poly. 13.2), both address God as mavtokpdTwp and mdTep
(3 Macc. 6.2-3; M. Poly. 14.1, cf. also 19.2; 2 Macc. 3.22, 30; 5.20; 6.26 etc. and
below p. 84).

% See Mitchell 1990 for this increased significance in the second century.

% See Merkelbach 1975; Stewart 1984, in both cases concentrating on this
as a Christian phenomenon, although Stewart notes the Jewish parallels.

% Raised as a question in van Henten 1989: 253. On the date of 4 Macc.
see van Henten 1986 (¢.100 ce) and Klauck 1989: 668-89 (90-100 ce). Perler
1949 argued against any late date of 4 Macc. on the grounds that it is known
not only by M. Poly. but also by Ignatius. However, the parallels he stresses
establish only a common linguistic and stylistic thought world and not liter-
ary dependence.

% See Beyschlag 1966 who overstresses the idea of a common martyrological
literary tradition as responsible for parallels between 2 and 4 Macc., M. Poly.,
M. Lyons and Hegesippus's account of the martyrdom of James (see above,
pp- 61-2, nn. 17, 73). Baumeister 1980: 295-8 speaks more convincingly of 2
and 4 Macc. contributing to the thought world about martyrdom in Asia Minor
at the time of M. Poly. and perhaps Ignatius. Ignatius’s contribution to this
thought-world should not be ignored — a number of the terms he shares with
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4 Macc. come in his letters to Smyrna and to Polycarp (eg. a0A\yme, Poly. 1.3;
2.3; 3.1 only; dvriixov, Poly. 2.3; 6.1; Smym. 10.2; Eph. 21.1; 4 Macc. 6.27f.;
17.20f. but not in M. Poly.).

¥ So Rordorf 1990: 69.

% See Kellermann 1980; Le Deaut 1970 also notes that according to the Targums
Isaac offered intercession before offering himself for sacrifice. However, on the
problem of whether such traits go back to this period see n. 83 above.

% See further van Henten 1989: 146-8; on the ‘noble death’ in pagan
thought, Seeley 1990:113-41.

1% In Polycarp’s case the bird was a dove, but in the absence of Eusebius’s
support, its presence may be redactional. J. Schwartz 1972 argued for depend-
ency by M. Poly. on Peregr., but the parallels do not suggest a literary relation-
ship.

10 See generally Weiner and Weiner 1990.

192 Ibid. 51.

1% Conzelmann 1978 suggests that the original text may have described
rather more about the other martyrs who are only alluded to in its present
form (2-3; 19.1: eleven others from Philadelphia). In 16.2 the description of
the local church at Smyrna as ‘catholic’ seemingly reflects later use of the term
and so should either be attributed to redaction or replaced with the alternative
reading ‘holy’, n. 23 above.

! See above pp. 60-1 and Richardson 1969: 24-5, although he underesti-
mates the significance of 12.1-2.

1% On what follows see Lieu 1995b: 485-93.

1% The closest parallel appears in Judith’s prayer (Judith 9.12, 14) where
God is described as ‘master of heaven and earth, creator of the waters, king of
all creation ... God of all power and might, there is none other than you who
shield the race of Israel’.

197 The Greek has Jews, Greeks and Christians, while the Syriac and Arme-
nian speak of four, adding the barbarians. According to Eusebius, Chronicon,
Aristides’ Apology was entitled ‘Concerning the fear of God’'. See further below
pp- 166-8.

1% See further below p. 168 and also Melito’s Apology in Eusebius, H.E.
IV.26.5. ‘Race’ is also used of Christians in Hermas, Sim. 1X.17.5; 30.3 in de-
scribing apostates as losing their place in the ‘race of the righteous’.

1% Athenag., Supplic. 4.2; 12.2; 14.2; 37.1; Tatian, Oratio, 13.3; 17.3. See be-
low pp. 187-8 and Lieu 1995b: 489-90, 498-9.

119°12.2; see above p. 59, n. 7 for the text here.

11 Justin does not use ‘fear of God’ in the Apology, whereas the more com-
mon ‘pious’ comes six times. Although in the Dialogue ‘pious’ is still more
frequent than ‘God-fearing’ (18 vs. 13), the ‘Jewish’ context of the latter is
notable.

12 On this theme see van Henten 1989: 142-3.

113 See n. 106 above. See also Dan. 1.6; Judith 6.2, 19; 8.20, 32; 16.17; 3
Macc. 1.3; 7.10.

" Van Henten 1989: 127-8.

15 This is in contrast to its limited use earlier in the Jewish tradition: see
Job 1.1; Gen. 20.11. In Baruch 5.4 the name ‘Peace of righteousness and glory
of “fear-of-God™ will be given to Jerusalem. However, ‘pious/piety’ is still the
more important term for 4 Macc. (60+ vs. 6 occurrences).
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1€ See Lieu 1995b: 495.

"7 See Amir 1982 and above p. 30.

18 2 Macc. 6.1; 11.25; 13.14; 3 Macc. 3.4, 21, 23; 4 Macc. 2.8, 23; 3.20; 4.23;
Esther 8.13. See Hengel 1966: 180-1.

9 Livy, VI.14.5; see van Henten 1989: 143—4. CIG 3176 = ISmym (Petzl 1982-
7): no. 600, in a letter of Marcus Aurelius dated to the same period (157/8);
see also CIG 3187 = ISmyrn no. 591 where a decree of the Commune of Asia
speaks of the divinised emperor as ‘father of the fatherland and saviour of the
whole human race’ (? time of Nero). See also Robert 1966: 856 for the (at first
honorary) title ‘father/mother’ of a city or association, to which must also be
compared the diaspora title ‘father of the synagogue’ (below, n. 135).

12 This terminology was by now a regular part of Christian discourse com-
ing frequently in I Clem. and also in Justin.

2! Otherwise it comes only in Did. 12.4 and the apologetic Epistle to Diognetus.

122 See Bommes 1976: 32, n. 35.

'3 So Campenhausen 1963: 267.

124 S0 Conzelmann 1978: 50-1.

1% See Rordorf 1990 who judiciously assesses the evidence.

126 See Fischel 1947; Holl 1928 stressed the prophetic role of the martyr but
did not relate it to the Jewish tradition.

127 CIG 3148 (= ISmyrn. (Petzl 1982-7): no. 697, where Petzl notes that
Boekh identified Claudia’s father with the Sophist but that the further link
with the Nicetas of M. Poly. cannot be proved). On this inscription see below,
pp- 89-90.

1% See Schulthess 1918.

% See Kretschmar 1972: 300-1.

130 See Brooten 1982: 5-11.

B ISmyrn. no. 295 (=CIJI1. 741): second (Brooten) or third (Petzl) century.

132 CIJ11. 738; see Brooten 1982: 143—4; White 1987: 143; third century.

133 ISmyrn. no. 296; see Robert 1960: 260-2.

1% ISmym. no. 884 (= CIJI1. 739); the synagogue appears to have an inner
hall separated by a grille and is laid with a mosaic.

135 CIJ1. 190, 281; see above, n. 119.

1% Cadoux 1938: 348 who rejects the two former explanations as inconsist-
ent with the ‘complimentary’ tone of the mention.

137 See Kraabel 1968: 30-1; Solin 1983: 649 notes that this would be an unu-
sual use.

1% See Kraabel 1983: 185-6.

1% Parkes 1934: 137; also Simon 1986: 121-3.

0 Frend 1965: 259; see also 270-2. The words of Harnack 1904: 66 ‘wher-
ever bloody persecutions are afoot in later days the Jews are either in the back-
ground or the foreground’ are often quoted. On what follows see Lieu 1996.

41 See Parkes 1937: 121-50; Simon 1986: 115-25; Hare 1967: 66-79.

42 So Henrichs 1970: 22—4.

3 On Jewish parallels to the charges against Jesus see Gero 1978.

" See Lightfoot 1889: ILiii. 423-31 and the text on 432-65; Cadoux 1938:
306-10 argues unconvincingly for the Pionian authorship and early third-cen-
tury date for the Vita and so accepts its information as broadly trustworthy.
Reinach 1885 argues, also unconvincingly, that older local traditions reflecting
second-century Smyrna are being used.
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"5 Gregory of Nyssa, De vita beati Gregorii: PG 46: 893-953, 940c-41c;
Chrysostom, Adv. Iud. VIIL5.6; 1.7.5-6.

145 See Lightstone 1984: 125-52; although Lightstone is concerned to trace
the importance of ‘non-Rabbinic’ patterns of access to the divine, including
magic and veneration of the dead, as early as possible and makes heavy use of
Chrysostom, he does not refer to M. Poly. or the Vita.

17 Apollonius of Tyana, Ep. 75; 76.

8 Suetonius, Claud. 25.4; Hadrian’s rescript in Eusebius, A.E. IV.9.1-3.
Doubts about the reference of the former to Christians and about the authen-
ticity of the second do not invalidate the basic point!

149 Above pp. 25, 41.

190 ] Clement 5.

151 Claudius’ Letter in CPJII. 153; for the troubles at Antioch see above,
p. 23, and at Caesarea, B.J. 11.13.7 [267].

152 The same is true of Justin’s denial of Marcionite readiness for martyr-
dom in Apol. 1.58 despite the evidence to the contrary (Eusebius, H.E. IV.15.46).

158 See Weiner and Weiner 1990 and above, pp. 82-3, on the role models.



JUSTIN MARTYR’S
DIALOGUE WITH TRYPHO

Justin Martyr’s Dialogue with the Jew Trypho marks a turning-point

in Christian literary presentations of Judaism; here the Jews, or
a Jew, are being addressed directly, at least within the narrative
setting, and are presented with the argument from scripture not
only for Jesus as Messiah but also for the status of the church as
the New People of God and for the Jews’ corresponding loss of
that status. While the polemic remains far less bitter than future
examples of the ‘Adversus Iudaeos’ literature,' and the note of
openness as well as of courtesy is never totally lost, many of the
characteristics as well as many of the explicit arguments of that
literature are already to be found here.

By Justin’s own admission, the Dialogue was written after his
Apology (Dial. 120.6), and therefore in Rome where he spent the
last period of his life, probably between 155 and 160 ck. Yet the
actual debate it claims to describe takes place some twenty or
twenty-five years earlier, when the Bar Kochba revolt (¢.132-5
CE) is still a matter of active discussion (9.3). The text as we have
it — there was perhaps an introduction now lost — gives no hint
of the location, but it seems reasonable to follow Eusebius in
setting the debate in Ephesus (H.E. IV.18.6), even though his
additional information, that Trypho was one of the leading
Hebrews of the day, is contradicted by the latter’s evident igno-
rance of Hebrew and dependence on the Jewish teachers.?

Several scholars, noting the consciously constructed literary
form of chapters 1-9 which describe Justin’s philosophical quest,
in particular, and of the Dialogue as a whole, have challenged
the historicity of the encounter. However, the largely favour-
able presentation of Trypho who, despite his obstinate or ob-
tuse refusal to be moved by Justin’s arguments, and despite
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Justin’s regular attacks against him and against the Jews as a peo-
ple, remains courteous and smiling to the end, carries a note of
authenticity. While the Dialogueis considerably nearer to a mono-
logue, and the weakness of Trypho’s own contributions have
prompted the charge that he is little more than a ‘straw man’
for Justin’s argument, he has as a character rather more flesh
and blood.® Moreover, it is hard to attribute the references to
the Bar Kochba revolt to mere literary effect, although their role
within the theological argument is undeniable. Justin,
too, undoubtedly has good knowledge of Jewish practice and
exegesis, in particular of issues that would have been important
in Jewish—Christian debate. There is, then, little reason to deny
that Justin engaged in such a debate with many a Jew — Trypho
himself, probably with good reason, suspects that he had done
so on several occasions in the past (50.1) - or that Ephesus would
provide a convincing location for such an encounter.

It remains true that the Dialogueis far from a careful record of
asingle, or rather two-day, debate. Neither is Justin simply using
the benefit of hindsight to present what he would have liked to
have said, and to conveniently muzzle his opponent. The ‘dia-
logue’ form has a long pedigree with recognisable literary
conventions and devices, and must envisage an audience for
whom such a style would be familiar and persuasive.* Moreover,
the arguments reflect more than the accumulated experience
of debate with Jews. Later church tradition remembered Justin
as the refuter of heresy, and Justin’s defence of the consistency
of God through both the old and new dispensations betrays a
concern with gnosticism and in particular with Marcionism. We
may suspect that he is using old arguments against Marcion in
this new but theologically related setting, and that their applica-
tion would not be lost on all his readers.

Inevitably this raises the question of intended readership.
While Justin is obviously writing as a convinced Christian, and
moderates none of his polemic or argument for his Jewish inter-
locutor, the relation between image and reality in his presenta-
tion of Judaism would carry a different significance according
to whether his readership was Jewish, or Christian, or educated
pagan. A purely pagan readership seems least likely, although it
has been claimed in the light both of the name of Marcus
Pompeius to whom the book is dedicated (141.6) and of the
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literary form with its echoes of Socratic dialogue which would
appeal to an educated audience.® The argument that educated
pagans must be in view because of the primary philosophical
interests of the opening chapters is contradicted by the presen-
tation of the Jew, Trypho, as himself adopting a starting-point
within philosophy. To carry any conviction such a presentation
must have seemed plausible, and, if so, a Jewish audience with
similar interests can hardly be excluded. Both the Jewish part-
ner in the Dialogue and a number of differences from the Apolo-
gies, for example the assumption of the authority of the scrip-
tures and the absence of any developed teaching about the Logos
in the former, in contrast to the denial of a special place for the
Jews in the latter, show that the concern with Judaism is more
than a cloak for an exposition of the rationality of the Christian
philosophy.”

In favour of an internal Christian readership is the reason-
able scepticism that very many Christian writings were read by
anyone except the Christians themselves, or that their authors
had any other real expectations. Internal concerns, too, surely
motivate the full discussion of the range of attitudes towards
Christians who maintain the observance of the Jewish Law (47),
the discussion of Christian millenarianism (80), and the argu-
ments which seem to be directed against Marcionism (35.5;
56.16).% As we shall see, Marcion’s divorce between the Father
revealed by Jesus Christ and the God of the Jewish scriptures,
and his rejection of those scriptures, necessitated a searching
assessment by the Christians of their claim to be the heirs and
true fulfilment of the promises to the Jews. Polemic first as a
sect within Judaism and then with Judaism as ‘other’ had
always been a means of differentiation and of formation of self-
identity; the attraction of Marcionism demanded a far more
precise argument and a much clearer defence of the Christian
veneration yet non-observance of the Jewish Law. This defence
went hand in hand with anti-Jewish polemic, for only by
discrediting Jewish claims to understand and follow the Law
could the radically contrary Christian stance be justified. The
following century Tertullian apparently reused, with minimal
alterations, material from his earlier writing Against the Jews in
his sustained attack Against Marcion.® Similarly, Justin also may
be reusing material from earlier polemic, which has borne fruit
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here in his interpretation of the status of the old covenant and
of God’s intention within it.

Yet to the extent that the Dialoguereflects genuine Christian—
Jewish argument and seeks to counter actual Jewish objections
and exegesis, it seems unlikely that it has only a Christian audi-
ence in mind. We may add to this the urgency with which Justin
carries out his task; this is no mere justification of a position
already held but betrays a deep awareness that only a little time
remains for the Jews to choose the way of salvation. Justin must
wrestle with his apologetic task in order to ‘be innocent on the
day of judgement’ (38.2); however hopeless he may feel the Jews’
position to be, he cannot rule out that still more may join those
‘who are being saved’ (64.3), and his closing plea is for them to
‘expend every effort in this great contest for their own salvation’
(142.2). That theX do not take heed, but fail to be convinced by
all his powers of persuasion, is only further evidence of the real-
ism of the account.

Despite this realism we may well ask how seriously Justin
anticipated that Jews would work their way through his long trea-
tise, or whether he was not rather both establishing his claim to
innocence of any responsibility for their disbelief, and contrib-
uting fuel to a continuing debate conducted by others. A similar
question can of course be asked of the apologetic literature, and,
as there too, choosing the second alternative does not simply
bring us back to the ‘internal Christian solution’. Whether at
first or second hand, the Jews are a real audience and so too
must their representatives be; they cannot simply be the projec-
tion of the ‘dark side’ or the ‘negative’ of Christian struggles to
establish a secure identity.

A further solution to the question of readership is that the
intended audience are a ‘bridge group’, perhaps gentiles strongly
attracted by Judaism, on the verge of becoming proselytes, yet
who now provide fertile ground for Christian proselytising.'® Such
people would demand a serious rebuttal of the Jewish claim to
be the faithful interpreters of the scriptures, and the question
of circumcision, a repeated feature in Justin’s argument, might
provide both the key to their failure to take the step of fully
converting to Judaism and at the same time a source of con-
tinual uncertainty regarding the validity of Christianity. They
would not feel themselves implicated in Justin’s harsh and uncon-
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ciliatory attacks against the Jews past and present, while the
repeated charges against the incompetence of the Jewish teach-
ers and the warnings against undue dependence on them might
be most effective with those who were still open to persuasion.
In addition, specific references to such potential proselytes have
been found at various points in the Dialogue, for example in
Justin’s proclamation to Trypho and ‘those who wish to become
proselytes’ (23.3), in his urging that only a short time remains
for their conversion (proselytism: mpoofivols) (28.2), and i
his warning against deceiving those who listen to them (32.5)."
This might suggest that Trypho’s companions are seen as seri-
ous enquirers about Judaism and as the ‘hidden’ audience of
the debate. They represent the market for which both Jews and
Christians were in competition, and, in the time-honoured way
of all propaganda, Justin is establishing both his ‘product’s’
superiority in every respect and the obsolescence of his com-
petitors’ alternative.

This solution combines the positive arguments in favour of
both a Jewish and a pagan audience while seeking to give a
historically specific context for the appeal. Yet this is perhaps
its weakness, for, in order to be targeted, this group — usually
labelled the ‘God-fearers’ — must have a clear profile both to
outsiders and to themselves. That this was in fact the case
remains one of the unproven hypotheses of scholarship;!?
certainly there is nothing in Justin’s Dialogue to substantiate
it — while this may be ascribed to good tactics, he knows no
half-way group and has but limited interest in proselytes.'®
Although the old man whom he meets by the shore and who
leads him to Christianity points first to the prophets before
speaking of Christ, Justin does nothing to suggest that such a
path could be followed by those who were drawn first to
Judaism. Moreover, the presentation of Trypho’s companions
is not fully favourable; they greet his opening remarks with
rude laughter for which Trypho has to apologise (8.3; 9.2),
and any hope that they might be open to persuasion in the
light of the dissatisfaction one of them feels with answers given
by the Jewish teachers (94.4) is dispelled by the vehemence
of their objections which Justin likens to the behaviour of a
crowd in a theatre (122.4). To the end Justin’s appeal is to
‘you’, the Jews, and the final choice to be made is between



108 Image and Reality

Jesus Christ and not the Jewish teachers but ‘your teachers’
(142.2).

It remains true that many of Justin’s arguments would make
good sense in a missionary context.! Parallels have often been
drawn between Justin and Luke-Acts and these parallels include
the argument from fulfilment of prophecy. One setting for this
argument in Acts is Paul’s debate with Jews within the synagogue
where God-fearers are often presented as in the audience and
as particularly receptive (Acts 13.16-43). The Dialogue could be
seen as adopting a similar setting.'” Tertullian identifies the Jew-
ish disputant of his Adv. Jud. as a proselyte (Adv. Iud. 1.1), while
Celsus, the second-century opponent of Christianity, had read
the now lost Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus (C. Cels. IV.52). This
does not mean that we can move first from the literary setting to
the original historical setting, and then to the ultimate audience
of the final literary work — a set of relationships which is by no
means clear even in Luke-Acts. It does sharpen the question
how far Jewish—Christian competition, explicit or not, for con-
verts was a significant factor in the first two centuries.’®

This is probably as far as we can go at this point on the ques-
tion of the intended audience of the Dialogue. The discussion
has shown that it is dangerous to posit too exclusive alternatives.
Internal Christian concerns have shaped Justin’s sources as well
as his present argument; a tradition of missionary concern which
included those who might equally be attracted by Judaism can
also not be excluded; sympathetic pagans might be swayed by
some of the arguments. However, the Dialogue is what it pur-
ports to be, a contribution to debate with the Jews, but a contri-
bution which is only equivocally successful in taking seriously
the other side’s views and which prefers to work with a combina-
tion of realism and projection.

As we shall see, this assessment of purpose is largely confirmed
by the presentation of Judaism. Clearly, since the Dialogue is
both considerably longer than the other texts discussed here
and, unlike them, is explicitly concerned with Judaism, we can-
not explore at length the nature of Justin’s argument with
Judaism nor his use of the scriptures, both of which have been
fully analysed elsewhere.!” Rather more pertinent is the accu-
racy of his knowledge of Jewish practice and rabbinic exegesis,'®
although this too can only form the background to our concern
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with his presentation of Judaism. On this most studies are agreed
that, although Justin on occasion does attribute to the Jews both
specific exegesis that cannot be confirmed from Jewish sources,
and some exegesis or views which seem inherently unlikely, the
extent of his accurate knowledge of rabbinic exegesis, and,
equally important, the numerous parallels between his own and
Jewish interpretation suggest considerable contact between
Christians and Jews. Justin’s dependence on Jews probably ex-
tended from interpretation of the scriptures to the text of those
scriptures itself. It is possible that for his knowledge of the
Septuagint he often had recourse to Jewish copies — hence his
accusations that their teachers had altered the text as originally
translated, particularly where it differed from that given in his
other (testimony) sources (Dial. 68.7 etc.).' This too implies he
had access to the synagogues where he acknowledges that cop-
ies of the scriptures were to be found (72.3).

Naturally, such contact is not admitted by the Dialogue itself.
True, we find Justin the Christian in debate with Trypho the
Jew, but there is no suggestion that Justin is learning or could
learn from Trypho. The relationship can only be the other way
round, and, although Trypho remains at the end both as cour-
teous and as unconvinced as he was at the beginning of this two-
day marathon, at various points he admits the persuasiveness of
Jusin’s exegesis and the inadequacies of the explanations of the
Jewish teachers (60.3; 63.1; 94.4), including some improbable
concessions, such as that the Messiah would suffer (89.2).% Chris-
tianity’s continued dependence on Judaism, particularly for the
understanding of the scriptures they now claimed for their own,
was none the less real but could never be admitted.?’ How far
the reverse was true, that some on the Jewish side found aspects
of Christian teaching or exegesis persuasive while remaining
unconvinced by the total package, is a tantalising question but
one that is outside our brief for the moment.#

Trypho the Jew

The debate is both between two individuals, Justin and Trypho
(with the latter’s friends in the background), and between two
groups, Christianity and Judaism. The ‘I’ and ‘you’ of the initial
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encounter (3) soon becomes ‘we’ and ‘you [pl.]’ (10.1). Yet this
is no debate between church and synagogue, and neither Justin
nor Trypho are authoritative figures representing their respec-
tive religions. Eusebius considered Trypho ‘one of the leading
Hebrews of the day’ (H.E. IV.18.6), and is often supposed to
have identified him with the famous Rabbi Tarphon; that Justin
intended such (or that it is historical) is unlikely, for he is more
concerned to uncover Trypho’s dependence on the Jewish teach-
ers.? More probably, Eusebius himself created a suitably impres-
sive opponent for Justin by building on Trypho’s description of
himself as a Hebrew (3) and on the group of friends/disciples
who accompany him.

As often noted, Trypho is something of a hybrid figure; he
introduces himself as a ‘Hebrew of the circumcision’ and as a
fugitive from the recent war in Palestine (1.3). Yet he has had a
philosophical training and it is from this standpoint that he
approaches Justin (1.2); indeed, itis Justin who reprovingly points
him to ‘your own law-giver and the prophets from whom you
can gain more than from philosophy’ (1.3). The modern reader
will add to this picture Trypho’s obvious dependence on the
Septuagint, his ignorance of Hebrew, and his inability to explain
the name ‘Israel’ (125.1), but it is unlikely that Justin’s readers
would have seen anything contradictory or improbable in that,
for they were in no better a position. It has been suggested that
Trypho thus deliberately combines the worlds of Palestinian and
Hellenistic Judaism,* but this reflects a modern perspective
which senses a separation or tension between the two.

The question must be approached on two levels: although
the use of ‘Hebrew’ for a Jew does become more frequent in
pagan writers in the second century,” the presentation of Trypho
as a ‘Hebrew from the circumcision’ reflects a Christian defini-
tion. The reference to the Bar Kochba revolt and the depiction
of Trypho as a fugitive anticipate the importance of both the
war and the subsequent exclusion of the Jews from Jerusalem in
Justin’s future argument — Trypho helps embody what for Justin
is one of the purposes of circumcision, to mark out the Jews for
the punishment meted out through those events (16.2). Even
though most Christian encounters and disputes must have been
with contemporary Jews of the Diaspora, it is the Jews of the
scriptures and of Judaea who are their ‘normative’ literary op-
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ponents, something which is an essential feature of Christian
theological perception of Jewish identity.

The background of Justin’s actual Jewish opponent(s),
whether we think of Trypho as largely drawn from life, or of
Justin bringing together the experience of a number of such
debates, represents the second level. As we have already seen,
despite all the errors, there are a remarkable number of agree-
ments between views attributed by Justin to his opponents
and scriptural interpretation known from rabbinic sources,
and also between Justin’s own exegesis and Palestinian Jew-
ish sources; by contrast, despite his Logos theology, Justin’s
knowledge of the diaspora Jew Philo remains disputed.?® One
explanation of this ‘Palestinian bias’ could be that Justin was
born in Samaria and that his conversion, initial Christian ex-
perience, and even early controversies with Jews conceivably
may have taken place within Palestine or Syria.?” The alterna-
tives would be either to emphasise Justin’s dependence on
earlier sources or traditions, or to use the Dialogueas evidence
for the presence in the Greek Diaspora of interpretations of
scripture which have only survived in rabbinic, Hebrew or
Aramaic, sources. There is obviously truth in each of these
perspectives, and at this point we cannot seek greater preci-
sion. The same question arises on two further issues: in ch.
47 Justin treats with considerable sensitivity and as a living
current concern the position of Christians who continue to
follow the Jewish Law, while throughout he presents the Jews
as thoroughly dependent on their teachers. In each case we
shall need to ask how far this reflects the situation of Christi-
anity or of Judaism outside Palestine.

As often noted, the whole debate between Justin and Trypho
is conducted with calm reasonableness and courtesy, particu-
larly, one feels, on the part of Trypho who must put up with
Justin’s harsh outbursts against the Jews without replying in kind
(e.g. 28.1). Only occasionally does he react with anger and never
does he share in the rude laughter of his companions. This is
often taken as evidence of both the realism of the account and
the possibilities of open debate between Jews and Christians in
the middle of the second century. While the modern reader,
who perhaps finds Justin’s exegesis somewhat stretched, feels a
certain sympathy with Trypho’s scepticism, there is enough to

\
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indicate that we are meant to come away with a sense of Jewish
obduracy. Justin repeatedly accuses him of being fond of strife
(64.2), of withdrawing agreements already reached (68.2), of
contradicting before he has heard the full argument (115.3).
Indeed, Justin’s efforts to keep a logical order to his treatment
and arguments are continually hampered by Trypho posing
inappropriate questions (36.2; 45.1; 50.2), although we may
doubt whether without them the Dialogue would be consider-
ably more clearly structured!®

Yet Trypho'’s questions and objections do not simply establish
his obstinacy. On the one hand, he offers no sustained counter-
argument, thus allowing Justin to conduct what is at times virtu-
ally a monologue, which Harnack called ‘the monologue of the
victor’.2? On the other, the extent of his concessions serves the
interests of Justin more than those of our historical knowledge.
Not only does he fail to criticise Justin’s execrable philology
(103.5; 113.2) and offer no decisive objections to Justin’s charges
of Jewish falsification of the scriptures (73.5), but he shows him-
self persuaded by Justin’s demonstration that one who is called
both God and Lord, and yet who is not to be identified with the
Creator of all, appears in the scriptures (60.3; 63.1); he accepts
too the suffering of the Messiah, particularly as prophesied by
Isaiah 53 (89.1-2; 90.1), even though this is contradicted by the
conception of a victorious Messiah which he holds elsewhere.®
Admittedly Philo also adopts a ‘philology’ which betrays his
ignorance of Hebrew, and goes a long way in identifying the
subject of many Old Testament theophanies with the Logos
whom he can call ‘a second god’.*' Against a background of
diaspora Judaism Trypho may seem a less implausible figure than
he does against rabbinic or Palestinian Judaism, but the decisive
background is surely Justin’s apologetic. Old Testament evidence
for the suffering of the Messiah was both the essential key to
early Christian proof from prophecy and apparently the most
novel element. Justin needs Trypho's support both to establish
the Christian claim and to underline the Jewish obduracy that
none the less failed to recognise in the crucified Jesus the suffer-
ing Messiah. Perhaps too he needs Trypho’s support against
other enemies; if Marcion demanded a ‘Jewish’ literal reading
of the Old Testament and on this basis ‘proved’ the inferiority
of the Jewish God, Trypho the Jew approves Justin’s literal or
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non-allegorical exegesis which establishes that ‘there is no God
above the maker of the universe’ (56.16).%2

Both as individual opponent and as representative of the Jews,
Trypho defies any simple characterisation. The ambiguities in
his presentation are the result of the number of roles he fills,
superimposed perhaps on a historical reality. Certainly he is more
than a straw man whose only task is to present a foil for Justin’s
own arguments. He is both Justin’s opponent who will demon-
strate the obduracy of the Jews and his ally in furthering the
argument and in defeating other unnamed foes. He reflects too
the ambiguities of Justin’s own understanding of the Jews. Rightly
understood, Judaism is the only true philosophy (1.3; 7.1); Justin
could not have had the same sort of dialogue with a Greek
philosopher as he has with Trypho, for Judaism and Greek
philosophy do not stand on a par as ‘preparations for the Gos-
pel’. Justin’s philosophical journey in the opening chapters is a
journey which leads nowhere until he is introduced to those
who are older than ‘all these supposed philosophers’, the proph-
ets (7.1). His guide, the old man whom he met by the sea-shore,
points him only to the prophets; it is the task of all that follows
to show that the prophets when rightly understood lead to Christ.
Trypho represents both the possessor or heir of the true phi-
losophy, and its misappropriation or misinterpretation; hence
he cannot simply be cast in the negative shadow of Christian
self-identification and separation. Justin also still hopes for the
salvation of some Jews (28.2; 32.2; 64.2-3; 120.2), but his hope is
tempered by a deep pessimism and conviction of Jewish obdu-
racy, a pessimism which at this stage is rooted more in experi-
ence than in theological necessity. It is this realism rather than
any lack of hope on Justin’s part which leaves Trypho uncon-
vinced at the end, in contrast to later ‘Adversus Iudaeos’
writings which often end with the miraculous submission and
conversion of the Jewish opponent.

The Conflict between Judaism and Christianity
a) Circumcision and the Law

Despite all the difficulties in discerning a clear structure in the
Dialogue, three issues dominate the debate: the status and
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observance of the Law, Christology, and the identity of the peo-
ple of God. Trypho’s position is clear from the start — to please
God Justin must ‘first be circumcised and then observe, as laid
down, sabbath, festivals, and new moons of God, and, in short,
do all that is written in the Law’ (8.4); Christian speculation
about Christ is folly and self-deception, and soon becomes blas-
phemy when recognised as claiming for him the status of God
(38.1). Justin is no less explicit: ‘the one who fails to acknowl-
edge Christ fails to acknowledge the counsel of God, and the
one who insults and hates him clearly equally hates and insults
he who sent him. And if anyone does not believe in him, he
does not believe the messages of the prophets who proclaimed
and preached him to all’ (136.3).

Despite the dominance of the christological theme, particu-
larly from Justin’s perspective,* the issues introduced by Trypho
provide the sharpest and most searching debate. In the passage
just quoted, Trypho appeals to circumcision, sabbath, festivals
and new moons, those aspects of Judaism which were most eas-
ily observed in the Diaspora. Although not explicitly prescribed
in the Law, the observance of the new moon as mark of the new
month was significant in the Diaspora;* its inclusion here when
it plays no further role in the debate points to the authenticity
of the catalogue in the mouth of a Jewish objector. Justin may,
perhaps, already have Isaiah 1.11-16 in mind, a passage which
clearly colours his counter-argument: ‘What to me is the mass of
your sacrifices [cf. Dial. 13.1]?... if you offer a flour offering [cf.
13.1, oeuldaMs] it would be in vain... Your new moons and
sabbaths and great day I cannot endure. Fasting [cf. 15, moTela]
and giving up work [cf. 23.3, dpyeiv] and your new moons and
your feasts [cf. 43.1] my soul hates. Wash yourselves and become
clean [quoted at 18.2].’ Justin had already used this passage in
the Apology (37.5-8), combining it there with Isaiah 58.6-7, which
he quotes more fully at this point in the Dialogue (Dial. 15). Yet if
he had wanted to pattern his opponent’s description of the
essentials of Judaism on a polemical refutation he already had
to hand,” he surely would have shaped it more closely to his
needs, and would have included sacrifice, which is important
for him (23.3; 43.1) but suits his exegetical appeal to scripture
rather better than Trypho'’s actual situation. Trypho himself
acknowledges the realities of the Diaspora and of Jewish life
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after the loss of the Temple more realistically: he affirms that
although the whole Law cannot be observed — no longer can the
Passover lamb, the goats for the Day of Atonement or other sac-
rifices be offered — some things are possible: ‘Keeping the
sabbath, being circumcised, observing the months, and washing
after touching anything forbidden by Moses or after sexual
relations’ (46.2).% The list is notably similar to Philo’s minimal
definition of Jewish identity in the diaspora setting of Alexan-
dria.¥’

An even clearer note of authenticity is sounded in Trypho’s
objection: ‘although you claim to be pious and consider your-
selves different from other people, you do not separate your-
selves from them at all neither do you distinguish your way of
life from that of the gentiles’ (10.3). This is no charge of Chris-
tian lawlessness, for Trypho has already dismissed pagan slan-
ders against Christians and has declared the demands of the
Gospel to be all but impossible (10.2).% It is instead a declara-
tion of the Jewish understanding of the purpose of the Law and
its observance — he specifically names feasts, sabbath and
circumcision - an understanding that was bound to be put into
effect in daily life. Pagan objections to Judaism complain about
their antisocial behaviour, and all the evidence of Jewish partici-
pation in civic life cannot destroy the reality of separation in
daily rhythm that observance of sabbath and calendar will have
created.® Justin’s immediate response is to deal first with the
Law and its intention; only then does he come to the purpose of
Jewish separation, which for him is the function of circumcision
and which is focused in Jerusalem and Palestine (16.2, see
below). Trypho’s fundamental objection about social separation,
which reflects genuine diaspora concerns, is never fully met, and
is therefore all the more authentic.

A further concern of Trypho’s, but one that is in fact intro-
duced by Justin himself, is eating food sacrificed to idols. The
theme of idolatry is an important one for Justin: idolatry is the
hallmark of the pagans, and it is from idolatry that they as former
pagans have turned (11.4; 69.4; 130.4). Rejection of idolatry may
already have been a theme in Jewish propaganda,* but Justin
turns it back against the Jews as he accuses them of the very
same sin: throughout their history they continued to practise
idolatry, not only in making the golden calf, a key incident for


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































