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ABSTRACT

John of Patmos and the New Jerusalem of the Book of Revelation:
A Midrashic Approach
by
Jamila Herman Gonzalez

This dissertation demonstrates the midrashic character and principles of
John’s visions through comparisons to midrashic traditions, with a new
translation and commentary of Revelation 21 and 22, and by analyzing John’s
visions as midrash on the Genesis cosmogony. As a depiction of an end-of-the-
world apocalypse, John's visions are usually placed in the apocalyptic genre;
however, the midrashic approach can mitigate the apocalyptic view of the text
and encourage environmentalism and stewardship of the planet (as a home for
the new Jerusalem). The midrashic approach also integrates Jewish and
Christian depictions of the heavenly Jerusalem, reversing the scholarly “parting
of the ways.” Including John’s visions among midrashic traditions suggest early
evidence of a divine bride: the city actualized as a Jerusalem bride is a precursor
to the Kabbalistic Sabbath bride; Jerusalem as a tabernacle-city rather than
temple-city connects to the etymology of God’s presence, the Shekinah.

In midrashic tradition, the heavenly Jerusalem exists as a primordial
creation, preserved along with or as Eden, and intertwined with the earthly
Jerusalem. Jerusalem above is quantumly entangled with Jerusalem below in

ritual, cult, existence, divine presence, and cosmography. Jerusalem is “on earth
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as itis in heaven” and vice versa, “in heaven as it is on earth.” John’s Jerusalem
on earth is the same as the Jerusalem in heaven; it is the nomadic temple: the
tabernacle, which descends from heaven to earth, literally creating “heaven on

earth.”
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INTRODUCTION: JOHN’S NEW JERUSALEM AS MIDRASH

Many people long for a better world. Some strive to make this world a
better place, while others hope for a new world entirely. For many Christians,
John of Patmos described their hoped-for new world in the final chapters of the
book of Revelation. The focus of this new world was the new Jerusalem.

According to the end of the book of Revelation, the new Jerusalem will
come about at the end of days. The presumed author of the book of Revelation,
John of Patmos, likely was alive during the destruction of Jerusalem’s second
temple in 70 CE and likely wrote the Book of Revelation about 95 CE during the
reign of Domitian. This was a time of catastrophic loss, not just of the temple, but
of the land, and the Jewish rulers therein. While this violent shift was occurring,
John envisioned an imminently emerging holy city. In this future sacred space,
the kings of the earth no longer ruled and no longer harmed God'’s people, God’s
temple, or God’s land. Furthermore, there was no longer a heaven separated
from earth. Humans mingled freely with God in this heaven-on-earth Eden, this
new paradise of Jerusalem.

While many Christians accept the new Jerusalem as their future world,
they do not appreciate its Jewish elements. Similarly, while scholars had various
approaches to John’s new Jerusalem, they also do not fully appreciate its Jewish
elements. However, if John’s new Jerusalem is placed among first-century

Jewish genres, and anti-Judaism bias is expunged as much as possible, the new
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Jerusalem could be better understood as both a historical and imaginary Jewish
city.

The earthly Jerusalem was the highest place on earth in first-century
Jewish cosmography, but the heavenly Jerusalem was even higher. The
heavenly Jerusalem sat as the pinnacle of the axis mundi as a holy place located
in heaven directly above the earthly Jerusalem. How this heavenly Jerusalem
came into existence in the imagination and theology of the Jewish people can be
traced to the origin and the destruction stories of the earthly Jerusalem.

The story of the earthly Jerusalem was a compendium of holiness and
tragedy. According to the Torah, God designated Jerusalem as the special place
for his presence to dwell; however, God’s presence was nomadically attached to
the ark of the covenant until the ark was finally emplaced in Jerusalem during the
reigns of David and Solomon. Moreover, this time of the united kingdoms under
the reign of David and Solomon became halcyon days in the collective memory
of the people. Thus, the memory of the first temple under a messianic king
became a nostalgic ideal.

This ideal Jerusalem found alternative existences after its destruction. In
587 BCE, the Babylonians destroyed the temple and city. A significant number of
the Jerusalemites and Judeans were exiled to Babylon from Jerusalem. During
the exile the prophet Ezekiel envisioned a new temple in the holy city
(Jerusalem), even more magnificent than the first (Ezekiel 40-48). Ezekiel’s
vision seemed to find fulfilment when the Persian king Cyrus wrote a decree

permitting the Judeans to return to Jerusalem and rebuild their temple (Ezra 1:1-



4). After many years and after the urging of the prophets, the Jerusalemites built
a second temple (Ezra 5:1-2). This temple was a small version of its former glory.
Later, the walls of Jerusalem were rebuilt (Nehemiah 2:17; 6:15). Yet, the temple
and Jerusalem did not do Ezekiel’s vision justice. Thus, this lackluster fulfilment
of prophecy was likely an impetus that gave rise to the belief that there would be
a greater temple and greater Jerusalem, either in the future eschaton or that
such a temple already existed in heaven.

Thus, for the Jewish people living in the land of Judea after the return from
the exile in the 5" century, Ezekiel's promised temple remained in the abstract
only, unrealized. This dissatisfaction continued with the questionable lineage of
the Hasmonean priests in the 2" century BCE. This led to some groups of Jews
protesting the validity of temple. This dissatisfaction continued again at the turn
of the era when Herod made the temple into a wonder of the world. Despite King
Herod’s massive beautification and enlargement projects, his own blood-thirsty
character and lack of proper lineage also precluded him and his temple from the
approval of the religious Jewish people.

In 70 CE, Titus’ soldiers destroyed the temple again and the Jewish
people again held out hope that it would be restored, either by the people or by
God himself. John of Patmos was one of the Jewish people who expressed this
belief. In John’s vision, the new Jerusalem was built by God, not people. It
existed in heaven and, like the previous ark of God and tabernacle of God, could

move to God’s designated holy place.



In John’s descriptions of the new Jerusalem, John utilized the visions of
biblical prophets, especially Ezekiel’s new Jerusalem vision and Isaiah’s new
Jerusalem visions, as well as the paradigm of the original holy place: Eden. John
did not utilize these biblical texts sui generis; rather, he read them alongside
other contemporary Jewish interpretations and with contemporary Jewish
methods of reading the biblical texts. John, like other first century Jewish
visionaries, believed that just as their Judean ancestors had returned and were
restored to Jerusalem, so would they be restored to an even greater ultimate new

Jerusalem.

SCHOLARLY ANTI-JUDAISM AND ANTI-RABBINISM

Scholars of the last fifty years have debated the symbolism of the new
Jerusalem, which was to be expected, but what was unexpected was that
scholars diverged over their understanding of the Jewishness of the new
Jerusalem. While most recent scholars did have a theoretical awareness of the
history of anti-Judaism and its adverse effect on scholarship, many were still
negligent in recognizing anti-Judaism in scholarship and in rooting out its
supersessionist remnants in their own methodology.

Supersessionism was common in previous eras of scholarship and
theology where Revelation was often interpreted through a lens that favored
Christianity. Previous scholars and theologians emphasized the new Jerusalem
as a Christian symbol rather than a Jewish symbol. They viewed the new
Jerusalem as a bride emancipated from her Jewish parents, a city which had

rejected the Jewish temple and Jewish religion.

4



This supersessionist worldview was not limited to traditional theologians, it
infiltrated critical scholarship as well. Remnants of this supersessionist worldview
remained in much of critical scholarship and traditional theology despite a
general consensus that scholarship and theology should be egalitarian and non-
biased. To be fair, there are scholars and theologians who are careful to filter out
potential bias, but overall, anti-Judaism bias has not been fully expunged from
general scholarship. This is because the anti-Judaism was inherited from
previous scholars. It is in a sense institutional racism/anti-Judaism rather than
overt or intentional racism/anti-Judaism. Thus, while the Jewish character of
John of Patmos’s new Jerusalem should be apodictic, there is nevertheless
residual anti-Judaism in scholars’ analyses of the past fifty years. With regard to
institutional anti-Judaism, this dissertation will first inspect this problem in
scholarship of the past fifty years. Secondly it will counter-balance the
institutionally inherited aspects of anti-Judaism and supersessionism by focusing
on the Jewishness of John’s new Jerusalem. The main way the Jewishness of
John’s Jerusalem will be highlighted is to broaden the Jewish genres to which the

visions of John belong.

JEWISH GENRES

Usually, scholars placed the book of Revelation in a single genre: the
apocalyptic. Placing the book of Revelation in the right genre is considered
essential to deciphering the meaning behind the symbols of the new Jerusalem.
There are many early Jewish genres that are relevant to the book of Revelation

such as apocalyptic (and its subgenres of ascent apocalyptic, Hekhalot, and
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Merkavah mysticism); pseudepigrapha; Dead Sea Scroll pesarim
(commentaries); and midrashim. Each of these genres apply to John'’s visions to
some extent but some are more useful than others. The apocalyptic genre will be
one of the larger sources of investigation in this chapter, since scholars
predominantly considered the book of Revelation as apocalyptic. The
significance of midrash will be explored, since it offers the most likely
explanations for John’s new Jerusalem. Additionally, the genre of pesarim will be

discussed, since there is debate among two scholars as to its place among

apocalyptic and midrashic genres.

APOCALYPTIC GENRE

Generally, scholars of the last fifty years have placed John’s visions in the
apocalyptic genre; there are advantages and disadvantages to placing John’s
new Jerusalem visions in the apocalyptic genre. This genre does, in fact,
accurately describe four characteristics of John’s new Jerusalem visions;
moreover, this genre includes other new Jerusalem visions.

The four traits of the apocalyptic genre are as follows: a dualistic
worldview, a dichotomization of time, a hidden revelation, and a select person to
interpret that revelation for the present time and chosen people. Each of these
characteristics of the apocalyptic genre are also present in passages in the book
of Revelation. While the apocalyptic genre does accurately categorize these
same four elements that appear in the book of Revelation, this genre provides
few cogent explanations for the meaning of John’s visions or how he derived

them.



To begin with, apocalyptic ideology dichotomizes the world into good and
evil. For example, in the War Scroll, the Sons of Light fought against the Sons of
Darkness. In Revelation, the dichotomization of people is also separated into two
groups: the good people, who were called “conqueror” or “son,” and the bad
people, who were called “the cowardly and unfaithful.” The good inherited the
water of life, while the bad people inherited the sea of fire.

Secondly, these apocalyptic texts dichotomized time—there was a clear
demarcation between the earthly present and the eschatological imminent future.
But although salvation was near, it could not be hastened or delayed. It was
delineated to happen in a specific time frame and could not be affected by
outside interference. Likewise, in the book of Revelation, the future was expected
imminently, but could not be hastened or delayed by anyone’s actions.

Thirdly, while revelation was from God, the saved did not understand it;
thus, fourthly, there was a figure to interpret the revelation. For example, since
the book of Habakkuk claimed to be speaking for a later time, for the Qumran
community that meant that the original readers did not understand the book of
Habakkuk. According to D.S. Russel,

The meaning of the prophets’ words had been hidden from the original
writers; what they wrote had reference, not to their own day, but to ‘the end of

days’ in which the Covenanters were now living. The hidden meaning of these



prophecies had awaited the coming of the Teacher of Righteousness by whose
inspiration and insight they had now been revealed.!

Thus, Habbakuk was written for the later community and their Qumranite
“Teacher of Righteousness” was able to interpret Habakkuk for his own day and
people. Similarly, John of Patmos interpreted the eschatological visions in the
Bible as pertaining to his own day and age.

Revelation also cloaked its vaticinations in symbolic language: Babylon,
the dragon, the woman, the jewel-encrusted bridal city, the slain lamb. These
symbols obscured the meaning of John’s description of the end to outsiders. This
may have been to hide what he was saying from the Roman rulers—thus
Babylon instead of Rome—nbut it may be because the symbolism said so much
more than the exact designation. For example, since the First Temple was
destroyed by Babylon, Rome, who destroyed the Second Temple, was also
called Babylon. To a certain extent placing the book of Revelation in the
apocalyptic genre helps with understanding the structure and worldview of John
of Patmos.

Additionally, placing John’s visions of the new Jerusalem in the
apocalyptic genre was helpful in that it pointed to other apocalyptic Jewish
visions of the new Jerusalem such as 1 Baruch, the Animal Apocalypse, Enoch.

These primary sources for early Jewish visions of the new Jerusalem provided

1D.S. Russel, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic, (Philadelphia: Westminister
Press, 1974), 41.



evidence that John’s visions were not unique or new. They were part of a larger
community of ideas.

Several early apocalyptic books had visions of a supernal Jerusalem. 1
Enoch, written before Revelation, described a “new” Jerusalem. Baruch, written
soon after the destruction of the second temple, described a preserved heavenly
Jerusalem. 4 Ezra, also written as a response to Titus’s destruction of the second
temple, described a heavenly Jerusalem as a woman mourning the loss of her

children of the earthly Jerusalem.

1 ENOCH

Portions of 1 Enoch were written as early as the 3™ century before the
common era and were named after Enoch, the biblical figure who lived before
Noah'’s flood. Enoch walked with God until he was “no more because God took
him” (Gen 5:24). The speculation of this phrasing was that Enoch did not actually
die; however, for the purposes of the new Jerusalem visions of Revelation, the
writings of Enoch were relevant because they foretold a new Jerusalem in the
future.

The “Animal Apocalypse” was an early vision included in 1 Enoch written
in the 2" century BCE. It included a vision of the destruction and restoration of
an eschatological Jerusalem. As Michael Stone explained,

Quite ancient too is the view that the heavenly Temple and heavenly
Jerusalem would replace the earthly ones at the end of days, at the time of the
full revelation of God'’s glory. So, by way of example, it is found in 1 Enoch 90:28-

9, which was composed in the Maccabean age. There it does not solve any



particular problem arising from destruction or desecration; it is simply part of the
coming, ideal, eschatological state.?

The following passage from the Animal Apocalypse in 1 Enoch was written
over 200 years before the temple’s destruction, yet it described the first “house”
(i.e., temple) as having been “folded up”.

And | saw till the Lord of the sheep brought a new house, greater and
loftier than the first, and set it up in the place of the first which had been folded
up: all its pillars were new, and its ornaments were new and larger than those of
the first, the old one which he had taken away, and all the sheep were within it (1
Enoch 90:29 “Animal Apocalypse”).?

This text was written long before King Herod’s renovations, which made
the second temple a wonder of the ancient world. The state of the second temple
at the time was a poor imitation of the first temple’s glory.

Moreover, this section of Enoch was written at the time of the Maccabean
revolt, after the desecration of the temple by Antiochus IV (Epiphanes). Thus, the
temple was in a state of flux. Its holiness was in doubt and its permanence
guestioned. If a pagan king could establish the holy temple as a place for him to
be worshipped, how could it be the true temple?

Therefore, the true temple must be elsewhere or “else-when”—in 1 Enoch
it is located in the future as a “new” temple. Like John of Patmos’s “new”

Jerusalem, Enoch’s temple has a supernatural origin and a supernatural builder.

2 Michael E. Stone, “Reactions to the Destructions of the Second Temple: Theology, Perception,
Conversion” in Journal for the Study of Judaism, Vol. XIlI, no. 2, (2004), 195-204, 199.

3 Rafael Patai, The Messiah Texts, (New York: Avon, 1979), 221.
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In both visions, the human-built earthly temple/city is “folded up” or is made to
‘pass away.” In both cases, the Lord brings forth a new temple/city to replace the
old one.

Again, the remarkable thing about this passage is how early it's dated.
This vision occurred several hundred years before the destruction of the second
temple. Thus, the idea of a future “new” temple/Jerusalem existed long before
John’s visions. While this passage in the Animal Apocalypse did not specifically
describe the new temple as preexistent in heaven with God, it implied it. And
more importantly, it implied a conflation of the future earthly temple with a

heavenly temple.

BARUCH

In contrast to 1 Enoch’s new temple vision which occurred before the
second temple’s destruction, there are apocalyptic texts that were written after
the destruction of the second temple: 2 Baruch and 4 Ezra.

The pseudepigraphal protagonist, Baruch, was the scribe of Jeremiah the
prophet during the time of the Babylonian exile. However, 2 Baruch was written
just after the destruction of the second temple by the Romans in 70 CE. Thus, 2
Baruch had a pseudepigraphical author, specifically one who had authority
because he was the scribe of the prophet Jeremiah.

Baruch described the destruction of the first and second temples and its

restoration as the third eternal temple when he wrote:

For after a short time, the building of Zion will be shaken in order that it

will be rebuilt. That building will not remain; but will again be uprooted
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after some time and will remain desolate for a time. And after that it is
necessary that it will be renewed in glory and that it will be perfected into

eternity (2 [Syriac] Baruch 32:2-4).4

Baruch described the double destructions of the temple and envisioned an
eternal, perfect, renewed temple. So, while both John and the author of 2 Baruch
were writing around the same time and about the same events, John’s persona
was as a contemporary, while Baruch’s was pseudepigraphically retrojected to
an earlier time.

2 Baruch went into even more detail on the heavenly nature of the temple,
which he conflated with the city of Jerusalem and Eden. Baruch also shared the

notion that both Abraham and Moses saw these heavenly counterparts.

Or do you think that this is the city of which | said, On the palms of my
hands | have carved you? It is not this building that is in your midst now;
it is that which will be revealed, with me, that was already prepared from
the moment that | decided to create Paradise. And | showed it to Adam
before he sinned. But when he transgressed the commandment, it was
taken away from him—as also Paradise. And after these things | showed
it to my servant Abraham in the night between the portions of the victims.

And again | showed it to Moses on Mount Sinai when | showed him the

4 (Syriac Apocalypse of) Baruch, translated by AFJ Klijn, in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
volume 1, edited by James H. Charlseworth, Garden City, New York; Doubleday & Co., 1983,
631.
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likeness of the tabernacle and all its vessels. Behold, now it is preserved

with me—as also Paradise.®

“That city” was Paradise and the tabernacle (or existed alongside
Paradise and the tabernacle). Baruch narrated that the city was prepared
beforehand, engraved on God’s hands, shown to Adam, Abraham, and Moses,
removed from Adam, and preserved with God.

The history of the “cosmic” Jerusalem was described in this passage.

Stone explained,

The development of meta-historical eschatology and the heightened
cosmic role of the Temple combined to produce such passages as 2
Apoc. Bar. 4:2-6...which is, in effect, ‘The History of the Heavenly
Jerusalem.’...For all its glory, the earthly Temple, like the earthly
Jerusalem, does not bear the full weight of a cosmic role. This is

reserved for the heavenly Temple.®

Thus, according to 2 Baruch, the heavenly Jerusalem-cum-temple was the
garden of Eden. Adam saw it before he was expelled from the garden. Abraham
saw it during his sacrificial covenant with God, Moses saw it on Mount Sinai as
the blueprint for the tabernacle, and it was preserved with God. Thus, despite the

loss of the second temple and the dispersion of the Jewish people from

5 2 (Syriac Apocalypse of) Baruch 4:2-6, translated by AFJ Klijn, in The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha, volume 1, edited by James H. Charlseworth, Garden City, New York;
Doubleday & Co., 1983, 622.

6 Michael E. Stone, “Reactions to the Destructions of the Second Temple”, 199.
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Jerusalem, the temple-cum-Jerusalem continued to exist, a place of refuge and
hope for the Jewish people.

2 Baruch’s vision of a preexistent blueprint was reflected in John’s vision
of a heavenly Jerusalem. The idea that there existed a Jerusalem in heaven
presumed a holy city built by God which he showed to Moses as a blueprint for
the earthly city. Thus, for John, despite the destruction of the earthly city, there
still existed the heavenly blueprint. Instead of rebuilding based on the heavenly
blueprint, John envisioned the heavenly city as a nomadic tabernacle that could

move to the earthly holy site.

4 EZRA

Another book written in response to Titus’s destruction of the temple was
4 Ezra (also labeled as 2 Esdras). Like the pseudepigraphical Baruch, the book
of 4 Ezra was also retrojected back to an earlier time. The book 4 Ezra described
the 5" century scribe Ezra as seeing visions. Ezra’s fourth vision described a
woman mourning the loss of her children (2 Esd. 10:25-27). Ezra admonished
her, arguing that the loss of the temple was greater than whatever her loss was,
but he did not know that she was mourning the same loss as Ezra. Before Ezra’s
eyes, the woman turned into the heavenly city of Jerusalem mourning the loss of
her children, the earthly city of Jerusalem. According to Stone, “The experience
of the heavenly Jerusalem gives him the new perception that relieves his
agonizing” (Stone, 204).

While each of the above authors were pseudepigraphical: Enoch, Baruch,

Ezra, the author of the book of Revelation may or may not be pseudepigraphical.
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The early Christian community reluctantly allowed the book of Revelation into the
canon because they believed it was written by John the apostle of Jesus.
However, most modern scholars argued that John of Patmos was not the same
as John the apostle. They argued he was a lesser-known John and not a
pseudepigraphal figure.” One scholar, Josephine Massyngberde Ford, however,
argued that John of Patmos was pseudepigraphical for John the Baptist. She
argued that if the book of Revelation was part of the apocalyptic genre, it would
be logical for it to have a pseudepigraphical famous author, not just some lesser
“John.” She noted the many commonalities between the apocalyptic theology of
the book of Revelation and the teachings of John the Baptist. Nevertheless,
whether John the Baptist or some other John, John of Patmos presented himself
as an apocalyptic prophet who was a conduit of God’s revelations.

Thus, the apocalyptic genre is in some ways useful for understanding
John’s visions of the new Jerusalem. The apocalyptic texts shared similar
characteristics of the genre: pseudepigraphical authors, visions, imminent
eschatology, a dualistic worldview, a dichotomization of time, a hidden revelation,
and a select person to interpret that revelation for the present time and chosen
people. Some apocalyptic texts also shared John’s ideas about a heavenly
Jerusalem, an eschatological Jerusalem, and Jerusalem as a woman. Thus,

John shared some of his apocalyptic contemporaries’ paradigms of cosmology

7 John J. Collins, Seers, Sibyls and Sages in Hellenistic-Roman Judaism, (Leiden: Brill, 1997)
119.
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and eschatology; however, similarities did not elucidate the meaning of John'’s

visions or explain how his visions were derived.

MIDRASHIC GENRE

In contrast, placing John’s new Jerusalem visions in the midrashic genre
opens up a myriad of possibilities. Additionally, a midrashic approach to John’s
new Jerusalem brings together two historically separate disciplines: rabbinical
and Christian, thus reversing the scholarly “parting of the ways” between
traditionally Jewish and Christian approaches. While the midrashic approach
cannot completely undo the historical anti-Judaism bias, it can help mitigate
those tendencies.

The midrashic genre has not been significantly explored as a means for
understanding John’s visions of the new Jerusalem. In contrast to the apocalyptic
genre, if we consider Revelation as midrash, much of John’s new Jerusalem can
be explained. Instead of John of Patmos acting as a visionary or one who is
bringing back revelation from heaven, a midrashic approach shows that John
was acting as an interpreter of the Jewish canon.

There were several reasons the midrashic character of Revelation’s new
Jerusalem was not thoroughly explored. To begin with, at first glance, the
midrashic character of John'’s visions were not apparent. John claimed to receive
his visions directly from heaven, not from biblical source texts. John did not quote
biblical verses in the same manner as many midrashim. However, one major clue
of the visions’ midrashic character was the significant number of allusions to

Scripture contained within them. According to J. Massyngberde Ford’s count,
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there were over four hundred allusions to the Hebrew Bible in the book of
Revelation.? Krister Stendahl added that “Without a single true quotation, it is
nevertheless interwoven with O.T. material to a greater extent than any other
writing in the N.T.”® Other scholars did not see these allusions as important in
identifying the genre of Revelation, because, at first glance, the book of
Revelation did not seem to be interpreting scripture at all. Yet, because of the
intentional and copious amounts of allusions to scripture, John of Patmos was
doing some sort of exegesis.

When we explore the visions of the new Jerusalem as midrashic, we can
uncover the exegetical and, in fact, midrashic, work he was doing. Thus, we can
understand the underlying symbolism and structure of the text more than if we
only considered the visions as apocalyptic.'® So while at first glance it may seem
that John is describing new, even Christian, apocalyptic visions, what he was
really doing was weaving together Jewish scriptures using midrashic principles.
And while his visions did fit generally into the apocalyptic genre, they could only
be fully explained by also categorizing them into the midrashic genre. When the

midrashic characteristics of John’s visions are explored, the surface appearance

8 J. Massyngberde Ford, Revelation, 1975 (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company,
Inc.), 27. Revelation also has more New Testament allusions than any other NT book. Chapters
20-22 contain 30 (42).

9 Krister Stendahl, The School of St. Matthew and its Use in the Old Testament (1954), 158-159.
10 Apocalyptic and ascent vision genres were common Jewish modes of thought, although they
can be found in Christian and Gnostic writings as well. In addition, Jewish ascent visions and

apocalypses also have some characteristics of midrash which will be considered in the following
chapter.
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of John’s writings as solely visionary fall away to reveal a deft underlying
midrashic work.

Before considering the new Jerusalem visions in the book of Revelation as
midrash, midrash itself needs to be defined.! Midrashic interpretive approaches
were based upon the closing of the canon of scripture. Closing the canon meant
that there was no further revelation from God outside of the canon. Thus,
everything God wanted to say must be contained within the canon. From the
basis of belief that the canon was closed scholars derived the three main
characteristics of midrash: Torah primacy, hariza, and ribba

The first characteristic, Torah primacy, meant that the first five books of
the Bible took precedent in midrashic discourse. The words of God within the
Torah held more weight and authority than other scripture. Additionally, the focus
of the midrash often began and ended with the Torah. Midrash tended to begin
as “a homily on a passage of the Torah,” explained Daniel Boyarin, which then
“‘invokes, explicitly or implicitly, texts from either the Prophets or the Writings ...
as the framework for interpreting that initial passage” of Torah.'? Even though

verses from the Prophets and Writings were used to interpret the Torah, the

11 According to I. Epstein, midrash has been around since the return of the Jews from the
Babylonian exile. It appears in certain late books of the Bible, such as Ezra, where he
contextualizes and explains the Torah orally to the people who have returned from Babylon.
Epstein’s description of midrash is as d’rash or modernizing commentary on Scripture. Midrash
is a further development of what some scholars call the intertextuality of the Bible. Epstein sees
a clear demarcation of approaches to the Scriptures with the advent of the Mishna. Midrash
Rabbah, transl. and eds. Rabbi Dr. H. Freedman and Maurice Simon with a foreword by Rabbi
Dr. I. Epstein (London, Soncino press,1939), ix-xxiii.

12 Daniel Boyarin, “Logos, a Jewish Word: John’s Prologue as Midrash” in The Jewish Annotated

New Testament, 2nd ed., eds. Amy-Jill Levine and Marc Zvi Bretler, 688-691 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2011), 690.
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focus was the Torah and the most weight was given to the Torah. The books of
the Torah were the basis for halakha, mythology, and doctrine while the books of
the Prophets and Writings added support to the foundation of Torah.

The second characteristic, hariza, was the process of connecting one
passage to another.'® A hariza of verses meant that the same word in one
section of scripture could be connected to that word in another section of
scripture based on the belief that each word of scripture stemmed from God.
While this hariza did invoke “texts from the Prophets or the Writings” as Boyarin
wrote, there was more to it. The connection of words was similar to a dictionary
of biblical terms; however, instead of finding nuances to the word itself, the
midrashists applied the surrounding context of one word to bring a new context to
the other word. This additional valence was based on scriptural canonization
since there was no additional revelation.'* Anything God wanted to tell us must
already be contained in the existing scripture. Fishbane argues, “The emergent
enchainment (hariza) of possibilities thus dramatizes what is always the
presupposition of midrashic exegesis: that all scripture is one interconnected

whole.”*> The harizét were how the sages found hidden revelations of God, how

they “wrote with scripture” after the canon was closed.®

13 Michael Fishbane, The Exegetical Imagination (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998),
12-13.

14 Ibid, 12.
15 Ibid,13.

16 Jacob Neusner and William Scott Green, eds, “Midrash” in Dictionary of Judaism in the Biblical
Period (Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 429a.
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There were two approaches to this interconnection of scripture. Some
rabbis argued that one can use several verses as proof texts for an argument
while other rabbis argued that each verse, and even each word, must mean
something different. This latter view was important for deriving the heavenly
Jerusalem and temple and its characteristics. The latter rabbis argue that these
layers of meaning go in one direction, they add meaning, they do not subtract it.

Two arguments for this latter point of view were in B. Sanhedrin 34a:

D'N7XRY TY D 'MyNY IT 0'NY D'N7X 12T DNKR X7 MMXT "2AX X

Abbaye said, “It says, ‘The word of God called once, [but] twice | heard it
for God is strong” (Ps. 62:12).

NIXIPNA NNON XXI' TR DYV |'RI DAYV NNdY7 RXI' TNR KN

Several senses can come from one verse, but no single sense can come
from several verses.

V70 YXI9' W'09D1 XIN 7Ryne' Y T

It was taught [in the school of] Rabbi Ishmael, “ [Behold my word is like
fire] and like a hammer that shatters rock’ [Jeremiah 23:39]
D'MYL NNDY7 RXI' TNXK XN K NIXIXY NNdY7 770NN 0T W' Nn

“As the hammer is so strong that several pieces come out of it, [so] also

a single verse brings forth several meanings.”!’

The rabbis argued that God did not speak superfluously; each of his verses had

layers of significance.

17 B. Sanhedrin 34a. My translation. Cf. David Stern, Midrash and Theory (Evanston, lllinois:
Northwestern University Press, 1996), 17.
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Furthermore, this non-recursive approach to interpretation was amplified
in verses with parallelism since (in contrast to biblical critical or literary
interprestion) no verse (or half a verse) can have the same meaning as another
(or the second half of a verse). This type of polysemy was called ribbd and was
also based on the amplified significance of scripture that had been canonized.
According to Jacobs and Derovan, “This method of interpretation, used
particularly in the school of R. Akiva, proceeds from the premise that every word
of scripture has significance.”*® This midrashic logic differs from the logic of
biblical and literary scholars who describe reasons why an idea is reiterated in
the scripture, such as a gloss by an editor or a style of parallelism found
especially in prophetic and poetic writings. In contrast, ribb0 is a way that
midrashists offer proof of a heavenly temple and heavenly Jerusalem

According to some midrashic traditions, scripture’s meaning must be
discovered by mortals, not by divine oracle. So, for example, when Rabbi Eliezer
ben Hyrkanus called on a divine oracle to prove that his argument was the
correct one, the other sages rejected it—even though there was a voice from
heaven. Rabbi Yermiyah explained, “Since the Torah has already been given
from Mount Sinai, we do not pay attention to heavenly voices, for you have
already written at Mount Sinai, ‘after the majority incline’ (Ex. 23:2)” (B. Baba
Mezi'a 59a-b).1 In other words, God already had his say at Mount Sinai; now it is

up to his people to interpret the meaning of his words. The canon was closed,;

18 | ouis Jacobs and David Derovan, “Hermeneutics” in Encyclopedia Judaica, 2nd ed.,
(Jerusalem: Keter Publishing House, 2007) Vol 9:28.
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God cannot add to his revelation. The halakha was by majority decision of the
rabbis. Yet even if the majority got the final say, the minority opinions were still
included in the tradition. All the various opinions were ultimately from God and
true—even if they contradicted each other.

Through the midrashic principles of Torah primacy, intertextuality, and
ribbd, the rabbis developed the heavenly temple and Jerusalem as
interconnected to the earthly temple and Jerusalem. Parallel verses became
interpreted as parallel worlds. Through these three approaches to canonized
scripture, the rabbis connected the two realms in location, emotions, sacrifice,
and primordial, eschatological, and present existence. The new Jerusalem in
midrashim will be explored in detail in chapter 3 (while John’s new Jerusalem as

midrash will be explored in chapters 4 through 6).

GENRE OF PESARIM

John’s new Jerusalem as midrash may be problematic if midrash cannot
be apocalyptic. Some scholars argue that apocalyptic writings, such as the Dead
Sea Scroll pesarim (commentaries), are not midrashic. The pesarim have a
definitive format: they quote a line of a prophet and then interpret it. Of the three
characteristics of midrash outlined above: Torah primacy, hariza , and ribbQ, the
main point of contention was whether the pesarim read the text polysemously,

I.e., with the principle of ribbl. David Stern argued that pesarim are neither
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polysemous or midrashic while William H. Brownlee argued that they are both
polysemous and midrashic.®

First of all, there was no debate that the pesarim are apocalyptic. They
shared the four characteristics of apocalyptic outlined above: 1, they had a
dualistic view of the world; 2, they expected an imminent final Day; 3, they
identified the obscure prophetic text as referring to their own day; and 4, they had
a designated inspired interpreter who has the ability to decipher said prophecy.
However, the point of contention was, can the pes§arim also be midrashic or, as
some argued, were the genres of apocalyptic and midrashic mutually exclusive?
If they cannot be both, that could also mean that the visions of John of Patmos
cannot be both. However, if pe§arim can be both, this bolstered the argument
that Revelation can be both.

David Stern took the position that the pesarim were apocalyptic but not
midrashic because they did not have the midrashic characteristic of polysemy.
Instead, the pesarim had a singular, not multivalenced, fulfillment of prophecy
within history. Stern argued, “Unlike the exegetes of Qumran, the Rabbis appear
to have repudiated the absolutist claims of apocalyptic fulfillment in favor of
hermeneutical multiplicity.”?® As an example of apocalyptic fulfillment, Stern
pointed out that the Teacher of Righteousness interpreted the book of Habakkuk

as having a hidden meaning (which is its only true meaning) for the current

generation. He contended that,

19 David Stern, Midrash and Theory (Evanston, lllinois: Northwestern University Press, 1996).
William H. Brownlee, The Midrash Pesher of Habakkuk (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979).

20 Stern, Midrash and Theory (Evanston, lllinois: Northwestern University Press, 1996), 30.
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the apocalyptic force of the commentary, its persuasiveness as a political
and religious document, depends directly on the absoluteness of its claim that
each and every interpretation is true and that the contemporary meanings—the
events and personages—that underlie the Scriptural text will exhaust that text’s
prophecy as soon as they come to pass in the imminent future.?!

Thus, Stern differentiated the peser (commentary) by it having a singular
interpretation while the midrashic parables or homilies derived multiple meanings
from each verse of Scripture.

Stern also argued that midrashic polysemy itself was a reaction to
eschatological interpretation of the text. Midrashic polysemy was “an attempt on
the part of the Rabbis to divest exegesis of both such prophetic pretension (and
their potential subversion of Scripture’s unique status) and the more publicly
dangerous charge of apocalyptic and sectarian politics.”?? According to Stern,
midrash was a reaction to apocalyptic. The underlying belief of midrashic
polysemy was the view that God was no longer inspiring people to write
prophecy, the canon was closed; and in the place of the prophets, the rabbis
could find the meaning of the text. Thus, for Stern, midrash by definition cannot
be apocalyptic and apocalyptic by definition cannot be midrashic.

In contrast, William H. Brownlee (20 years earlier) described the writers of

the pesarim as midrashists. Brownlee labeled them midrashists precisely

21 Ibid.

22 Ibid, 31.
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because of the characteristic of polysemy within the Dead Sea pesarim. He
wrote,

To grasp what the ancient midrashist made of the divine oracles, one must
read orally, and not just visually; for to the ancient interpreter the words never
lost their oral character. Also, one must not keep in separate categories all the
various homonyms, as though they were different and unrelated words. It is not
altogether clear that there was even the notion of such distinctions as may be
listed in @ modern lexicon, as roots I, II, or lll....Not only was it legitimate to select
any one of these meanings which suited the purpose of the interpreter, without
regard to the original context; but it was also legitimate to employ more than one
meaning in an exposition.??

Unlike modern critical biblical scholars who looked for the original
etymologies of the Hebrew words, the writers of the pesarim conflated
homonyms, homographs, and homophones.

Additionally, Brownlee argued that there was midrashic polysemy in the
pesarim: the author of the peser could “employ more than one meaning in an
exposition, for such things belonged to the ‘mysteries of the words of God’s

servants the prophets.””?* He argued,

23 William H. Brownlee, The Midrash Pesher of Habakkuk (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1979), 34.

24 Ibid, 34.
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One should not view midrashic exegesis and eschatological interpretation
as mutually exclusive categories; for both elements are clearly present in the
pesarim.?>

Brownlee’s argument for multivalency obviated Stern’s insistence that
apocalyptical writings were not polysemous. Brownlee’s description of the writers
of the peséarim playing with the meanings of words and having multiple meanings
of words identified them as midrashists. Nevertheless, Stern had a point that the
Teacher of Righteousness had final authority on the truth of his interpretation.

What Stern and Brownlee mainly differed on was who had authority to
derive meaning from the sacred words of Scripture and the degree of final
authority that final interpretation had. For the Dead Sea Sect, the Teacher of
Righteousness (or the teacher of right) had the final say. For the rabbinical
community, the rabbis as a group had authority to give a collective interpretation
to the text. As far as the degree of authority, Dead Sea pesarim could have
multiple layered meanings, but rabbinical midrashim could have meanings that
were more fluid and paradoxical. Like the cat in the box who could be both alive
and dead before it is opened, rabbinical midrashim could have conflicting

interpretations that are true and authoritative, yet not final.

REVELATION’S MULTIPLE GENRES

Revelation was somewhere between the pesarim and the midrashim,

while John’s new Jerusalem was multivalenced. John’s midrash took the form of

25 Ibid, 31.
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vision which added weight to its authority as the final vision. Yet, when we look
more closely at John’s visions, we see that they are a collation of biblical verses
that are multivalent in character: John did not just offer one vision of the new
Jerusalem, but several. Just like peser Habakkuk had words with multivalent
characteristics, so too did John’s visions of the new Jerusalem have multivalent
meanings. Like the rabbinic midrashim, John’s visions even had paradoxical and
contradictory meanings. Additionally, like the pesarim, John focused on a
prophetic book: Isaiah; however, like midrash, John placed primacy on the Torah:
Genesis 1-3.

In addition to the characteristic of polysemy (whether complementary or
contradictory), John’s visions had the characteristics of Torah preeminence and
hariza. Thus, despite the apocalyptic aspects of John’s visions, they also reside
within the midrashic genre. The importance of placing the visions within the
genre of midrash is not to say that they were not apocalyptic—for they were still
apocalyptic—the importance of the midrashic label lies in its usefulness.
Uncovering John’s midrashic hermeneutic will show the underlying work of his
visions, which will be discussed in detalil in chapters 4, 5, and 6. Even if one
insisted on keeping John’s visions within the apocalyptic genre, this would not
diminish the midrashic work behind the visions.

While Revelation and the Habakkuk peser both share characteristics of
apocalypses and midrash, they differ on their format. The peSer follows a biblical
text in order, first quoting the verse, then interpreting the verse. John’s visions of

the new Jerusalem in Revelation instead were organized more like a midrashic
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homily which started with a quotation from the Torah and then went in many
directions with harizét—shared word connections to various passages from the
Prophets and Writings. Also, instead of explicit quotations like in the peser,
Revelation’s quotations were quite short and more like the brief
guotations/allusions to Scripture found in midrash. The briefness of the quotes
can make it a little more difficult to identify Revelation’s allusions and quotes to
Scripture; however, once the midrashic organization and numerous allusions to
Scripture are noted, we can see the background work of Revelation and its
similarities to midrash.

Like midrash, Revelation alluded to biblical references. Like peSer, it tied
its vision to imminent eschatology. Like both peser and midrash there was more
than a singular interpretation—the new Jerusalem had multiple iterations. Its

descriptions went beyond the plain meaning of biblical verses.

JOHN OF PATMOS AS A RABBINICAL JEW

Writing in the 90s CE, John was a Jew. The question should not be was
he a gentile or a Jew, but what kind of Jew and how did his belief in Jesus affect
his Jewish views. From the text of the book of Revelation, it was apparent that
John was steeped in Jewish paradigms of the cosmos. His views of Jesus did not
cause him to reject these Jewish paradigms since there was no “parting of the
ways” yet. However, many scholars still adhered to the outdated idea that there
was a “parting of the ways” in the first century.

Generally, scholars do not place John among the early rabbis. This is

often based on the polemics against the Pharisees in the gospels and Pauline

28



epistles. (Whether or not Jesus and Paul were opposed to the Pharisees or vice
versa is another matter.) Historically, Christians became opposed to Judaism
which led to Christians interpreting the book of Revelation as anti-Jewish.
Today’s scholars are the inheritors of this long history of interpretation, which
means that even though most modern scholars are not intentionally anti-Jewish,
they inherit the writings of theologians and scholars who have anti-Jewish bias.
Thus, it is often difficult for those who were not immersed in the Jewish worldview
to see the biases in their interpretations that they inherited.

Revelation’s symbols and ideas should be placed within the greater
structure of meaning—especially first-century Jewish meaning. Usually, scholars
compare Revelation to extant Jewish writings that were clearly earlier than
Revelation. However, limiting the Jewish texts in such a way drew a false
dichotomy between Revelation and its Jewish influence. Revelation can be
placed within a greater circle of influence that did not have a clear “parting of the
ways” nor a clear line of demarcation between Jewish and gentile Christian
thought. There was a great exchange of ideas that did not “stay in their lanes” by
following their respective orthodoxies. Often the lines for the lanes were blurry
and the information bled through these permeable boundaries. John’s vision of
the new Jerusalem should be situated among his contemporaries whether earlier
or later. Many other Jewish visionaries likewise saw a new Jerusalem either in
heaven or in the future eschaton.

Revelation may have influenced the Jewish texts that were redacted later

but it may also have been describing ideas that were already in the Jewish
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community. ldeas are not just successive. They develop as various strands of
thought that sometimes intertwine and sometimes die out and sometimes
reemerge. It would be more accurate to look at Revelation as a knot of various
Jewish ideas that bring them together. These Jewish ideas continue—perhaps as
strands influenced by Revelation but most likely reflecting similar ideas in other
Jewish communities. These ideas continued back in the Jewish world and were
then further developed within Jewish apocalypticism and Merkavah visions. The
visions of Revelation were located right in the middle of the timeline of Jewish
Jerusalem visions. Enoch was written 200 years earlier, Pirkei Mashiah was
redacted 500 years later (although much of the material stems from much
earlier). Even before the destruction of the Temple in 70 CE, there were visions
of it being destroyed and of a new Jerusalem taking its place. Thus, the
passages on the new Jerusalem found in the last two chapters of Revelation
were a conflation of written and oral Jewish ideas that were compiled, translated,
and re-ordered into an account of the end of days.

The following chapters of this dissertation examine the possibilities of a
midrashic approach to John’s new Jerusalem. Ch 2 describes the other
approaches to John’s new Jerusalem visions in scholarship from the last fifty
years. In chapter 3, midrashic descriptions of the new Jerusalem and its like are
examined. These midrashim preserved some first century traditions concerning
the new Jerusalem. Chapters 4 and 5 examine the similarities between John’s
new creation and the first six days of the Genesis creation. Chapter 6 considers

the new Jerusalem in light of the Sabbath.
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The following chapters offer evidence that John’s visions were midrashic;
but more than that, they offer new and better explanations for John’s visions. In a
sense, as in the sciences, this dissertation offers a theory. The theory is that
John’s visions are midrashic. Whether proven or not, the better question is, is this
theory useful? Does it help the modern reader understand the cosmography,
biblical interpretative methods, and prophetic realization of John of Patmos and
his Jerusalem. As in the sciences, a useful theory stays in place until a more
useful one comes along. Previously, John'’s visions were considered apocalyptic.

This dissertation argues for a more useful theory—that they were midrashic.
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CH1

HISTORY OF RESEARCH

Over the last fifty years scholars have taken a variety of approaches to
explaining John’s new Jerusalem. This chapter will provide an overview of the
insights and the flaws of these scholars. The scholars of the past fifty years are
organized into five categories which corresponded to their main hermeneutical
approach. The five basic approaches to John’s new Jerusalem were: 1,
theological; 2, historical- critical; 3, literary; 4, postmodern; and 5, the theoretical

study of religion.

Scholars utilizing these five approaches provided foundations that could
be built upon; however, these foundations were not perfect. The main rhetorical
purpose of the theological approach was to develop the importance of the text for
faith-based communities. Unfortunately, this rhetorical impetus also encouraged
the flaw of supersessionism. Theologians often highlighted the difference
between John’s visions and other Jewish visions. In these differences, the
theologians saw supersessionism or, at least, superiority, which created bias and

inaccuracy while interpreting John's vision and other relevant texts.
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Unlike the theological approach, the historical-critical approach
deconstructed the canon. Nevertheless, historical-critical biblical scholars often
brought with them the anti-Judaism from the theologians. The common
theological fallacy of supersessionism morphed into a historical-critical fallacy of
“genius” or originality, in which scholars intentionally or unconsciously sought

original concepts in Christianity as superior criterion.2®

The literary approach analyzed the narrative paradigms and rhetorical
devices of the text. Some scholars from this group aligned more closely with
theologians and some scholars from this group aligned more closely with
historical-biblical critics. Thus, the flaws of both theological and historical-critical

scholarship usually transferred to the literary school of thought.

The postmodern approach deconstructed not just the text but the
interpreter. This approach was concerned with the rhetorical impact of the text on
the faith-based communities; however, in a more subversive way than the
theological approach. This approach, in a sense, revived the critical origins of the
historical-biblical critics who undermined the dogmatic assumptions of
theologians. Nevertheless, the supersessionist and originalist fallacies were not

usually examined and deconstructed.

% Stanley E. Porter, ed., Reading the Gospels Today, Cambridge: Wm B Eerdmans Publishing,
2004, 50.
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Finally, the religious theory approach utilized interdisciplinary approaches
to the text with broader understanding of religious impetuses and responses.
However, this approach was not sufficient to completely root out the inherent

supersessionist and anti-Judaism biases of their fellow scholars.

Thus, each of these five approaches suffered from an anti-Judaism bias.
This did not mean that this anti-Judaism bias was like the anti-Semitism of
previous eras. Rather, the effects of anti-Semitism and anti-Judaism were
imbibed in a more diluted form from the inherited texts and teachings from eras

when anti-Jewish and anti-Semitism were de rigueur.

A more detailed analysis of the scholars from each of these five
approaches follows. Highlights of these scholars’ advancement of the
understanding of John’s new Jerusalem will be described briefly. Where
applicable, the flaw of anti-Judaism from the theological to the other approaches
will be noted. Since the theological approach was the first and the oldest
approach, it had significant theological influence on interpretations of the new
Jerusalem in Revelation in biblical-critical, historical, literary, and religious

theoretical approaches.
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1. THEOLOGICAL APPROACH

Theologians who held the text as sacred were Revelation’s first
interpreters. Thus, it follows that theologians had an outsized influence on all five
approaches to the text of Revelation. These theologians were not just concerned
with the original intent of the author, but also with how to apply the ideas of
Revelation to their own lives. Additionally, early theologians tended to be anti-
Jewish. More recent theologians tended not to be intentionally anti-Jewish, yet
there was still some anti-Judaism in their approach. The recent theologians
highlighted here, Robert A. Briggs and Pilchan Lee, both delved deeply into the
Jewish sources. Despite their intentionally Jewish approach, they favored

Christianity over Judaism.

While on the surface, a religious person favoring their own religion over
another may not seem too problematic, in actuality, this practice not only caused
a bias that obviated the Jewish characteristics of John’s new Jerusalem but
hindered Jewish and Christian relations. The problem of supersessionism has
been fully examined by many theologians and scholars. To summarize the
problem briefly, not only did supersessionism undermine the meaning of the text,
but it caused anti-Jewish views in contemporary culture. Thus, scholars who held
anti-Judaism bias neglected their professional role of unbiased examination of

the text and promotion of ecumenicism and interfaith dialogue.
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John, as a Jew himself, made great use of Jewish symbols and methods
of interpretation. A theologian who mainly saw John as a Christian could not fully
appreciate John’s Jewish worldview. Even theologians who maintained that John
was a Jew might interpret his Jewishness through their own Christian bias,
undervaluing his Jewish symbols and methods. Thus, despite the significant
advancement in theology towards ecumenicism and valuing the Jewishness of

early Christianity, the supersessionist bias has not been fully expunged.

ROBERT A. BRIGGS

Our first theologian, Robert A. Briggs, wrote a book entitled Jewish
Temple Imagery in the Book of Revelation. 2 This book was a revision of his
1996 dissertation written at the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. Despite
the focus on “Jewish” temple imagery, Briggs remained consistent with older
theological perspectives by contrasting Judaism with Christianity.

Briggs contrasted “Ezekiel’s generation” with Revelation 21 where he
argued that the temple was abandoned. Briggs claimed that “Ezekiel’s
generation” was “not far enough along the revelatory timeline to cope with the

idea that the temple institution, the very heart of their religious life, was to be

27 Robert A. Briggs, Jewish Temple Imagery in the Book of Revelation, Studies in Biblical
Literature 10 (New York: Peter Lang, 1999), xv.
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altogether abandoned.”?® For Briggs, abandoning the centrality of the temple was
a more advanced theology.

While Briggs allowed that the earlier temple imagery in Revelation
described the temple as not abandoned or rejected, he argued that this temple
was “primarily for the benefit of believing Jews.”?° Briggs argued that the altar in
the temple signified prayers rising to the temple in heaven for these Christian
Jews. Nonetheless, according to Briggs, the altar had no importance for gentile
Christians and thus, any remnant of the altar or temple was passing and
obsolete.

Briggs saw a clear break between the Jewish religion and the Christian
religion in the theology of Revelation—or more specifically, he saw God’s older
religion for the Jewish people and God’s newer superior religion for the gentiles.
Briggs took John’s description of the new Jerusalem without a temple to mean
that the central place of worship within Judaism was obsolete. However, Brigg’s
interpretation perpetuated an anachronistic Christian understanding of the lack of

a temple in John’s vision as signifying the obsoleteness of the Jewish religion.

28 |bid., 105.
29 1bid., 103.
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PILCHAN LEE

The second theologian to be considered here is Pilchan Lee. Pilchan Lee
focused exclusively on the last two chapters of Revelation. Moreover, he focused
on the Jewish background of those two chapters.3? Nevertheless, he had a
theological approach with some of the theological flaws, especially preference for
Christian novelty over Jewish continuity.

Lee identified two theological problems with the new Jerusalem of
Revelation: 1, the descent of the new Jerusalem and 2, its lack of a temple. Both
of these were problems for Lee since they did not occur in the Hebrew Bible and,
thus, were not consistent with canonical scripture. Lee expanded his search
beyond the canon to Second Temple Jewish literature and early Jewish literature
for solutions to these problems. This comparative approach was a more common
trait of historical-critical methodologies. Thus, Lee combined the theological
approach with the historical-critical approach. However, Lee’s identification of
problems was based on theological concerns. Moreover, his solutions favored
early Christianity over early Judaism, and, thus, succumbed to the
supersessionist fallacy.

Lee’s first identified problem was the descent of the new Jerusalem since

it did not occur in the Hebrew Bible. While this was a theological problem, Lee

30 pilchan Lee, The New Jerusalem in the Book of Revelation: A Study of Revelation 21-22 in the
Light of its Background in Jewish Tradition (TlUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001).
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began to solve it the historical-critical way by looking for a connection to the
heavenly Jerusalem in extra-canonical writings. Lee found “a bridge” between
“OT restorational messages” and Revelation in early Jewish apocalyptic
literature.3?

Lee traced the development of the idea of the new Jerusalem from the
exilic period to the writing of Revelation. First, the exilic period prophets--Ezekiel,
Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Zechariah--offered hope for a restored temple. Then, the
Maccabean period writers--represented by Tobit, sectarian DSS, and 2 Enoch--
developed the idea of a heavenly temple and started to connect it to the future
new Jerusalem. Lastly, the Jewish apocalyptic writers--represented by
Revelation, 1, 2, and 3 Baruch, the Apocalypse of Abraham, Pseudo-Philo, the
Sibylline Oracles [book 5], 4 Ezra, as well as rabbis of the Yavnean movement,
and zealots of the Bar Kochba revolt--further developed this restorational idea
with the eschatological Jerusalem/temple. Lee, in detailed diagrams, compared
elements of Revelation to contemporary Jewish works and concluded that the
descent of the new Jerusalem of Revelation was closest to Qumran writing and |
Enoch.®? This approach was very helpful in locating John’s new Jerusalem

descent among contemporary Jewish writings and traditions.

31 bid., 2.
32 |bid., 295-300.
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Lee’s approach to the second problem, the lack of a temple, was a mixture
of locating John'’s vision within contemporary Judaism and opposing his vision to
contemporary Judaism. Lee found three possible solutions to the lack of a temple
in John’s new Jerusalem: 1, as a polemic against “other Jewish traditions”; 2, a
transference of the heavenly Jerusalem to an eschatological earthly Jerusalem;
and 3, to emphasize Jerusalem as a city.

First, Lee posited the possibility that John had a “particular polemic
against other Jewish traditions.” He claimed that John opposed “the rebuilding of
the New Temple from a Christological perspective.”®® According to this argument,
the temple was no longer needed by the Christian religion. The sacrifices of the
temple were made obsolete by the sacrifice of Jesus on the cross. This answer
was similar to the position of Briggs as well as many other theologians. This
answer, however, projected a later Christian (gentile) viewpoint onto an early
Jewish(-Christian) apocalyptic prophet. Lee proffered this answer without
defending this problematic and anachronistic anti-Judaic polemic.

The second possibility that Lee put forward was that John transferred “the
Heavenly Zion to the New Zion.”* In contrast to Lee’s first solution, this second
answer appropriately placed John’s new Jerusalem within the Jewish milieu. With

this answer, Lee addressed the concept of a heavenly Zion in Jewish thought of

3 1bid., 302.
34 Ibid.
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late antiquity. Furthermore, Lee investigated the idea of an eschatological
unification of the heavenly with the earthly spheres. This solution, however, did
not sufficiently explain the theological problem Lee had with the lack of a temple
in John’s new Jerusalem.

Lee’s third explanation for the lack of a temple in the new Jerusalem was
a literary explanation. Lee claimed that John used a “deliberate rhetorical
technique to establish a parallel” between two cities: the new Jerusalem as the
virgin bride and Babylon as the great harlot.®> This third answer explained much
of the description of the new Jerusalem as a city that, like Babylon/Rome, would
rule the world, have riches such as gold and gems, and would be where kings
came to pay homage. This also explained why John’s emphasis was on the city
itself rather than the temple of Jerusalem; however, this city parallelism did not
explain why John specifically said there is no temple.

Moreover, like many theologians and scholars, Lee insisted on a
distinction between other early Jewish writers and John. He wrote that “it is
noteworthy that this tenor of Revelation does not mean that John is purely a
Jewish commentator, because his exegetical standpoint is Christological.”3®
Additionally, Lee concluded his analysis by describing martyrdom as a distinct

Christian marker:

3 bid.
% bid., 3.
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John represents martyrdom as the mark of the church. This is the most
radical way of overcoming the crisis they faced. In this sense, Revelation
is different from the early Jewish literature, the problem of which is the
defilement and destruction of the Temple.?’
Lee argued that martyrdom was a distinctly Christian trait in contrast to Judaism;
however, one does not need to look hard for Jewish examples of martyrdom,
such as the woman with 7 sons (2 Maccabees 7) and the kiddush ha-shem
martyrdom of Akiva. So, while Lee found many explanations within Jewish texts,
as a theologian, Lee ultimately turned to the fallacy of superiority and originality
for John’s worldview.

Both Briggs and Lee found significant Judaic elements in their analyses of
the new Jerusalem, yet they still maintained a bias for their own Christian faith
over Judaism. This pro-Christian (somewhat supersessionist) bias had come to
be expected among theologians and was not as frowned upon since it did not go
as far as anti-Semitism. Even with their pro-Christian bias, Briggs and Lee were
significantly more favorable to Judaism than earlier generations of theologians.
This new favorability to Judaism was an improvement—it both reduced the
earlier blind spots within the theological approach and fostered interfaith dialog.
Theologians were less likely to be intentionally anti-Judaic, but some lingering

ideas persisted: the Christian faith was still seen as the culmination of Judaism

37 Ibid., 304.
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and any difference was seen as superior. Also, as is common with “confirmation

bias,” differences were looked for.

2. HISTORICAL-BIBLICAL CRITICISM

In contrast to the theological approach, the second approach--historical-
biblical criticism--began a new era of biblical studies which was not concerned
with promoting faith. Early practitioners of historical-biblical criticism, such as
David Friedrich Strauss, in fact, viewed this critical approach as undermining faith
and religious practice. The foundation of biblical-criticism was that the texts were
formed by humans, not God, not supernaturally. These biblical critics added
extra-canonical texts to the purview of their studies, eschewed dogmatic
constraints, looked for alternate explanations for miraculous stories, and
identified seams in the textual traditions. Nevertheless, biblical critics built upon
the earlier theological foundations, including anti-Judaism. In fact, the idea of
uniqueness or “genius” of Christianity was common in 19" and early 20™ century
biblical-critical scholarship such as Renan’s Life of Jesus (Vie de Jésus 1863)
and Albert Schweitzer’s conclusion in The Quest of the Historical Jesus
(Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung 1906). Remnants of that idea legitimized
the theological idea of superiority in a new form as originality or genius in
subsequent biblical criticism. Moreover, as a general rule, these new biblical
critics came out of theological seminaries and, thus, were learned in theological

methodology, much of which was anti-Judaic. To complicate matters, more
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recent historical-biblical critics often returned to theological concerns which were

reflected in their analyses and conclusions.

The four authors highlighted here each came out of theological
seminaries—albeit progressive seminaries which emphasized biblical criticism.
Two of these scholars, Robert John McKelvey and Adela Yarbro Collins, went to
progressive Protestant seminaries and two of them, Josephine Massyngberde
Ford and Florentino Garcia Martinez, had Catholic affiliations. All four scholars
mainly approached the text using historical and critical methodologies but did not
undermine the dogmatic tenets of Christianity as enthusiastically as earlier
generations of biblical-critical scholars; on the other hand, these four scholars
were not as anti-Judaic as earlier historical-critical scholars. Thus, they tended to
strike a balance by favoring both Christianity and Judaism, although some do a

better job than others.

ROBERT JOHN MCKELVEY

Robert John McKelvey approached the concept of the new temple with a
biblical critical-historical approach. In his monograph, The New Temple,38
McKelvey described the new temple’s and the new Jerusalem’s theological

evolution from ancient biblical texts up to early Jewish and Christian traditions

38 Robert John McKelvey, The New Temple (Glasgow: Oxford, 1969). See especially his chapter,
“The Book of Revelation,” 155-178.
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and texts. For McKelvey, the idea of the “new temple” was similar in concept to
the “new Jerusalem” since the temple and the city could be substituted for each
other. In this book, he gave readers a sense of the scope and transformation of
ideas about the new temple and the new Jerusalem; however, surprisingly, he
did not fully integrate his analysis of the history of the new temple idea with his
analysis of Revelation’s new Jerusalem; instead, he seemed to disassociate the

Jewish history of the idea of the new temple from John'’s “Christian” new

Jerusalem.

McKelvey argued that in the early narratives of the Bible, God was
anthropomorphically described as dwelling in a house. McKelvey explained that:
“The early narratives represented Yahweh as dwelling in the tent or the
sanctuaries of Palestine as a man dwells in his house.”® Thus, just as a person
dwelled in a house, so God dwelled in his tent or temple. McKelvey argued that
even at this pre-exilic stage an earthly temple was problematic as a dwelling

place for a transcendent God.

During the exile, though, McKelvey argued that the theological innovation
was the placement of a temple projected into the future. This was the “new”
temple. According to McKelvey, “The loss of the temple meant nothing less than

the loss of God'’s presence.... It was to such disconsolate spirits that the new

% lbid., 26
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temple became a symbol of hope.”° Thus, the situation of exile was the womb

for the idea of a new future Jerusalem temple.

After the exile, the second temple was built in Jerusalem; however,
according to McKelvey, this temple rebuilt by poor returning migrants did not live

up to the new temple vision. McKelvey explained that,

In a sense, the temple which was built after the return from the exile was
the fulfillment of the prophecies of Deutero-Isaiah, Ezekiel, and others,
but in another sense, it was not. The restored temple did help to unify the
restored community and act as a beacon of hope for the many Jews who
did not return, and the little nation became relatively strong and
influential. But when the actual was put alongside the ideal the disparity

was too great and too painful to bear any comparison.*

Because of this disparity, people continued to long for a new temple.

According to McKelvey, even though the Maccabees cleansed the temple
after Antiochus Epiphanes, the cleansing was not sufficient because the
subsequent Hasmonean priesthood was not legitimate. This illegitimate
priesthood continued into Herod’s reign. Thus, despite the fact that Herod’s

temple was a wonder of the ancient world, the temple was considered defiled by

40 1bid., 7.
41 |bid., 22-23.
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illegitimate priests and an illegitimate king. The Qumranites were so dissatisfied
with the Jerusalem temple that they believed they were “called by God to provide

an alternative means of atonement for both themselves and Israel at large.”*?

Therefore, according to McKelvey, apocalyptic writers felt so dissatisfied
with Herod’s temple, they began to envision a heavenly temple as an alternative
to a new future temple.** McKelvey explained: “Ideas traditionally associated with
the new temple are now used of the temple in heaven. It is the heavenly temple
that is the navel or source of life and blessing for the universe.”* Since the
terrestrial temple continued to disappoint, the apocalyptic writers came to believe

in an extant and perfect heavenly temple.4°

With regard to Revelation, however, McKelvey did not connect John’s new
temple to the Jewish heavenly Jerusalem. McKelvey’s lapse in seeing the new
Jerusalem as a Jewish creation, was perhaps because of the residual influence
of the idea of superiority of Christianity or latent anti-Judaism. Instead of

connecting John’s new Jerusalem to the Jewish heavenly Jerusalem, McKelvey

42 |bid., 46.

43 |bid., 26-27. For example, | Enoch had several descriptions of the new temple/Jerusalem such
as: 1, the throne of God (I Enoch 14) and 2, “a blessed place” in the “middle of the earth” on a
“holy mountain” (I Enoch 26).

4 Ibid., 28.

45 However, synchronistically with the heavenly temple idea, there continued to be a hope for a

new earthly temple as well. See Adela Yarbro Collins below.
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argued for three types of new Jerusalem in the final vision of Revelation: 1, a
new creation, 2, a community of the faithful, 3, and a restored temple-cum-

Jerusalem.46

McKelvey’s first theory of the new Jerusalem was a creation based on the
verse: “| saw a new heaven and a new earth; for the first heaven and the first
earth had passed away.”*’ McKelvey interpreted the term “new” (or kainos)
literally: the city was not just restored or renewed but completely new. McKelvey
claimed that such a novel idea was not entertained by the Jews of the time.*8
They habitually thought of the new creation and the new Jerusalem in terms of a
rejuvenation and transformation of the old. In the period after the New Testament
when eventually the rabbis came to believe the heavenly Jerusalem would
descend to earth, what they envisaged was something quite different from what
our author had in mind. The city expected by the rabbis was the heavenly

prototypical city.*

46 |bid., 155-178.
47 Revelation, 21:1, trans. Robert McKelvey, lbid. 169).

48 This is not entirely correct—the Animal Apocalypse did describe the temple as “new.” Also,
Qumran writings have a God-built temple as well as a human-built temple (see Adela Yarbro
Collins below).

4% Robert John McKelvey, The New Temple (Glasgow: Oxford, 1969). See especially his chapter,
“The Book of Revelation”, 170.
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Here McKelvey forcibly exaggerated the distinctions between John’s new
Jerusalem and the rabbinical “heavenly prototypical city.” According to
McKelvey,

The city expected by the rabbis was the heavenly prototypal city. Such an

idea has no place in John’s new world. The prototypal city (like its ectype

on earth) belongs to the old order of creation, ‘the first heaven and the first
earth’, which in John’s scheme of things has been destroyed. His city, like
the world-order it symbolizes, is altogether new. It is not merely new in
time (veos ), but new in quality (kainos). No hint is given as to its previous
existence. All we know is that it descends ‘out (ek) of heaven from (apo)

God’. What is John saying? Surely this: the new order issuing from the

paschal victory of Christ is not part of the present order; it is not the

fulfillment or évolué of the natural order or the historical process. It is
rather the inbreaking of that which is outside and beyond history, the
supersession and not the consummation of the old.%°
Thus, McKelvey argued that a new Jerusalem arising out of the ashes of a
destroyed earth and obliterating Jerusalem was solely the idea of John of
Patmos.
McKelvey argued for the novelty of John’s imagery while still conscribing

to the rabbinical belief that there was a heavenly Jerusalem and it would descend

%0 170.
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to earth. The distinction for McKelvey was that the rabbis' city was described as
preexistent, created in primordial time, while John’s city was “new,” created at the
end of time. Instead of looking for overlap between these two ideas in the
prophets or first century rabbinical eschatology, McKelvey decided that John’s
idea was “novel.”! This novelty showed McKelvey’s confirmation bias for

Christian supersessionist improvement in originality that broke with Judaism.

McKelvey’s second type of new Jerusalem was a group of people—the
Christian church. McKelvey based this city-cum-people on the verse: “the new
Jerusalem...prepared as a bride adorned for her husband” (Rev. 21:2). Since
Revelation 21:9 described the bride as “the wife of the Lamb,” McKelvey
interpreted these faithful as Christians. He wrote, “One has only to ask who the
Lamb’s spouse can be for the imagery to become plain. The bride of Christ is the

church.”?

McKelvey did add some layers to this interpretation of the bride as the
Christian church. He also explained that the community-cum-Jerusalem was a
metaphorical temple. He wrote, “Since Jerusalem always presupposes the
temple, the representation of the church as the city of God naturally evokes the

thought of God’s presence (the other aspect of the nuptial figure), and we have

51 McKelvey, 168 n.3, 170.

%2 1bid, 169.
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the intimate picture of God tabernacling with his people.”*® McKelvey did not
point out parallels in other Jewish writings, but rather he said, “Let us note the

thoroughgoing nature of John'’s reinterpretation of the traditional hope of Israel.”>*

The third new Jerusalem was a physically restored temple-city. McKelvey
stated that the metaphor of the community of the faithful took on shape and

became a material temple-city again:

The vision changes before our eyes. The gates which we thought were
simply for symbolical effect swing open to admit the nations. The city is
no longer the self-contained box-like thing we took it for but a vast

metropolis with crowds coming and going.>®

McKelvey identified this physical new Jerusalem as the great pilgrimage city for
the Feast of Tabernacles, a celebration that both commemorated the giving of
the Torah at Sinai and was expected to be celebrated in the eschaton. McKelvey
did not point out that John’s idea of gentile pilgrimage to the new Jerusalem
already existed in contemporary Jewish writings and beliefs. Perhaps the
parallels seemed too obvious to him between this end time Jerusalem and its
appearance in later prophetic works and the Dead Sea Scrolls or perhaps he

drew too clear of a distinction between Judaism and John'’s Christianity.

%3 Ibid., 169.

4 lbid., 169.
% |bid., 174.
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In contrast to Briggs and Lee, McKelvey argued that the city was always
equivalent to the temple in Revelation. He explained that: “In John’s mind of
course the two ideas would never appear apart (cf. 3. 12): the description of the
city in chapters 21-2 implies a temple, just as the description of the temple in
chapters 4-20 implied a city.”® So, the new Jerusalem could be the described

temple, while not requiring a separate temple within the city.

McKelvey viewed the Christianity of John as co-opting Judaism. He wrote,
“This chapter has attempted to show how the ancient oriental and Jewish
conception of the heavenly temple and city was taken over by the early church
and put to Christian use.”™’ So instead of viewing John’s new Jerusalem as a
variation of an early Jewish apocalyptic concept, McKelvey viewed it as a
concept transformed by Christians. McKelvey fairly clearly followed the trajectory
of the Jewish idea of the new/heavenly Jerusalem until he came to John's vision.
Then he hiccupped and lost the thread of continuity. He was looking for a break

from Judaism and he forced one.

However, the idea that there was an early parting of the ways between

early Christianity and Judaism has been corrected by many scholars.58 Many

56 |bid., 167. McKelvey does make a distinction, however, between the earlier temple/city and
John’s city/temple.

57 Ibid., 176.

58 See, for example, Annette Yoshiko Reed,
in The Ways that Never Parted, Adam H. Becker and Annette Yoshiko Reed, eds.,
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now see early Judaism and Christianity as part of the same fabric and lacking
clear boundaries. It's crucial to emphasize how much a first century Jewish
apocalyptic writer—John of Patmos— would still be embedded in Jewish ideas

and community.

The new Jerusalem of Revelation did, in fact, share many ties with
contemporaneous Jewish writings that corresponded to McKelvey’s three
Jerusalems of Revelation 21-22, yet surprisingly, McKelvey did not acknowledge
these. First, Jewish writings contained descriptions of a heavenly Jerusalem
which correlated with how John’s newly created Jerusalem was to descend from
heaven. Second, the image of Jerusalem as a group of people was also common
in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Third, John, the later prophets, and the Dead Sea
Scrolls all depicted the eschatological Jerusalem as a temple-city. All three of
McKelvey’s categories of Jerusalem were found among contemporary Jewish
writings of his day; therefore, they were not a novel Christological creation. While
McKelvey’s analysis and research were overall excellent, his view of “the parting
of the ways” projected distinctions between Revelation and other Jewish texts

anachronistically and, thus, led to some false conclusions.

(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007), 189-231, and Daniel Boyarin, Border Lines: The Partition
of Judaeo-Christianity (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 2004).
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JOSEPHINE MASSYNGBERDE FORD

In contrast to McKelvey, Josephine Massyngberde Ford questioned the
Christological assumptions scholars have made regarding Revelation. In contrast
to more Christologically minded scholars (and despite being a Catholic herself),
Ford presented Revelation from the vantage point of a Jewish text.>®

Ford asked, “Have Christian scholars presupposed a Christological
interpretation and performed an isogesis (sic) such as would not be acceptable
for other biblical texts either in the OT or the NT? ...Can we fail to take into
consideration the fact that practically all the apocalyptic works of the first century
and earlier were Jewish, most of them with Christian adaptation?”°

Moreover, she argued that “Revelation is unlike Jewish apocalypses
adapted to Christianity because there are no clear Christian interpolations woven
into the text; rather, a block of Christian material (chs. 1-2) has been grafted onto
the beginning and four Christian verses (22:16-17a, 20-21) have been grafted
onto the end. Neither shows the NT Christ. Revelation is therefore unique.”®!
Unlike many other (mostly Christian) scholars, Ford did not argue that

Revelation’s uniqueness was in its Christian originality. Rather, she argued that

%9 1bid., 38-39, 347. This theory was a reiteration of Paul Gaechter'’s, “The Original Sequence of
Apocalypse 20-22,” TS 10 (1949), 485-521.

60 Josephine Massyngberde Ford, Revelation, The Anchor Bible 38 (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1975), 27.

®1 |bid. 27-28.
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the unique thing about Revelation was that other than with the exceptions
mentioned above, Revelation remains a Jewish apocalypse.

With regard to John’s final visions of Jerusalem in chapters 21-22, Ford
argued that John envisioned not one Jerusalem but two distinct Jerusalems. One
vision was the millennial Jerusalem of Revelation 21:9-27, 8, and 22:1-2. Even
though this millennial Jerusalem appeared second in the book of Revelation,
Ford argued that it in fact should have come first in the apocalyptic vision. This
new Jerusalem would descend from heaven and exist for a thousand years, then
all would be destroyed before the second new Jerusalem appeared. The second
new Jerusalem was the eternal Jerusalem. It would emerge as part of the new
creation of heaven and earth and would be eternal. Thus, using source-critical
methodology, she emended the last two chapters of Revelation and essentially
reversed them.

Ford argued that there was not just one type of eschatological Jerusalem.
Instead, John of Patmos incorporated more than one Jewish apocalyptic vision.
Rather than conflating the contradictory visions, Ford allowed a multiplicity of
views.

Additionally, Ford theorized that John the Baptist and his followers wrote
the text of Revelation. This novel theory gave her the lens to view Revelation as
from a place of early Jewish apocalypticism and messianism. This is because,
even in the gospels, John the Baptist was portrayed as an essentially Jewish

figure: a prophet and messianic figure with many followers. John the Baptist also
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shared similar theology with Qumran writings. Thus, throughout Ford’s
commentary she cited an abundance of contemporary Jewish literature.

Moreover, in contrast to many scholars who approached the lack of a
temple in the new Jerusalem with anti-Jewish polemic or as a new Christological
idea, Ford argued that the idea of no temple in the new Jerusalem was a Jewish
idea.b2 She wrote, “The absence of the temple is not a new motif.”63

Ford convincingly reinforced the importance of how the Jewish milieu
interplayed with the new Jerusalem in Revelation in several ways. She
guestioned the long-standing Christological assumptions that surrounded it and
argued that both the lack of a temple in the new Jerusalem and the idea of a
millennial temporary Jerusalem were Jewish ideas. Additionally, Ford explained
John'’s vision as a merging of two separate Jerusalems that had sources rooted
in a variety of different Jewish apocalyptic visions. Moreover, her theory that the
school of John the Baptist was involved in writing Revelation located the context
more specifically. Using these various approaches, Ford elucidated the text and

tapped into its Jewish Sitz im Leben.

62 One scholar who agreed with Ford that the idea of no temple was a Jewish idea was David
Flusser, “No Temple in the City,” in Judaism and the Origins of Christianity, (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1988), 454-465.

8 Ford, Revelation, (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1975), 344.
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FLORENTINO GARCIA MARTINEZ

In contrast to Ford, Florentino Garcia Martinez argued that John of
Patmos “used a Christian interpretation” in formulating his new Jerusalem
vision.®* Despite being a preeminent Dead Sea Scrolls’ scholar, Martinez did not
contribute much insight into the new Jerusalem in Revelation. While at one point
he seemed to suggest an intriguing idea of continuity between Ezekiel, the New
Jerusalem Scroll, and Revelation, he later disavowed and rejected that position.
Thus, his conclusion is that there was shared background between the New
Jerusalem scroll and John’s new Jerusalem visions but no direct influence.

Instead, Martinez emphasized their differences.

In an early article, Martinez seemed to argue that the vision of Jerusalem
in the New Jerusalem Scroll was a midway point between Ezekiel and
Revelation’s new Jerusalems.®® However, he later corrected that as a
misinterpretation of his argument, and instead clarified his view as being that

there was no direct connection. He explained that “The general interpretive

64 Florentino Garcia Martinez, “New Jerusalem at Qumran and in the New Testament,” 277-289,
in The Land of Israel in Bible, History, and Theology: Studies in Honour of Ed Noort,
Supplements to Vetus Testamentum 124, Jacques van Ruiten and J. Cornelis de Vos, eds.,
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 282.

% His earlier work was: Florentino Garcia Martinez, “The ‘New Jerusalem’ and the Future Temple
of the Manuscripts from Qumran.” in Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts
from Qumran, Florentino Garcia Martinez and Rijksuniversiteiet te Groningen, eds., 180-213.
Leiden: Brill, 1992.
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framework of both corpora was the same—the Hebrew Bible, but a genetic
relationship among both corpora is not the most logical explanation of the
similarities or of the differences that can be found among them. Therefore, |
consider the relationship between these two corpora in terms of different phases
of evolution that began from a commonly shared ground, the so-called “Hebrew

Bible” or “Old Testament.”¢

Martinez reasoned that both the New Jerusalem Scroll and Revelation
shared a common background, so they did not need to directly influence each

other. For example, they both developed ideas found in Ezekiel. He explained,

My conclusion will be that in pre-Christian Judaism as revealed by the
Scrolls, the development of theological ideas that can be found in the
New Testament had already taken place.... What Ezekiel saw in the
vision of the temple, the city and the land, is the blueprint, the plan, the
heavenly model, which was to be realized at the moment of restoration,
when the glory of God returns to the temple He had previously

abandoned.%’

While both the New Jerusalem Scroll and the book of Revelation included a

future restoration of Jerusalem, according to Martinez, they inherited and

66 Martinez, “New Jerusalem,” 279.
67 |bid., 280.

58



developed that idea from Ezekiel, not each other. Thus, according to Martinez,
John of Patmos did not inherit the new Jerusalem idea from the New Jerusalem
Scroll. In contrast, another scholar, Loren Johns, argued that the New Jerusalem
Scroll could be a (if not the) missing link between Ezekiel’s vision and John’s

vision of the new Jerusalem.%8

In contrast to the heavenly Jerusalem of Revelation, Martinez pointed out
that Paul and Jesus expected a restored earthly temple/Jerusalem at the end of
days. Martinez found similarities between the Dead Sea Scrolls and the
predictions of Jesus and Paul. Quoting and agreeing with E.P. Sanders, Martinez
wrote that Jesus “expected that the Temple would be replaced in the coming
kingdom of God.”®® In Mark 14:58 the temple was described as “not made by
human hands.” According to Martinez, this same temple would not descend from
heaven, but would be created on earth by God. In contrast, “In the eschatological
scenario of Revelation 20-2 there is no place at all for an earthly Jerusalem [or
earthly temple].”’° Thus, God would replace the earthly Jerusalem with an

otherworldly heavenly Jerusalem--not restored but superimposed. Martinez

% Loren L. Johns, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Apocalypse of John” in The Bible and the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Volume IlI: The Scrolls and Christian Origins, James H. Charlesworth, ed.,
(Waco, Texas: Baylor University Press, 2006), 255-279.

% |bid., 282; E.P. Sanders, “Jerusalem and Its Temple in Early Christian Thought and Practice,”
in Jerusalem: Its Sanctity and Centrality to Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, L.I. Levine, ed.,
(New York: Continuum, 1999), 90-103 at 93

0 Martinez, “New Jerusalem,” 283.
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argued that the temple/Jerusalem of Paul and Jesus were similar to the visions of

a restored Jerusalem found in the War Scroll and the New Jerusalem Scroll.

So, while Martinez argued that Jesus and Paul did share a vision of a
restored earthly temple within Jerusalem and that the temple can be found in the
Dead Sea Scrolls, Martinez did not accept that Revelation’s vision of a heavenly
Jerusalem was influenced by the Dead Sea Scrolls. Despite this, Martinez failed
to explain how the War Scroll, the New Jerusalem Scroll, and Revelation
developed Jerusalem visions independently of one another or from Ezekiel. He
argued that these texts arose solely from Ezekiel and other books of the Hebrew

Bible. Martinez did not attribute John's vision to extra-canonical sources.

ADELA YARBRO COLLINS

In contrast to Martinez, Adela Yarbro Collins found much in common
between John’s new Jerusalem and Qumran writings. Collins located Revelation
within a Jewish continuum.”® Earlier in her career, Collins took an interest in
Revelation as a mythic text influenced by Babylonian combat myths. Collins also

considered Revelation in light of sociology. Thus, over a lengthy career, Collins

1 Collins could also be placed in the religious theory category.
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took mythological (theory of religion), sociological, and biblical-critical

approaches in her examination of Revelation.

Early in her career, Collins wrote The Combat Myth, which placed
Revelation within the context of the ancient Near East. She pointed out that the
chaos symbols of Revelation were also found in the cosmic battle myths of
Babylon.”? The main Babylonian myth of the battle between Marduk and Tiamat
explained the creation of the heaven and the earth. After killing Tiamat, Marduk
used her body to form the sea. Thus, the sea became a symbol of Tiamat who
represented chaos and evil and thus, Collins pointed out that in the book of
Exodus, while not mentioning the gods outright, the enemies of Israel were still
drowned in the sea as they were chasing the Hebrews out of Egypt. Similarly,
hell, death, Satan, and those not written in the book of life were thrown into the
lake of fire in Revelation. This comparative and mythological approach
demonstrated that Revelation was a product of its particular time and place.
While some have compared it to the first century Jewish milieu or the
contemporary Roman milieu, Collins initially placed it in the earlier Babylonian

milieu.

In a slightly later book, Crisis and Catharsis, Collins took a sociological

approach to Revelation. In the introduction to the book, she placed the study of

2 Adela Yarbro Collins, The Combat Myth (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1976).
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Revelation in the context of the current American belief of a coming
apocalypse.’® She argued that American Christians have often perceived
relatively minor persecution as severe. Similarly, she argued, the persecution
represented by the book of Revelation may not have been that severe. Thus, she
placed the writing of Revelation under Domitian’s reign (95-96 CE)—a standard
dating for Revelation which was based on the 2" century writings of Irenaeus,
despite it being a time of relatively minor persecution.’”* She wrote, “The crucial
element is not so much whether one is actually oppressed as whether one feels

oppressed.””®

Collins wrote that John was ambivalent towards Jerusalem.’® On the one
hand, Jerusalem was a symbol of salvation—such as in John’s portrayal of Jesus
saying: “If you conquer, | will make you a pillar in the temple of my God; you will
never go out of it. I will write on you the name of my God, and the name of the
city of my God, the new Jerusalem that comes down from my God out of heaven,

and my own new name” (Rev. 3:12 NRSV). On the other hand, Collins argued

3 Adela Yarbro Collins, Crisis and Catharsis: The Power of the Apocalypse (Philadelphia:
Westminister Press, 1984).

" 1n contrast, J.A.T. Robinson placed Revelation in the period between 64-70, the time leading
up to the destruction of the temple (J.A.T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament
[Philadelphia: Westminister Press; London: SCM Press, 1976]).

75 Collins, Crisis and Catharsis (Philadelphia: Westminister Press, 1984), 86.

6 Ibid., 86.
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that John “interpreted the destruction of Jerusalem as a punishment for the

rejection of the Messiah.”’”

Collins seemed to locate John among a Christian community that no
longer felt themselves to be a part of the Jewish community. Collins and many
other scholars looked to the Christian gentile community for dating Revelation.
But John was part of the Jewish community suffering from diaspora and
destruction of the temple and Jerusalem and his visions likely represented this

time of severe persecution of Jews (rather than gentile Christians).

Adela Yarbro Collins later wrote an article, “The Dream of a New
Jerusalem at Qumran.” In this article, Collins placed the Qumranic idea of a new
Jerusalem in the larger context of exilic and second temple Jewish writings,
including the book of Revelation. Thus, in contrast to Collin’s earlier work, in her
later article Collins placed Revelation squarely amongst early Jewish works.”®
Collins also contrasted John’s vision to Ezekiel’s vision and compared John’s
vision to the three types of new temple/new Jerusalem found in the Dead Sea

Scrolls.

7 Ibid.
8 Adela Yarbro Collins, “The Dream of a New Jerusalem at Qumran,” in The Bible and the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Volume IlI: The Scrolls and Christian Origins, 231-254, James H. Charlesworth,

ed., (Waco, Texas: Baylor University Press, 2006).
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Collins pointed out that Ezekiel’s vision sanctified the temple and de-
sanctified the area of Jerusalem outside of the temple and the priestly
residences. In contrast, Collins argued that John’s vision sanctified the entire city,
which itself represented the temple: “The city itself is also presented as
equivalent to the temple... [and] its cubical shape suggests that it plays the role
of the holy of holies.””® Collins wrote, “In this regard, the vision of the new

Jerusalem in the book of Revelation is the polar opposite of Ezekiel’s vision.”®

Collins found three types of temple in the DSS: 1, a community as temple;
2, a latter-day temple; and 3, a final eschatological new creation temple.8:
Collins explained the first type of temple in the DSS as the community or the
people. She also argued that this occurred in Revelation, “the gathering of the
faithful with God and the Lamb constitutes a metaphorical temple within the
city.”®? Here, Collins reached a similar conclusion as previous scholars; that the

new Jerusalem was symbolic of the people.

The second type of temple Collins noticed in the DSS was an ideal temple

built by human hands. Collins said, “The temple to be built in this period is

70 |bid., 253.

80 |bid., 253.

81 1bid., 252, 254. Cf. McKelvey above who had three Jerusalems in Revelation: a community-
cum-Jerusalem, a brand-new Jerusalem, and a restored pilgrimage-city Jerusalem.

8 |bid., 253.
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probably the one described in the Temple Scroll.”® She contrasted this ideal
temple with the one described in Ezekiel. She wrote, “As argued above, the
program for restoration in Ezekiel is eschatological. The temple of the Temple
Scroll, however, is normative and ideal, but not eschatological, since it is not to

be the final, definitive temple.”®*

Collins argued that a passage from the Temple Scroll pointed to a contrast
between the second and third types of temple.8> She quoted from 11QTemple 2:
“I will cause my glory to rest on it [the human-built temple] until the day of
creation, on which | shall create my sanctuary, establishing it for myself for all
time.”®® This final temple would not be built by human hands but by God himself.
This overlapped somewhat with John’s heavenly temple-cum-Jerusalem which
was described as new, built by God not human beings, and which descended to

earth to become the new earthly-heavenly temple-city.

Additionally, Collins looked at a section of the book of Enoch, which was
also found in Qumran. The Animal Apocalypse, an allegorical description in the
book of Enoch of past, present, and future history in which humans were

represented by animals, also shared elements of the temple detailed in other

8 Ibid., 239.

8 Ibid., 241.

8 Ibid.
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Jewish literature. Collins pointed out that the Animal Apocalypse similarly
described a final city or “house” made by God. The portion of the Animal

Apocalypse Collins referred to says:

And | stood to see that old house was folded up, and all the pillars were
taken out, and every beam and ornament of that house was folded up
together with it. And it was taken out and put in a certain place to the
south of the land. And | saw until the owner of the sheep brought a house,
new and larger and loftier than the former, and he erected it in the place of
the former one which had been rolled up. And all of its pillars were new
and the ornaments were new and larger than those of the former old one
which he had taken out. And all the sheep were in the midst of it. (1 Enoch

90:28-29)

While the descriptions were different in approach and detail, the basic outline of
this final city was the same as John'’s new Jerusalem. Collins wrote, “The lack of
a temple building and the emphasis on the gathering and dwelling of the people
in the city are motifs that the book of Revelation shares with the Animal
Apocalypse.”®’ Thus, in contrast to Briggs and Lee, Collins argued that the lack
of a temple in the new Jerusalem was not novel to John but was an early Jewish

idea found in the Animal Apocalypse. Per Collins research, John’s final city

8 lbid., 253 n.106.
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paralleled the final temple found in the Temple Scroll and the final holy city found

in the Animal Apocalypse.

In these explanations Collins placed the new Jerusalem of Revelation
within the milieu of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Although Collins did not specifically
argue for cross-pollination of the new Jerusalem ideas, rather, her descriptions
implied that the Dead Sea Scrolls and Revelation may have shared genetic

material or, at the least, common interpretations of the Hebrew Bible.

Throughout her works Adela Yarbro Collins looked for the right Sitz im
Leben for the book of Revelation. She initially placed it among the Babylonian
milieu and later aligned it with anti-Jewish Christianity. Finally, she settled on

instating Revelation among other Jewish apocalyptic texts.

Adela Yarbro Collins’s journey was in a sense a microcosm of the general
trajectory of new Jerusalem scholarship, which more and more appreciated the
new Jerusalem’s rightful place within the first-century Jewish milieu. Some of the
biblical-critical scholars, however, still resisted viewing John’s new Jerusalem
without some sort of Christian originality. Thus, for example, the theological
fallacy of supersessionism re-appeared disguised as the biblical-critical criterion

of dissimilarity from Judaism.
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3. LITERARY CRITICISM

The literary approach likewise struggled with supersessionism and
dogmatism. As the name suggests, the literary approach looked for literary
themes in the text. This approach could be used by those with faith-based beliefs
about the canonicity of the text by avoiding biblical-historical criticism or it could
also be used by those who employ biblical-historical criticism. Like theologians,
those who took the canonical literary approach to scholarship continued to
navigate the faith aspects of the text and community; like historical-biblical critics,
those who took the critical literary approach likewise often considered the
implications for the faith-based communities, yet they were more critical of the

text.

For example, a person with faith in the inspiration or even inerrancy of the
biblical text could take the text as a simple whole. This canonical literary
approach would not concern itself with extra-canonical sources or biblical
criticism. It would look mainly to narrative devices, tropes, and themes within the
text, in a sense, treating the text as any other book in literature. One of the
literary scholars below, Celia Deutsch, was the clearest example of this
approach. Celia Deutsch remained within the bounds of the canon and did not

consider critical approaches.

However, there is also a critical literary approach. The other four scholars

considered in the literary approach category all focused on the literary themes
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and structure of John’s visions of the new Jerusalem, but also had their own
more complex approaches. Elisabeth Schissler-Fiorenza integrated the literary
approach with the historical context as well as with current theological concerns.
Robert H. Gundry, Jan Fekkes lll, and Jan A. du Rand seemed to have a
conversation/debate concerning the meaning of the new Jerusalem symbols,
such as the jewels. Gundry used a literary analysis to posit the jewels as
symbolic for the people’s attributes and rewards. Fekkes used a comparative
etymological approach to theorize a genetic link between the pearls in Revelation
and the peatrls in Tobit. Finally, du Rand used the literary approach to tie
Revelation to Genesis as a narrative inclusio. Despite these complex
approaches, Gundry, Fekkes, and du Rand all agreed on a simple definition of

the new Jerusalem as the people of God/the Church.

ELISABETH SCHUSSLER-FIORENZA

Elisabeth Schussler-Fiorenza took a complex literary-critical approach
while still tackling theological concerns.® She argued for a poetic-symbolic
approach drawing on studies of linguistic structuralism, genre, rhetoric, and

orality. She looked to the broader genres of contemporary literature, but she also

88 Elisabeth Schissler-Fiorenza, The Book of Revelation: Justice and Judgment (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1985).
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considered the theological implications of the new Jerusalem for oppressed

people today.

Schussler-Fiorenza argued that the poetic-literary approach allowed
ambiguity within the text. She explained, “To understand Rev. as a poetic work
and its symbolic universe and language as an asset rather than a ‘scholarly
confusion,’ it becomes necessary for interpreters to acknowledge the ambiguity,
openness, and indeterminacy of all literature.”®® She preempted the argument
that one cannot then know anything (historically). She argued that Revelation
was not just a “symbolic-poetic work but also ... a work of visionary rhetoric.”°
John was trying to persuade and motivate his readers “by constructing a
‘symbolic universe.””®! This rhetorical situation was the oppression of the

community by the Romans.

Schussler-Fiorenza promoted placing the literary structure of Revelation
within genres of the Hebrew Bible and early Christian patterns, but also “within
the wider context of Greco-Roman revelatory literature which would allow us to
understand it not just in relation to Jewish apocalyptic literature but also to

Gnostic ‘apocalypses.”®?

8 Ibid., 186.
% Ibid.
1 Ibid.
2 |bid., 17-18.
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Nevertheless, she contrasted John of Patmos’ genre to the rabbinic genre.
She explained that he wrote in the prophetic tradition rather than a scribal

rabbinic tradition. She wrote,

[T]he author of Rev. does not once introduce his OT materials with a
“formula quotation” ... nor does he correctly quote them.... John uses OT
texts as he uses Jewish apocalyptic, pagan mythological, or early
Christian materials in an allusive “anthological” way. He does not
interpret the OT but uses its words, images, phrases, and patterns as a
language arsenal in order to make his own theological statement or

express his own prophetic vision.®?

Thus, according to Schissler-Fiorenza, John was unlike the rabbis who taught
from the Hebrew Bible with quotes and explanations. Instead, John wrote as a
prophet and used Jewish writings as material or a “language arsenal” for his
visions. She argued that John never accurately quoted the Hebrew Bible. Thus,

his allusions did not count as rabbinical commentary.
Moreover, Schissler-Fiorenza argued not just for reading the text but
listening to it:

Since the author [of Revelation] does not employ discursive language

and logical arguments but speaks in the language of symbol and myth,

% Ibid., 135.
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the often somewhat unsophisticated discussion of the imaginative,
mythopoetic language of Rev. need to be replaced by a literary approach
and symbol analysis that would bring out the evocative power and
“musicality” of its language, which was written to be read aloud and to be

heard.®*

She claimed that scholars studying Revelation were missing a key element if
they did not treat it as more than a literary document.

She did not advocate for a purely literary/auditory approach however. She
instead said, “It should not neglect traditional-historical and form-critical analyses
since the author does not freely create his images and myths but reworks

traditional materials into a new and unique literary composition.”®®

Schussler-Fiorenza brought in her own theological perspective (and
rhetoric) by then arguing that similar situations allowed the reader in any time
period to also receive encouragement from the text. She wrote, “Wherever a
social-political-religious ‘tension’ generated by oppression and persecution
persists or re-occurs, the dramatic action of Rev. will have the same cathartic

effects it had in its original situation.”%®

% lbid., 22.
% Ibid.
% Ibid., 199.
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However, she cautioned that today’s first-world reader might find the
feminine symbols of city, whore, and bride misogynistic. Schissler-Fiorenza

wrote:

Rev. engages the imagination of the contemporary reader to perceive
women in terms of good or evil, pure or impure, heavenly or destructive,
helpless or powerful, bride or temptress, wife or whore. Rather than instill
“hunger and thirst for justice,” the symbolic action of Rev. therefore can
perpetuate prejudice and injustice if it is not “translated” into a
contemporary “rhetorical situation” to which it can be a “fitting” rhetorical

response.®’

The challenge that Schissler-Fiorenza left with her reader was to embrace the
ambiguity of the text, understand its rhetorical situation, and strive for a fitting
modern response. She considered the potential negative impact of the text, much

like the post-modern scholars that will be considered below.

Each of Schiissler-Fiorenza's approaches brought out a different nuance
in her analysis of Revelation. She continued to emphasized the ambiguity in the
text, for example, with regard to John’s reference to the various types of
temple/Jerusalem: “But attempts to show that the author means the heavenly

and not the historical or the eschatological and not the heavenly temple-berg are

9 Ibid.
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inconclusive."®® She argued that it did not need to be one or the other; there
could be polysemic meanings to John’s new Jerusalem. Thus, Schissler-
Fiorenza embraced the equivocation as well as the multivalence of the new
Jerusalem. In contrast, Ford (above) clarified the sometimes conflicting writings
about the new Jerusalem by theorizing that the contradictory parts addressed
two separate Jerusalems: the millennial and the eternal. Schissler-Fiorenza took
a different approach and was able to embrace the layers of poetic overtones
pertaining to the descriptions of the new Jerusalem in Revelation by using the
literary approach. Strikingly, her theological approach did not seem to interfere
with her analysis. Rather, she found ways to translate the message of Revelation
for today. She also neither limited her approach to only the canon nor took an

anti-Judaic stance.

CELIA DEUTSCH

Celia Deutsch took a simpler, less critical approach to the text of
Revelation, mainly by keeping to the text of Revelation in her analysis. She used
the literary method to demonstrate the transformation of the main symbols of the
new Jerusalem. She asked, “Given the fact that the author [of Revelation] has

used symbols from the Hebrew Bible and Jewish tradition, what do those

% |bid., 186.
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symbols mean in the context of those earlier traditions? How have they been
transformed? What do those symbols say to John’s community regarding present
and future?”® She identified symbols such as the city, Paradise, and bride, and
highlighted their sojourn through passages in the Hebrew Bible and in
apocalyptic texts into the book of Revelation. Deutsch argued for uniqueness in
the book of Revelation and departure from Judaism, although she did highlight

the tension of the first century loss of the temple.

Deutsch argued that John departed from other Jewish literature in the
universalism of his new Jerusalem vision by including gentiles as well as Israel
as the restored community. Entry to the new Jerusalem was extended to the
entire community, they were “no longer ‘gentiles’, but true people of God.”1%
Similarly, entry into the new Jerusalem was no longer limited to the Jewish
people; the “universalist expectation [was] no longer nation-based.”°! Deutsch
underscored the inclusion of the gentiles; however the inclusion of gentiles in the
final community was not unprecedented within first century Jewish

understandings of prophecy. Thus, Deutsch’s argument was flawed; likely, by

9 Celia Deutsch, “Transformation of Symbols: The New Jerusalem in Rv 21.1-22.5" in ZNW
(Zeitschrift fur die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der Alteren Kirche) 78, 1
(1987): 106-26, 107.

100 |pid., 120.

101 |bid., 122.

75



keeping to the text she missed the larger cultural context.%?

Deutsch argued that the significance of the temple persisted in the new
Jerusalem of Revelation, explaining that “a restored temple was central to the
hope for a new Jerusalem, whether historical or apocalyptic.” This temple,
however, would be symbolic: it would be God himself. She explained, “John
however, is not simply reassuring the community that they will indeed be able to
approach God and the Lamb in the apocalyptic order, but that the immediacy of
their access will surpass traditional hopes.”%3 In John’s apocalypse this

immediacy was the temple being replaced by the divine “Presence itself.”%

Deutsch reached beyond a simple textual analysis in her conclusion. She
brought the text back to the historical situation and concluded that John’s use of
symbols solved the tension between what the early Christians believed about

God and what was actually happening to them. She explained,

102 The inclusion of gentiles in the end times prophecies was also how Krister Stendahl explained
the theology of Paul. It was through eschatological interpretations that the apostle Paul found
a way to include gentiles qua gentiles in the church—they did not need to be circumcised or
otherwise convert to Judaism. Stendahl in many ways reversed scholars’ understanding of
Paul’s attitude toward Judaism. Scholarly consensus previously was that Paul had rejected
Judaism, especially the law (Krister Stendahl, Paul Among Jews and Gentiles, and Other
Essays [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976], 135).

103 Deutsch, “Transformation,” ZNW 78,1 (1987), 115.

104 Ibid., 111.
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John’s use and transformation of traditional symbols assures his
community that restoration and re-ordering occur not only in fulfillment of
the promises made to the churches (2.1-3.22), but also in continuity with
the prophetic promises and with the tradition. And so John presents a
way of resolving the chaos experienced by his community as a result of
the conflict between what ought to be and what is, between their self-
understanding as the faithful ones protected by God and their actual

experience of persecution and internal tension.1%°

Thus, according to Deutsch, John’s description of the new Jerusalem resolved
the disparity between the reality of the people on earth and their belief that God
was in control and loved them. John’s transformation of the symbol of Jerusalem
to a promised place rather than a current place resolved the dysphoria between

God’s rule and Roman rule.

Although a somewhat limited analysis, Deutsch began to explain the
changes to the symbols found in Revelation and why they transformed.
Moreover, she identified the temple in the new Jerusalem as God himself.
However, she looked for novelty and argued the universalism of the new

Jerusalem was a break from traditional Jewish ideas. Her lack of attention to

105 1bid., 126.
77



early Jewish texts and her theological Christian concerns surfaced as bias

against John'’s Jewishness.

Deutsch tried to contrast John with Judaism. She emphasized his
originality and transformation of the Jewish symbols. Doing so blinded her to the
similarities and shared mode of thought of John with his Jewish contemporaries.
Each of the items Deutsch identified as unique: God as the temple, gentiles
within the new Jerusalem—these items were not transformations of Jewish
symbols by John alone, they were interpretations of symbols by various Jewish

contemporaries.

ROBERT H. GUNDRY

Robert H. Gundry also took a literary approach but focused on the
historical and grammatical. Like Deutsche, Gundry argued that the new
Jerusalem eased the disparity between the lives of the believers and what they
believed their lives should be. The historical situation was the utter poverty of the
early Christians, as well as their lack of power. In addition to placing Revelation
in historical context, Gundry argued for a focus on grammar. He argued, “The
path to discovery lies along the line of historical-grammatical interpretation, which
assumes that the language of the biblical text, including its symbolic language,

grows out of and speaks to the historical situation of the writer and his
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readers.”% Thus, Gundry took a grammatical-historical-literary approach.
Moreover, Gundry resolved the dysphoria of the lives of first-century Christians
by arguing for a direct connection between what the people did in their everyday
lives and what would happen to them in their future dwelling place, that is, the

new Jerusalem.

In Gundry’s interpretation of John’s message, there was no disparity
between God’s power and the powerlessness of the early Christians. Gundry
found John’s motivation in describing the splendor of the new Jerusalem as a
message to believers that their fortunes will be reversed. He explained, “John
wanted his Christian readers ... to see in the new Jerusalem, not their future
dwelling place, but ... their future selves and state.”%” For example, the new
Jerusalem was so large because the saints were so numerous. Gundry
explained, “The huge dimensions of the city do not mean that it has to be large to
hold all the saints so much as they mean that all the saints, whom the city
represents, will amount to an astronomically high number.”1%8 This encouraged
the Christians to feel that they were not so few in number (and not so

outnumbered). Also, the new Jerusalem was made of gold, pearls, and

106 Robert H. Gundry, “The New Jerusalem: People as Place, Not Place for People,” Novum
Testamentum, Vol. 29, Fasc. 3 (Jul., 1987): 254-264. Brill. URL:
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1560758, 255.

197 |bid., 264.
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gemstones because the saints were so poor at this time. In their future city, they
would be wealthy. They would also be the kings in the coming city. Roles would
be reversed: oppressed to conquerors, poor to rich, small in number to large.
Gundry wrote, “It does not require Marxist inclinations to see the liveliness of the
text (so understood) in the sociological setting of Christian believers

dispossessed through persecution.”'%°

Yet the descent of the new Jerusalem did not imply for Gundry an
archetypal or heavenly Jerusalem. Instead, the people of God were themselves
the new Jerusalem already dwelling in heaven. “This descent means that at the
dawn of the new creation the saints... will come from their place of heavenly
origin in God to possession of their property, the new earth.”*° So the heavenly
Jerusalem was not a literal city, but a metaphorical city-bride made up of the
previously deceased saints descending to inherit the earth. He reasoned, “The
New Jerusalem is a dwelling place, to be sure; but it is God’s dwelling place in
the saints rather than their dwelling place on earth.”''! For Gundry, God dwelled
not in a house like a man nor even in a heavenly temple, but within a group of
people imminently both on earth and in heaven (then back to earth again in their

descent as the new Jerusalem/bride). Therefore, the city as people also

109 |bid., 258-259.
110 1pid., 259.
111 1bid., 256.
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represented the holy of holies: “Thus the whole of the city has the glory of God
because the whole of the city is the holy of holies, filled with the glory of his

presence.”!?

Gundry argued that John not only Christianized Jewish traditions of the
new Jerusalem but transformed the Jewish city "into a symbol of the saints
themselves.”**2 Using a literary approach, Gundry “set aside source critical
guestions, e.g., the question of a Jewish source and the question of an original
distinction between a millennial city and an eternal city” took the text as it
stands.''* Gundry argued that the new Jerusalem no longer represented the
promised eschatological “Jerusalem as capital city of the world and as occupied

by regathered Israel while the Gentiles live outside”'1®

Although Gundry sought to find the meaning for the author of Revelation
and its early readers, his approach put aside multivalence, as well as source-
criticism, and adhered to a singular symbolic cipher of Jerusalem as the
community of saints. Thus, Gundry’s approach was too simplistic and did not

explain the polysemic aspects of the new Jerusalem.

112 |pid., 261.
113 |bid., 258.
114 1bid., 255.
115 |bid., 263.
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JAN FEKKES IlI

Jan Fekkes lll, like Gundry, focused on the idea of the new Jerusalem
being the people of God.11¢ Unlike Gundry, Fekkes delved more deeply into

comparative texts using a literary-critical and etymological approach.

Fekkes regarded Gundry’s analysis as too literal. He wrote, “Gundry's
literal interpretation of the precious stones as a materialistic reward and future
compensation for the earthly poverty of the saints is hardly convincing.”*’
Instead, Fekkes interpreted the symbols of Revelation 19-21 metaphorically in

light of nuptial imagery from Isaiah, Tobit, and Joseph and Aseneth.

Fekkes explained that in Revelation, the bridal city was identified with
God’s people. The bridal adornments, therefore, described aspects of the saints:
“Just as the fine linen of the bride stands as a metaphor for the ‘righteous deeds
of the saints’ (19:8; cf. 3:4-5), so also her bridal ornaments were collectively
emblematic of the spiritual fidelity and holy conduct of those in the churches who

‘overcame.’”118

116 Fekkes, Jan. “His Bride Has Prepared Herself': Revelation 19-21 and Isaian Nuptial
Imagery.” Journal of Biblical Literature 109, no. 2 (1990): 269-87.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3267018.

17 1bid., 287, n. 49.
118 |bid., 287. “The New Jerusalem prophecy of Isa 54:11-12, which served as a principal model

for [Revelation] 21:18-21, was itself part of a larger oracle that employed marriage imagery
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Fekkes had also been able to demonstrate genetic etymological links
between John’s Revelation, Isaiah, and Tobit. For example, “pearl” was one
interpretation of Isaiah 54:12b: “I will make your... gates of stones of ‘qdh.” This
word, nT (‘gdh), is a hapax legomenon and had been interpreted and translated
variously by early Jewish literature such as targum Isaiah and Tobit.

Fekkes traced the various Hebrew and Aramaic translations
demonstrating that “pearl” ultimately stemmed from interpretations of this word in
Isaiah. In Hebrew, the translation came from the root qdh, meaning “to kindle”
and was interpreted as “precious stones.” In Aramaic, the translation came from
the (Aramaic) root qdh, “to bore” and was interpreted as “stones hollowed out.”
Combining the Hebrew and Aramaic meanings, n referred to “a precious stone
bored out.” Fekkes argued: “Now, to ask what is a precious stone that is often
bored or hollowed out seems to imply the obvious. For then, as now, pearls were
highly prized and were commonly drilled and strung together in necklaces.”'1°

Similarly, Tobit interpreted Isaiah’s “streets of gold” in the same manner as

could be found in Revelation. Fekkes explained:

First of all, Isa 54:11b begins the list of architectural features of the future
Jerusalem, but both John and the author of Tobit have placed the street

tradition last in their outline. Now while it may be granted that both

and may also have been taken as a symbolic representation of the personified city as a wife
gloriously adorned for her husband” (284).
119 pid., 279.
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authors could have come to a similar interpretation of Isa 54:11b
independently (i.e., that the "stones" spoken of in 54:11b refer to the
streets of the city), it is most unlikely that each would also have taken the
first element in Isaiah's description and moved it to the end of their
building inventories. It is more natural to assume that John's inclusion of
the street motif and its position presuppose the interpretation of Isa

54:11b given in Tob 13:17a.1%0

Thus, Revelation followed Tobit’s interpretation of some of Isaiah’s terms.

Fekkes pointed out that various commentators interpreted these symbols
based on whether they viewed Revelation’s new Jerusalem as distinct from or
symbolic of the community. He explained, “So some regard the gem motif as
simply poetic hyperbole accenting the beauty and worth of the city generally or
emphasizing its qualities of light and brilliance, whereas others relate it to the
perfected saints as the spiritual building blocks of the eschatological
community.”?! Despite Fekkes’s acknowledgment that John’s new Jerusalem
may be both a metaphorical and a literal city, Fekkes focused on the
metaphorical: the city was the people adorned with

the people’s faithfulness.

120 |pid., 281.
121 |bid., 285-286.
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Thus, despites Fekkes’s critique of Gundry, he shared the view of the
church as the bride simultaneously in the present and the future. Fekkes wrote,
“When viewed from the perspective of nuptial imagery, the glorious bridal attire
and ornaments of the New Jerusalem reach back from the future into the present
and serve as a symbolic testimony to the faithfulness of the earthly
community.”?2 Despite their similarities, Fekkes improved on Gundry’s
interpretation by adding a thorough analysis of the Jewish context of Revelation.
Fekkes pointed out the scriptural precedents (both canonical and apocryphal)
that John used as well as the intertextuality of Revelation itself and influence of
Isaiah.'?® Fekkes’ approach demonstrated the gestalt of combining the critical-

literary approach with etymology.

JAN A. DU RAND

Like the previous scholars Fekkes and Gundry, Jan A. Du Rand also
viewed Revelation’s new Jerusalem as equivalent to the “church,” i.e., the

Christian people of God.'?* He explained,

122 Fekkes, “Bride,” JBL 109, 2: 286-287.

123 See also, David Flusser, “Hystaspes and John of Patmos” in Judaism and the Origins of
Christianity, Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1988, 390-453. Flusser developed the theory that
Revelation was made up of fragments. He claimed that Revelation 11:1-2—two verses which
said that the gentiles would only harm the courtyard, not the temple itself—was part of an
early Jewish apologetic of the inviolability of the temple, probably from 37 BCE.

124 Cf. Gundry’s description of the new Jerusalem being the church’s “future selves and state”

(Gundry, “The New Jerusalem” Novum Testamentum, Vol. 29, Fasc. 3 [Jul., 1987], 255).
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[T]he believers are identified with the church and ... the church is to be
seen as the new Jerusalem. The rhetorical interplay between the spatial
transcendence in heaven and the temporal transcendence in the future,
points all fingers to the new Jerusalem, which was not only a futuristic

event but already a present reality!'2°

However, unlike Fekkes and Gundry, Du Rand contended that the church was
actually, already, the new Jerusalem. This new Jerusalem-cum-church was
simultaneously in heaven and on earth, in the present and the future. He
maintained that Revelation’s main objective was to encourage first century
Christians with the promise that “they will descend from heaven at the end of

days.”126

However, while Gundry saw the new Jerusalem as a salve for a
despairing church, and Fekkes found parallels to the bridal motifs of the new
Jerusalem in comparative literature, Du Rand’s overarching approach to the text
of Revelation was as a soteriological narrative. The final descent of the new
Jerusalem as a bride was foreshadowed by the earlier promises to the churches

in Rev. 3-4. The visions of the heavenly temple in chapters 5 and 6 likewise

125 Jan A du Rand, “The New Jerusalem as Pinnacle of Salvation: Text (Rev 21:1-22:5) and
Intertext,” Neotestamentica 38, no. 2 (2004): 275-302, 279.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/43048513.

126 pid., 299.

86


http://www.jstor.org/stable/43048513

foreshadowed the heavenly existence of the believers. The church as bride and
the new Jerusalem descending coalesced in the final visions of Rev. 21-22. The

appearance of the new Jerusalem culminated the salvation macro-narrative.*?’

Du Rand also argued that the book of Revelation placed itself within the
larger narrative framework of the Hebrew Bible. He explained, “It finishes off the
Bible story as a ring composition, concentrating on the new creation, the new
paradise, the new temple, the pilgrimage of the nations and their rulers and the
new covenant.”’?® Here Du Rand identified an inclusio: just as Genesis began
with the creation of the world and the garden of Eden, so Revelation ended with
a creation of the new world and a new Paradise.??® This literary and structuralist
analysis gave context to the symbols within the text since their meaning could be

derived from and tied to the origin story. A midrashic analysis would arrive at a

127 Using M. Eugene Boring’s theory, Du Rand argued that there were three smaller story lines
within a larger soteriological macro-narrative: 1, John’s and the churches’ story; 2, the victory
of God/Christ; and 3, the cosmic (angelic) story. M. Eugene Boring, Revelation: Interpretation,
A Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching (Westminister: John Knox Press, 1989).

128 1pid., 298.

129 Gert Jordaan also saw the new Jerusalem as tied to creation, but instead of a return to the
beginning, he saw the new Jerusalem as a reversal of creation. For example, in Genesis, God
divided the seas to create the heavens and the earth, but in Revelation, the sea was “no
more.” Jordaan maintained that when Revelation’s sea was dissolved the heavens and the
earth became one with no division. Gert Jordaan, "Cosmology in the book of
Revelation/Kosmologie in die boek van Openbaring” in In die Skriflig 47 (2) (2013):1-8. doi:
10.4102/ids.v47i2.698. .
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similar conclusion—the end being tied to the beginning, however, without it being

a literary inclusio or macro-narrative (as will be discussed in later chapters).

In addition to literary analysis, du Rand also used a critical-historical
approach to decipher the symbols within Revelation. He looked to both canonical
and non-canonical writings, mainly Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Jeremiah of the Hebrew
Bible, 1 Enoch, 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch and Qumran of the non-canonical writings, and

John, 1 Peter, 1 Corinthians, and Galatians of the New Testament.

A question Du Rand sought to answer was where the descent of the pre-
existent heavenly Jerusalem originated. He seemed to have found an
explanation in early Jewish literature: “The descent from heaven remarkably
corresponds with the idea of descent in 1 Enoch, 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch and Qumran
as shown above.”3° Here Du Rand diverged from his literary approach and used
a historical-critical approach of looking at contemporary documents. He found the
descent of the new Jerusalem in these non-canonical texts. Despite the possible
influence from these texts, du Rand did not offer an additional explanation for

how these texts developed the descent of a heavenly Jerusalem.

However, Du Rand did not find evidence of God as the temple in other
early Jewish literature or in the Hebrew Bible. “The idea of the Lamb and God

being the temple is unique to the new Jerusalem, although 3 Baruch and

130 |bid., 298.
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Yohanan confirm the idea of no temple.”*3! Du Rand did not find this conflation of
God and the temple as a potential anti-temple polemic. Rather, Du Rand argued
that the symbol of the temple was the new Jerusalem. He argued that the temple
and Jerusalem were inseparable and that the early Jewish writings “present the
expectation for the new Jerusalem with the focus on the temple.”*3? The
closeness of the temple and Jerusalem meant that they could not be separated
in studying the new Jerusalem. However, “the tradition has moved from the

temple of God to God as the temple” in Revelation 21.133

The theological theme he proposed was that the new Jerusalem was the
embodiment of the salvific destiny of the people of God. Since the new
Jerusalem was described as God and his people, Du Rand asked, “[Was] the
disappearance of the temple part of a Christian anti-temple polemic?”*34 Du Rand

answered that it was not. Rather, God was the temple in the new Jerusalem.

What Du Rand did not answer was, how could God (and the Lamb) be the
temple-cum-Jerusalem if the bride was also Jerusalem? This contradiction and

multivalence of Jerusalem was neither solved nor even acknowledged in Du

131 |bid., 298.

132 |pid., 276, 283.

133 |bid., 276

134 Jan A. du Rand, “The New Jerusalem as Pinnacle of Salvation: Text (Rev 21:1-22:5) and
Intertext,” Neotestamentica, Vol. 38, No. 2 (2004): 275-302. New Testament Society of
Southern Africa. Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/43048513
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Rand’s multiple approaches to the new Jerusalem. He did explain each
perspective, but side by side as though they were complementary. A midrashic
approach could explain the multivalence of the new Jerusalem as will be

considered in the following chapters.

Most of the literary scholars saw the new Jerusalem as a symbol that
brought meaning, security, and hope to an oppressed people. They saw its
transformation from a sacred space central to the Jewish people to an imaginary
future sacred utopia for the new Christians. Gundry took each symbol literally—
the poor would inherit jewels, the oppressed would rule, etc. Fekkes found
influences on the symbols in Revelation through etymological comparison with
Tobit and Aseneth. Du Rand teased out the narrative structure of Revelation
locating the new Jerusalem as the salvific culmination of the eschatological and

world narrative sagas.

Many of these literary scholars also iterated the rhetorical effect of the text
for oppressed people today, finding the salvific message as having continuing
relevance. For example, Schissler-Fiorenza described its cathartic effect of
Revelation’s dramatic action “wherever a social-political-religious ‘tension’
generated by oppression and persecution persists.”'3° Likewise, Du Rand and

Gundry found the present-future symbiosis of the new Jerusalem symbol salvific

135 Schussler-Fiorenza, The Book of Revelation (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985), 199.
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for John’s first-century readers and today’s readers. The new Jerusalem was a
way to ease the dysphoria between their current state of oppression and their
belief in their salvation by an all-powerful God. Thus, literary analysis provided
the possibility of enhancing both the critical and the theological approaches to the

text.

4. POST-MODERN

The postmodern approach agrees with the literary approach that one
could not confidently know history and that symbols and structure were the
framework for understanding meaning, yet this methodology tends to go further
in deconstructing the text. It may also use structural analysis, feminist theory,
spatial theory, post-colonial theory and others. This approach is also often more
critical of the morality of the text, especially in relation to its use among today’s
readers. Two authors will be considered here: Tina Pippin who criticized the
misogyny of Revelation and Thomas W. Martin, who analyzed the environmental

impact of the idea of Revelation’s new Jerusalem.

TINA PIPPIN

In stark contrast to many of the scholars’ positive opinions of Revelation,

Tina Pippin drew negative conclusions about the ethics of Revelation. Her
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postmodern approach utilized spatial theory: “As a postmodern reader of the
Apocalypse | want to locate myself at the point on the textual map labeled
ABYSS and enter the text from this place.”*3¢ She looked at the imagery of the
new Jerusalem as a map which she read subversively or “against the grain” by
entering it at the abyss. “This gaping hole/pit is a starting-point, an ending-point,
a bottomless point and thereby no point at all on the map.... There is no authorial
control over the depths of this abysmal space. John measures the heavenly city,

but the pit is bottomless.”*3’

In focusing on the exterior of the map of Jerusalem, the abyss, Pippin
subverted the map’s center. She reversed the positive meaning and read it
“against the grain.” The positive place of the new Jerusalem now stood in sharp
contrast to the negative non-space of the abyss. Pippin found this abyss as
symbolic of the feminine cavernous vagina next to the phallic heights of the new

Jerusalem.

According to Pippin, Jerusalem became an entirely male city, even the
imagery of the bride was represented by 144,000 male virgins married to Jesus.
God, the father, and his son, the lamb, were married to pure Jewish men. The

whore Babylon was relegated to the vaginal abyss. The feminine was excluded

136 Tina Pippin, Apocalyptic Bodies: The Biblical End of the World in Text and Image (London and
New York: Routledge, 1999), 65.
137 |bid., 66.
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except in a transgendered form as the male bride. Like a Shakespearean play,
the women in the new Jerusalem were played by transvestite men. Pippin’s
reading of the text was more concerned with the audience today than
Revelation’s original audience. Pippin’s reading of new Jerusalem mirrors other
understandings of utopia as dystopia with a secret underbelly of horror or with

someone paying the cost to maintain the utopia for the lucky ones.

THoMAS W. MARTIN

Another post-modern author, Thomas W. Martin, looked to the new
Jerusalem for a paradigm for environmental salvation. He sought to subvert the
idea of a new earth as a rationale for the destruction of the present earth. Martin
found two visions of the new Jerusalem in Revelation: the first portrayed the

destruction of the earth, but the second, portrayed a preserved earth.

In the second new Jerusalem, John was placed on a high mountain.
Unlike in the first vision which encompassed the whole earth and its destruction,
in the second vision, the mountain was the space from which the new Jerusalem
was viewed. The mountain was part of the earth; thus, the earth was not
destroyed. The new city did not contain all of the natural world. Martin wrote,

“This contradiction of spaces within the narrative reveals an ‘outside’ resisting
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even Divine construction.”*3 There was a tension in the text itself that resisted
this first vision of an all-encompassing city. The high mountain was an outside

space, a natural space, which was the foundation of the city.

Martin argued that this latter vision of the world with its “the city on a hill”
was a better model for modern environmental ethics. This latter world still needed
the earth; it needed the mountain for its foundation. Unlike the first vision with a
new Jerusalem created after the destruction of the earth, the earth upon which
the “city on a hill” stood was not a replaceable space. Thus, this latter city

encouraged ethical conservation efforts of this earth.

Both of these post-modern authors stressed the significance of the idea of
the new Jerusalem for modern society: Pippin argued that John’s new Jerusalem
denigrated and excluded women, Martin argued that John had two new
Jerusalem visions: one undermined preservation of the earth and the other
promoted preservation of the earth. Pippin’s concerns about misogyny and
Martin’s concerns about misogaia remind the scholar that readings do not exist in
a vacuum. Many people today read the text and use it to decide on political,

cultural, and ecological actions.

138 Thomas W. Martin, “The City as Salvific Space: Heterotopic Place and Environmental Ethics in
the New Jerusalem,” SBL Forum 7, no. 2 (2009): https://www.sbl-

site.org/publications/article.aspx?Articleld=801
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5. RELIGIOUS AND SOCIAL THEORY

Religious theorists have often used postmodern, biblical-critical, and
literary approaches to the text. Additionally, approaches from anthropology,
sociology, apocalyptic theory, spatial theory, and psychology were also often
employed. Many of the scholars previously mentioned could also be categorized
as religious theorists, particularly, Adela Yarbro Collins, Elisabeth Schissler-
Fiorenza, and Tina Pippin. The two additional religious theorists described below
do not add a lot to the discussion. Nevertheless, because of its interdisciplinary
nature, it is within the religious theory approach that a Jewish midrashic

approach is possible.

GREGORY STEVENSON

Gregory Stevenson was concerned with the symbolic and cultural
significance of the temple for its original audience of Revelation.3° He reasoned
that since both the gentile and Jewish Christians who were reading Revelation no

longer worshiped at temples, there needed to be another explanation for the

139 Gregory Stevenson, Power and Place: Temple and Identity in the Book of Revelation (Beihefte
Zur Zeitschrift Fur Die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft Und Die Kunde Der alt ... Fur die
Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft) (New York; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2001), 3. See
especially, “The Temple and the Book of Revelation,” 215-222 and “New Jerusalem: New
Place,” 267-272.
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perpetuation of temple imagery in Revelation.'*° His solution was that, “As multi-
faceted and polyvalent institutions and symbols, temples expressed mediation,
unity, identity, and access to divine power for justice, victory, mercy, and

protection in both cultural contexts.”'41

The heavenly temple was untouchable by the enemies of the Jews and
the enemies of the Christians—whom Stevenson claimed were stepping into the
identity of these Jews. He wrote, “As temples in antiquity were powerful forces for
the construction and maintenance of group identity, so the temple symbolism in
Revelation supports the identification of faithful Christians as the people of God,

as Jews and inheritors of the covenant promises.”'42

Stevenson did, however, focus on the significance of the destruction of the
new Jerusalem for the Jewish community. Like the heavenly temple, Stevenson
argued that the need for the symbol of the new Jerusalem was especially true in
the aftermath of the Jewish War and Roman occupation of the city. He wrote, “A
Jerusalem that could not be occupied or destroyed tapped into the Jewish hope

that God would one day bring about the fulfillment of all of his promises to

140 1pid., 3.
141 |bid., 215.
142 |bid., 276-277.
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Israel.”'43 So at this time, the symbol of the temple was transformed and applied

to a heavenly Jerusalem.

Stevenson treated the new Jerusalem as both a Jewish a Christian
symbol. He described the Christians as the new Jews, inheriting their promises.
This supersessionist perspective was anachronistic and did not adequately

reflect John’s Jewish perspective.

JOHN J. COLLINS

John J. Collins also weighed heavily the effect of catastrophe on the
theology of the Jewish people—first with the Babylonian exile and destruction of
the first temple, then with the Roman destruction of the second temple and city.
He found that not only did the major diasporas affect the worldviews of the
people, but their disappointment in restoration attempts also affected them. Using
sociology, apocalyptic theory, and comparative religion, Collins sought to

understand how the new Jerusalem became an apocalyptic hope.144

143 bid., 267.

144 John J. Collins, “Jerusalem and the Temple in Jewish Apocalyptic Literature of the Second
Temple Period” in Apocalypse, Prophecy, and Pseudepigraphy (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2015), 159-177.
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Collins argued that Ezekiel “inaugurated a tradition of speculation about
an ideal temple and city.”14> Ezekiel saw the glory of the Lord departto a
mountain east of Jerusalem. After which, Ezekiel saw a vision of slaughter in
Jerusalem of people who did not bear a mark on their foreheads. Collins
explained, “Ezekiel here acknowledges an ancient belief that a city could not be
captured so long as its patron deity was in it.”'*6 Thus, according to Ezekiel's
theology, the temple was destroyed because God was not in the temple

protecting it and the city.

Additionally, while Collins wrote that Ezekiel’s hope for a new city with a
temple was typical of Jewish apocalyptic literature, he also cited many
counterexamples. Isaiah 65 described a new heaven and a new earth without
mentioning a temple and Revelation specifically described the new Jerusalem
without a temple.'#” Another counterexample for Collins was the Animal
Apocalypse which described the new Jerusalem without a tower. In this
metaphor, the tower was probably the temple. Collins argued that this description
was an example of dissent against the temple.#8 Similarly, Collins argued that

Daniel may have also rejected the Maccabean cleansing of the temple since the

145 1bid., 162.
148 |bid., 160.
147 |bid., 162-163.
148 |bid., 163.
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dates of the eschatological temple restoration were extended past the time of the

Maccabean restoration.14?

Nevertheless, the Qumran community still adhered to the ideal of the
temple cult. Collins wrote: “If the Essenes were unhappy with current temple
practice, this did not mean that they did not value temple cult in principle. They
had a strong priestly ideology, and consequently their exile from the temple

presented them with a considerable problem.”150

Collins iterated three ways that the Qumran community responded to the
problem of temple impurity. First of all, they regarded themselves as a spiritual
temple. Secondly, they looked to the heavenly temple.'5! In this alternative cult
Collins explained that “they recited their songs about the heavenly temple, where
they patrticipated in their imagination. This procedure is in fact typically
apocalyptic. When the actual empirical world is out of joint, the apocalypses
imagine an alternative universe where everything is in order.”*>? With a third
response, the Qumranites held out hope for a new, enlarged, and pure temple.
Collins pointed out that unlike in Ezekiel’s vision, in the Qumran vision the city of

Jerusalem would share the sanctity of the temple.'>3

149 |bid., 164.
150 1bid., 166.
151 |bid., 168.
152 1bid., 168.

153 |bid., 168-169. Here, Collins was referencing the Temple Scroll.
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According to Collins, despite the dissatisfaction with the second temple, its
destruction in 70 CE was cataclysmic. Collins wrote, “No event in Jewish history,
down to the Holocaust in the last generation, was so traumatic as the destruction
of the temple.”*>* There were several ways of compensating for the loss of the
second temple. Collins described one reaction as the vision of a greater, more
beautiful city—according to the fifth Sibylline Oracle and 4 Ezra. Another reaction
Collins described was the imagining of a heavenly city, such as was found in the
Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch. This city was described as Paradise or as the
original garden of Eden which was preserved with God in heaven. Collins
maintained that Revelation went further: God could not be restrained by a mere
temple when the heavens itself could not contain him. Therefore, the temple was
just a symbol of the divine presence, and thus, was “ultimately dispensable.”
Collins wrote that the prophet of Patmos would have no temple in the new
Jerusalem because “the only adequate fulfillment of apocalyptic hopes would be

a city where the role of the temple was filled by the actual presence of God.”1%®

Collin’s conclusion was similar to Briggs’ theological argument that
Ezekiel’s generation was “not far enough along the revelatory timeline to cope

with the idea that the temple institution, the very heart of their religious life, was

154 1bid., 173.
155 |bid.
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to be altogether abandoned.”**® However, Collins did not see the idea of God’s
presence as a solely Christian idea. In fact, the idea of God being with the people
in the last days can be found in the descriptions in Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Jeremiah,

just not as a replacement for the lost temple.

CONCLUSION

Scholars of the last fifty years disagreed in four major areas over the
significance of John’s new Jerusalem. 1, They found different identifications for
the new Jerusalem: whether as a group of people, a heavenly city, a millennial
city, an eschatological city, or some combination thereof. 2, They found different
reasons for there not being a temple in the new Jerusalem: the temple was
obsolete for Christians, the city was the temple, God was the temple, no temple
was a Christian innovation, no temple was found in other early Jewish texts. 3,
Scholars also disagreed about the social utility of the image of a new Jerusalem
both for its original audience and for today’s believers. 4, Scholars disagreed

over the Jewishness of John’s new Jerusalem vs. novel Christian developments.

1, Views diverged over the identification of the new Jerusalem. Many

scholars argued that in John’s symbolic narrative Jerusalem was no longer a city

1%6 |bid., 105.
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but had become a group of people (Gundry, Fekkes, Du Rand). However, some
saw a multivalence in the new Jerusalem: it was a bride/community and a
city/temple (McKelvey) or a millennial city and an eternal city (Ford) or an

ambiguous combination of the above (Schussler-Fiorenza).

2, Views conflicted over the significance of the missing temple in the new
Jerusalem. Some saw this description as an anti-Jewish polemic (Lee) or a
Christological transformation of Jerusalem (Briggs). Some, however, found this
idea in Jewish sources (Ford, Yarbro Collins, Flusser). One saw it as a response
to the catastrophic loss of the temple (John Collins). Some argued that the city

itself was the temple (McKelvey, Yarbro Collins).

3, Views clashed over the social implications of the new Jerusalem idea.
Pippin interpreted the final city not as a utopia but as a chauvinistic dystopia.
Martin saw the millennial form of the city as a potential ecological vision. Gundry,
Fekkes, Du Rand explained the social use of the image of a heavenly Jerusalem
as hope for salvation. John Collins, Stevenson, Deutsch saw the city as a way to
answer the theodicy of the day--the contradiction between God as all-powerful

and their experience of oppression.

4, Scholars of the last 50 years were influenced by previous theologians
who held canonical and dogmatic views as well as anti-Judaic views. While

today’s scholars have agreed that anti-Semitism should have no place in
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scholarship or society in general, some still have unintentionally perpetuated anti-
Judaic biases. Part of the problem is a lack of awareness of the problem of anti-
Judaic influence. While the more blatant anti-Judaism have been rejected by
current scholars, the systemic cultural supersessionist biases have not been
thoroughly examined and rooted out. That people (for the most part) were no
longer anti-Semitic allowed some to not perceive the continuing problems of anti-
Jewish bias and anti-Jewish theology.'®’ This is problematic for its own sake but
also led to false conclusions concerning the new Jerusalem symbols. As a
Jewish writer, John of Patmos was steeped in first-century Jewish thought. Even
though many of the scholars covered here recognized John as a Jewish
hierophant, some of them, at the same time, still also interpreted him
Christologically—often being unduly influenced by a supersessionist theological
approach. This especially became problematic when they, like many theologians,
contrasted the Christian faith with Judaism in order to assert the superiority of
Christian revelation. To correct this biased heritage, the modern scholar must

steep themselves in first-century Jewish apocalyptic thought. More than that,

7 William Arnal, “The Cipher ‘Judaism’ in Contemporary Historical Jesus Scholarship” in
Apocalypticism, Anti-Semitism and the Historical Jesus, John S. Klopppenborg and John W.
Marshall, eds., (London; New York: T & T Clark International, 2005), 24-54. Arnal argued that
the accusation of anti-Semitism was used by those who were Christians to invalidate
arguments they disagreed with and he argued that anti-Semitism was no longer a problem

within Jesus scholarship.
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though, the modern scholar must not have a bias against Judaism nor be looking

for Christian superiority.

One approach that resolves many of the differences among scholars is the
midrashic approach. This approach is not only pro-Jewish but explains how
John’s new Jerusalem could have so many identities: bride, people, city, temple,
God. The following chapters will go into detail on how the midrashic approach
situates John’s new Jerusalem amongst first century Jewish thinking. Moreover,
kerygmatically, the midrashic approach also allows for flexibility in interpretation
for future hopes of a better world while at the same time it diluted the immediacy
and absoluteness of the theological idea that prophecies come true exactly,
making the midrashic approach by far the most effective way to view and explore

the concept of John’s new Jerusalem.
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CH. 2

THE JERUSALEM ABOVE IN MIDRASHIC TRADITION

The five approaches to John’s new Jerusalem covered in the last chapter
offered insights into John'’s visions of the new Jerusalem. They covered literary
structure, influences from the Hebrew Bible, similarities to apocalyptic writings,
and problematic nature for today’s culture; however, the five approaches had a
gap in their insight. The issue lay in the failure of the approaches to consider
John’s Jewish mentality. Specifically, they did not take into consideration the
underlying Jewish methods of development that would have given life to the idea
of the new Jerusalem.

Many scholars partially explained John’s ideas by finding similar concepts
in other first-century apocalyptic literature. However, John borrowing apocalyptic
ideas did not explain how these ideas came to be. In other words, the scholars
cited in the previous chapter do not have a plausible theory for how John
developed a heavenly Jerusalem; they did not provide an explanation for the
methodologies he used to interpret scripture; or, if he did indeed borrow the

ideas, how the people he borrowed from developed the ideas.
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However, there is a sixth approach that explains the inspiration for the
new Jerusalem: the midrashic approach. The midrashic approach, like the
apocalyptic approach, still allows John to have borrowed ideas. More than that,
though, the midrashic approach explains how the idea of a heavenly Jerusalem
and its descent developed.

While the comparison to apocalyptic visions did little to explain John’s
visions, they did situate John in the first century among apocalypticists. Similarly,
in this chapter, midrashic traditions on the new and/or heavenly Jerusalem will be
considered as a basis for locating John’s new Jerusalem visions among early
midrashists’ visions of the heavenly Jerusalem. The advantage to locating John
among midrashists is that they have a much more transparent process of
deriving their interpretations and visions than the apocalypticists.

Four particular midrashic traditions concerning either a heavenly
Jerusalem or heavenly sanctuary will be examined. These four traditions are
found in a variety of written sources but call back to oral traditions from earlier
Jewish midrashic communities. Some of these traditions are preserved with a
single extant written midrash and others are preserved in several extant

midrashim.158

158 pPilchan Lee seemed to be of two minds on the influence of rabbinical sources (Pilchan Lee,
The New Jerusalem in the Book of Revelation: A Study of Revelation 21-22 in the Light of its
Background in Jewish Tradition, TlUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001). He compared ideas from OT
and Jewish texts but did not theorize the processes of influence; however, in Lee’s note 15 on p
208, he described the position of other scholars on this matter. He wrote that Neusner was
skeptical of use of rabbinic sources but also said, “the simplest possible hypothesis is that the
attributions of sayings to named authorities may be relied upon in assigning those sayings to
the period, broadly defined, in which said authorities flourished” (“Neusner, Jacob. "The
Formation of Rabbinic Judaism: Yavneh (Jamnia) from A.D. 70 to 100" In Band 19/2. Halbband
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The following four midrashic traditions overlap with elements of John’s
visions of the new Jerusalem. They may have influenced John’s ideas or John
may have influenced them. Most likely, they were both drawing from the same
pool of thought. The direction of influence is not what is important; rather, the
ability to understand John'’s ideas and how he derived them is what is significant.
These four midrashic traditions help to explain the characteristics of Jerusalem

as they appeared in John’s visions.

These four midrashic traditions act as a window into the cosmographical
and theological background of John'’s vision of a heavenly Jerusalem. Examining
the biblical verses and methods of interpretation used by these four traditions to
describe the heavenly Jerusalem may be the key to understanding how John

derived his ideas of a descending heavenly Jerusalem at the end of time.

Succinctly, the first midrashic tradition located the heavenly Jerusalem above

the earthly one. Arguably in Revelation, John located the heavenly Jerusalem

Religion (Judentum: Paléastinisches Judentum [Forts.]) edited by Wolfgang Haase, 3-42. Berlin,
Boston: De Gruyter, 2016. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110839043-002,” 14). Additionally, Lee
wrote that the scholar “A | Baumgarten argued for the historical significance of the rabbinic
documents (1995) and that “W. S. Green ... suggested the possibility of reaching their ideas as
follows: ‘if we cannot claim access to a master’'s language, perhaps we nevertheless can claim
to have possessed formalized but accurate representations of ideas and positions held by him’
(1978, 81)” (Lee, ibid). Additionally, in the same note, Lee wrote, “Even though the biographical
reconstruction of masters at Yavneh is considered as impossible at the worst, it is agreed by | A
Baumgarten, W S Green and J Neusner that ideas of Yavnean masters can be traced back.
This agreement provides a methodological legitimacy for this study, because the aim of this
study is not to pursue the biographical reconstruction of historical figures such as Yohanan and
Eliezer but simply to trace back what kind of ideas was proposed in the name of Yohanan or
Eliezer with regard to the Temple, whether by the masters themselves or by their schools, who
represent the Yavnean movement in order to know the position of the Yavneans about the
Temple” (Lee, ibid).
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above the holy mountain of Zion. The second tradition described how the
heavenly Jerusalem was created at the same time and on the same place as the
earthly one. John’s vision restored that original status by one Jerusalem
assuming the place of the other Jerusalem. The third tradition argued that the
destinies of the heavenly and earthly Jerusalems were shared. Since John'’s
heavenly Jerusalem became the earthly Jerusalem, their destinies were also
shared. The fourth tradition described heavenly elements that were created in
primordial times and were preserved with God. Correspondingly, in John’s new
Jerusalem, many of these heavenly primordial elements still existed. When
looked at in more detail, each of these traditions adds to our understanding of

early Jewish cosmography revealed in John’s new Jerusalem.

1ST TRADITION. LOCATIONS OF THE TWO JERUSALEMS: MEKILTA D’RABBI YISHMAEL
15:17:4B; J. BERAKOT 35; REVELATION 21:2-3, 10

The first midrashic tradition is of a heavenly Jerusalem. This tradition
based the existence of a heavenly Jerusalem on the proof text of Exodus 15:17.
The interpretation of Exodus 15:17 as signifying a heavenly Jerusalem can be
found in several midrashim including Mekilta and J. Berakot 35 and may in fact
be the background for the heavenly Jerusalem in the book of Revelation.

Exodus 15:17 was the penultimate line of the Song of Moses in which

Moses said,

']ﬂ'?n] N2 INYULUNI INXAN
You will bring it and plant it on your inherited mountain,
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AT MR 2YIRYTMm ™" nvo ']ﬂl'd)'? 119N

a place you made for your dwelling, Lord, a sanctuary of the Lord your

hands formed!*>® (Exodus 15:17)60°

In the context of this passage, “it” referred to the people of Israel and “your
inherited mountain” referred to Jerusalem.%! Thus, this verse can be translated
as, “You will bring the people of Israel and plant them on your inherited mountain,

on the place you made for your dwelling—the sanctuary that your hands formed.”

According to biblical critics, the original intent of parallelism in the Hebrew
Bible signified equivalent meanings. Thus, “the place you made for your dwelling”
would equal and be reiterating “a sanctuary your hands formed.”'62 However,
according to midrashic interpretation, such as found in the Mekilta and the
Jerusalem Talmud, the parallel references in this passage must have been

adding new information since God did not repeat himself.

159 “Place” or makén meant “fixed or established place (of God’s abode on earth; God’s house,
extent of Mt. Zion, of God’s sanctuary), foundation (chiefly poetic), site of God’s house or
abode, Mt. Zion, heavens” (BDB). Makén had the same root as kénand, which was the polel
form of the root kdn. The polel form of kdn meant to establish or make, but implied formation,
such as with making a man in the womb (Job 31:5) (BDB).

160 The final line was, “The Lord will reign forever and ever.” Exodus 15:17-18 implied that God
himself would reign from his throne in his sanctuary in Jerusalem, on the hill where he would
plant his people.

181 In Exodus, this may have been a projection into the future for a Jerusalem-centric cult and
nation; however, the “Song of Moses,” from which this verse was taken, was very old and likely
was not referring to Jerusalem as the specific site. Jerusalem as the appointed place for God’s
earthly residence was retrojected back into the text both by biblical editors and by late midrashic
interpretations.

162 The “place” and the “sanctuary” may have been referencing an earthly temple or referring to
the sacred “inherited mountain.” If the latter, the mountain was made by God’s “hands” in
creation, perhaps ordained as a particularly holy site.
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Thus, the first midrash, found in Mekilta, used the principle of ribbd to

interpret Exodus 15:17 as proof for a heavenly throne:

DNINY NIKIZAN [A TAX DT
This is one of the verses that says
N72un 7¥ X0 TA1) [1DN NLVN 7Y RODY

that the throne which is below is established opposite

the throne which is above.183

This passage from Mekilta did not explain its reasoning; however, it implied the
use of the midrashic principle of ribbd--that God did not repeat himself. With this
principle in mind, the two parallel phrases in Exodus 15:17— “the place you
made for your dwelling” and “a sanctuary your hands formed” —would be
referring to different holy sites, both thrones. Throne, though, in this midrash
seemed to be a synecdoche for the whole sanctuary. Thus, one throne would be
the sanctuary below and one throne would be the sanctuary above—both made

by God.164

1631 hwno ,nwa ,xn'7'on Mekilta, Biselah, Par$a 10 (massekta desirta).

Quoted from Yehuda Even-Shmuel and Midrashei Geula, 719 ,n7IXa '"¢nTn 781Ny~ 1aR DTN

'WYn 978N 'YK TYI 7220 TINNN nafmnn DTN '09Y77ioNn

[Chapter of Jewish Apocalypse Dating from the Completion of the Babylonian Talmud until the
Sixth Millenium] (Jerusalem: Musad Bialik, 2017), 11. Unless otherwise noted, all translations
are my own.

This passage could also be found at “Mekilta d’'Rabbi Yishmael” 15:17:4b at Sefaria.org
[https://Iwww.sefaria.org/Mekhilta_d'Rabbi_Yishmael.15.17?lang=bi]—however, their current
translation did not match mine (5/30/22).

164 The heavenly throne/sanctuary/Jerusalem was obviously made by God, but there were
traditions that the eschatological sanctuary on earth also would be made with God’s hands,
such as in Maccabees, DSS, Jesus, Paul. Cf. “No work of human construction could endure in a
place where the city of the Most High was to be revealed” (4 Ezra/2 Esdras 10:54). The final
construction of the temple would be the work of God’s own hands.
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There is another midrash that also based the existence of a heavenly
counterpart to the holy sites in Jerusalem on Exodus 15:17. In the Jerusalem
Talmud, J. Berakot 35 identified a heavenly holy of holies located directly
“opposite” or above the holy of holies below. Knowing where the holy of holies
was located, whether in heaven or on earth, was important for the theme of this
midrash, which dealt with the question of which direction people should pray.

7NIYITYIN 197D DNI9 DD9IN YIR7TNXINA 0779101 DFTRIVN

The ones who stand and pray outside of the Land turn their faces toward
the land of Israel...

D7WIN' '970 DN'I9 DDODIN IRIY! YIXA 0'779Nn1 DFTAIvA...

The ones who stand and pray in the land of Israel turn their faces toward
Jerusalem...

NN '9%75 DN1D 091N D7YWIN 077901 DTN ...

The ones who stand and pray in Jerusalem turn their faces toward the
temple Mount...

D'YUTZN 'UTP N2 1975 DN"19 0'D91N N'ATINA 0'779NN1 DTI...

The ones who stand and pray on the Temple Mount turn their faces

toward the chamber of the holies [sic] of holies...1%°
D'YUTZN UTZ N2 NT'RY

Where is this chamber of the holy of holies?

165 “House of the holy of holies” was a fuller term for “holy of holies,” found in the Hebrew Bible
only in Il Chronicles 3:8 and 3:10 (Emil G. Hirsh, “Holy of Holies”, Jewish Encyclopedia 1906).
The rabbis here seemed to use “Holy [singular] of Holies,” and “Holies [plural] of Holies,” “House
of the holy of holies,” and “House of the Holies of Holies” interchangeably. The plural of the first
term in the construct “holies of holies” seemed to be unique to this passage.
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17yn7¢ D'UTPN 'WTR TA1D N2 NN

Rav Hiyya Rabba, “Opposite the Holies of Holies which is above.”

[UN7Y D'YTPN"WTP N TA1D NN XNO7N7[A [Ivaw M

R’ Shim’on ben Halafta said, “Opposite the chamber of the holy of holies
which is below.”

166|'wn'w D'YUTZN YT D' TA1D |12 [UN7T D'WTRA"WTR N Ca'79 X7 :0N19 1 X

R’ Pinhas said, “There is no difference: the chamber of the holy of holies
which is below is established opposite'®’ to the chamber of the holy of
Holies which is above:

1681]1191 TA1D [11DN NAYYT |1DNn

‘The place for your dwelling’ [should read] ‘established opposite your

dwelling.””169

166 Yehuda Even-Shmuel and Midrashei Geula, '09"7ioxn 719 ,n7IXA 'WATA IKINYTIAR DTN
YN 978N N'WRY TV Y7220 TM7Nn namnn NN
[Chapter of Jewish Apocalypse Dating from the Completion of the Babylonian Talmud until the
Sixth Millenium], (Jerusalem: Musad Bialik, 2017), 11.]

187 The word R’ Pinhas used is kaneged (1213), which in biblical Hebrew meant “according to what
is in front of” or “corresponding to.” This was the phrase used to describe Eve: “I will make him a
help corresponding to him” (Gen. 2:18). The phrase usually denoted physical proximity but
could also be used metaphorically. In midrashic Hebrew, keneged could also be literal or
metaphorical. In a discussion of Eve, it was said that if Adam were worthy she would be a
helper, if not worthy she would be against him (kenaggado). However, in this latter example, the
rabbis changed the vocalization to make the substantive word a pi’el verb. In the above
midrash, R’ Pinhas phrase could be metaphorical if taken out of context: the holy of holies
below was according to the holy of holies above. In other words, those who built it based it on
the heavenly dwelling. However, in context, R’ Pinhas and the other rabbis were answering the
question, “Where is this holy of holies?” The answer must be a physical location.

168 ¥, Berakot 35a-b (https://www.sefaria.org/Jerusalem_Talmud_Berakhot.35a?lang=bi)

169 Numbering of this passage was a little inconsistent: Even-Shmuel cited this passage as
Berakot, perek 4, page 8, bottom of column b and top of column c; Sefaria cited it as Berakot
35a-b (https://www.sefaria.org/Jerusalem_Talmud_Berakhot.35a?lang=bi); Mechon Mamre
cited this passage as page 15b, perek 4:5 (end) n nd7n 192,07 71
xna (https://lwww.mechon-mamre.org/b/r/r1104.htm); Tvee Zahavy cited it as Berakot perek 4:6
(Tvee Zahavy, Yerushalmi Berakhot: The Talmud of the Land of Israel Tractate Blessings, NP,
2010, 4:6 1l. D-G & 4:6 IVA-C; pgs. 193-195,
http://halakhah.com/yerushalmi_berakhot_tzvee_zahavy 2010.pdf.
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J. Berakot 35 described the intertwined hierotopy of the heavenly and earthly
holy sites. It placed God’s throne on the celestial plane directly above the

terrestrial holy of holies.

R’ Pinhas’ reference, “place for your dwelling,” ynawv jbn, is a quote from
Exodus 15:17. The brief reference assumes knowledge of the whole verse which
(again) is:

NaWY? |1DN JN7N1 N2 MYONI IRIN YT 12210 TR UTn ' Nuo
|

R’ Pinhas seemed to be interpreting the passage as:

You will bring [the people of Israel] and plant them on your inherited
mountain [the earthly mount Zion] established opposite your [heavenly]
dwelling, O Lord, the sanctuary you formed with your hands (Exodus

15:17).

As in the previous midrash in Mekilta, R’ Pinhas used the principle of ribbd to
prove that there was a heavenly parallel to God’s earthly throne or the holy of
holies. The first mention of a sacred place—"the inherited mountain”—seemed to
be referring to the earthly Jerusalem which was established opposite God’s
heavenly dwelling. The final reference, “the sanctuary you formed with your
hands” probably referred back to the “inherited mountain.”

This was slightly different than the interpretation in the previous midrash

which had “the sanctuary you formed with your hands” as the heavenly
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sanctuary. Thus, turning toward the holy of holies below was the same as turning
toward the holy of holies above.

R’ Pinhas intertwined the holy residence of God with his interpretation of this
passage.

The Mekilta used Exodus 15:17 to prove the existence of a heavenly
throne above the earthly one in Jerusalem. Similarly, J. Berakot 35 described the
increasing sanctity of the land and temple which culminated in the heavenly holy
of holies in heaven. Thus, the heavenly and earthly holy spaces were more than
mirror images of each other. The sacred cosmography of the early rabbis was
made of ever-increasing sacred circles: outside the land, inside the land, outside
the temple, inside the temple, the holy of holies below, the holy of holies above.
The final circle switched from being two dimensional to three dimensional. It
stretched up to the heavens as a column that rose to God’s throne, the holiest of

holies.

MIDRASHIC APPLICATION OF EXODUS 15:17 TO THE DESCENT OF JOHN’S HEAVENLY

JERUSALEM

The previous midrashim, Mekilta and J. Berakot 35a, provided some
parallel cosmographies and hierotopies to Revelation 21:2-3, 10. All three
described a heavenly counterpart to the earthly holy sites. John described a
vision of a heavenly Jerusalem in two places. Moreover, an examination of the
proof text of Exodus 15:17 may illuminate the midrashic development of the

heavenly Jerusalem descending to earth such as was found in Revelation.
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In contrast to the previous two midrashim, instead of a heavenly throne,
holy of holies, or sanctuary, John saw a heavenly Jerusalem, a city, a bride, and

a tabernacle. Revelation 21:2-3 said:
Kai TAV TTOAIV TRV ayiav lepoucaAnu Kaiviyv
And the city—the holy Jerusalem—is new!
€idov kaTapaivoucav ¢k Tol oUpavold aTTd Tol B0d,
Look! Coming down out of the heaven away from the God,
ATOIMOCOMEVNV WG VUU@PNV KEKOTUNUEVNY TG Avopi auThG.
Prepared as a bride adorned beautifully for her husband.
Kai ikouoa QWVAG HeEYAANnGg €k To0 Bpdvou Aeyolong:
And | heard a great voice out of heaven saying,
160U 1} oknvA 100 B0l peTa TV AVOPWTTWY,
“Look! The tabernacle of God is with the people,
Kol OKNVWOoEl JET auT@V,
And he will tabernacle with them,
kai auToi Aaoi autod €éoovral,
And they will be his people,
Kai aUTOG 0 Be0G PET auTQV E0Tal
And he will be their God.”
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The city was descending out of heaven so God could “tabernacle” with his people
on earth. John’s designation of “city” rather than temple was perhaps not as
significant a difference as would first be assumed since, for example, the earthly
city of Jerusalem absorbed the holiness of the temple and holy of holies.
Moreover, the double usage of the verb and noun “tabernacle,” signified the
temple.r’® The main difference between a tabernacle and the temple was its
nomadic ability.2’* The tabernacle, like the temple, had within it the holy of
holies, which housed God’s presence. The tabernacle also had the cultic
sacrifices, the priests, the Levites, and everything else the later temple would

have.

John’s first vision did not specify where the heavenly tabernacle-city would

land, but in John’s second vision there was a clue:
Kol ATTAVEYKEV PE €V TIVEUUATI £TTI OPOG péya Kai UWNASY,
And he carried me on the wind onto a great and high hill

Kai £DeIE€V hol TRV TTOAIV TRV ayiav lepoucaAnu

And he showed me the holy city Jerusalem

kaTtaBaivouoav €k ToU oUpavod atd 1ol Beod,

170 1n many English translations, this nuance was lost. Often the less literal translation of the verb
“dwell” instead of the verb “tabernacle” was used.

171 John says the new Jerusalem does not have a temple even though he calls it a tabernacle,
effectively, a nomadic temple. Some argue that the city itself is a type of temple, or holy of
holies since it is cubiform and houses God. John’s explanation for a lack of a temple is that God
himself is the temple.
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Descending from heaven away from God.
Exouoav TRV 06¢av 100 Bcol- (SBL Rev 21:10-11a)

having the Glory of God (Rev 21:10-11a)
Since John was placed by the angel on a high hill from where he could see
Jerusalem’s descent, this high hill was likely important.1’2 John did not say which
hill it was, but if he shared in the midrashic traditions, it would be mount Zion.

In Exodus 15:17, the location of the sanctuary was on God’s “inherited
mountain.” John’s vantage point on a high hill may have been alluding to the
same mountain of Exodus 15:17. If so, John carried over the understanding of
the previously discussed midrashim that this sanctuary-city was located Ta»
“opposite,” meaning directly above, the earthly holy mountain.1’3

In contrast to the other midrashic readings of Exodus 15:17, John saw the
heavenly Jerusalem not immobile in heaven but translocating to earth. Moreover,
Exodus 15:17 may have been the source of this mobility. The proof text of

Exodus 15:17 was clearly tied to a heavenly sanctuary in midrashic tradition. It

172 Alternatively, “Some commentators have identified the mountain as the mythical mountain-at-
the-edge-of-the-world.[5] Mythical or not, it is real enough in the text and parses out textual
space. The mountain reveals space set over against the universalized New Jerusalem. We
cannot imagine a totalized cosmic city when there exists a wild untamed mountain large enough
to dwarf it and provide a place from which it can be viewed as in miniature” (Thomas W. Martin,
“The City as Salvific Space: Heterotopic Place and Environmental Ethics in the New
Jerusalem,” SBL Forum 7, no. 2 (2009): https://www.sbl-
site.org/publications/article.aspx?Articleld=801).

173 The vantage point of John is on a “great and high hill”; rather than being underneath a
descending Jerusalem. Because of midrashic similarities, though, it is likely John envisioned the
new Jerusalem descending from its heavenly spot directly down to mount Zion. Maybe John
was on a hill surrounding mount Zion such as the mount of Olives. However, since the city was
so large, larger than the land of Israel, John could be on a far away mountain and still have a
clear vantage point..
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also stands to reason that John’s portrayal of its mobility may have been a
midrashic reading of Exodus 15:17.

This hypothetical midrashic interpretation of Exodus 15:17 hinges on a
single letter: a vav. In context, this vav was a singular objective suffix and

referred to the people of Israel,

T 12213 TR WTEA T N7Y9 NAYT (1D JN7N1 N2 INYLVNI INKAN
You will bring it [the people] and plant it [the people] on your inherited
mountain, a place for your dwelling which you made, O Lord, a sanctuary

you formed with your hands (Ex 15:17).

This verse described the return of the people to the land—the land of Jerusalem
in particular. The people would dwell in the same place where God dwelled—his
sanctuary on his holy mountain. This passage described God as forming the
sanctuary with his hands. This idea of a God-built sanctuary implied that the

earthly human-built sanctuaries were not the ones this verse was talking about.

Moreover, taken out of context, instead of God bringing “it"—referencing
the people of Israel—to his inherited mountain, God could bring “it"—referencing
the sanctuary—to his inherited mountain. In this scenario, Exodus 15:17 could

read,

T 102D TR TN N7V NAYY [1Dn JN7N 1N MyLVNI INKAN
You will bring “it” and plant “it” on your inherited mountain, a place for
your dwelling which you made, O Lord, a sanctuary you formed with your

hands.
124



As in the previous midrashim, this hypothetical interpretation uses the midrashic
principle of ribbd to identify “a place for your dwelling” as God’s earthly residence
and “a sanctuary you formed with your hands” as God’s heavenly residence;
however, unlike the midrashic readings, the two places would no longer be
“opposite,” Tan, because God’s heavenly sanctuary would become his only

sanctuary.

In the book of Revelation, God would bring the heavenly sanctuary-city he
formed with his hands and plant it on Mount Zion. In y. Berakhot 35a, praying
toward the holy of holies below was the same as praying toward the holy of
holies above. In Revelation, because there was only one holy of holies—God’s
throne in the center of the new Jerusalem—there was also only one direction to
pray. Unlike y. Berakhot 35a, in John’s vision, what was divided in creation would
be united in the new creation; the earthly Jerusalem and the heavenly Jerusalem

will be one and the same.

2N° TRADITION: ARAKIM

The following midrashic tradition from Arakim helps to explain the logic in
the unification of the two Jerusalems.'’* There were three main sections to this
midrash: origin, temple cult, and restoration. In the origin section, God gave birth

to the two temples on the foundation stone. In the temple cult section, the

174 Arakim was an Aramaic word for “lands” (Jastrow, s.v. “arakim.”) and was otherwise known as
“In Wisdom the Lord Founded the Land.”
(Cf. Jeremiah 10:11). Thus, Arakim was named for its opening verse from Proverbs 3:19: “In
Wisdom the Lord Founded the Land.”
125



slaughter of the innocents on earth manifested as pure offerings in heaven. The
third section promised a future restoration of both cities. This tradition, like the
previous one, included a description of the location of the two sanctuaries but it
also described more details of their interrelationship.
Arakim began with Proverbs 3:19, describing God’s creation of the world
with “Wisdom”:
YAX TO' NNdN2 'N

In wisdom Adonai founded the land,

NlidN2d D'y 21D

He established heaven with understanding.

“Wisdom” was described elsewhere as God’s companion at the time of creation,
his first creation. Wisdom was alternately associated with Torah, the Word, or the
Messiah.1’® In Proverbs, “Wisdom” was personified as a woman.’® Moreover,
Arakim interpreted the above passage from Proverbs as God himself (or herself)

as the woman “Wisdom.”

This passage continued by describing the creation process as similar to a
woman giving birth. God’s birthing room was “the place of the sanctuary,” i.e., the

heavenly Jerusalem. On that spot he first gave birth to the stone of foundation,

175 For “the Word” see the Gospel of John 1:1. For Torah, see the final section of this chapter on
the primordial elements. See also Daniel Boyarin, Border Lines, Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2004, especially sections 2 and 3.

176 |.e., Proverbs 8:1
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‘even $atiyyd, and on that stone he created the sanctuary below and the

sanctuary above:

NWKR TI7'D 1IN71y IR X0 N72ApnY [RON

From here [we derive] that the Holy One blessed be he created the world
like a woman giving birth,
175 071vN 72 N7apn K02 D L,|RD'71 X7 NNIAE NIvn 7'nnn

beginning from his naval and spreading out to here and there; thus, he

created all the world in its entirety.
X271 [X27 D71V 75 1NN NN WTPRN DA DIpnn 7'Nnn

He began from the place of the sanctuary and proceeded from it all the

world to here and to there.
D71y 75 NNYIN NINNY D'NY [AR IRV 72'0Y

Therefore, it was called stone of foundation, which from out of her was
founded all the world

N7un7n UTnn 11NN Y TN N napn X2 N,

And on her the Holy One created the sanctuary below and the sanctuary
above,

nT NIt ar,

This corresponding to that.
T 101D N WA ‘D N7V NAYY |1Dn Ky

As it is said, “A place for your dwelling you made, Lord, a sanctuary of

the Lord your hands formed” (Exodus 15:17)

NT TA1D AT NAYY DI wTpnn na
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“A sanctuary” and “a place for your dwelling,” this corresponds to that. 1’7

This midrash surprisingly seemed to posit that God himself birthed the two
sanctuaries as twins. It described them as intertwined at the beginning of
creation in their cosmogony as well as being intertwined in their source location:

the foundation stone.

The twin births of the two temples not only connected them in their births
and locations but in their continued states of being. Arakim continued with a
current depiction of the state of affairs in heaven. It poignantly described the
effect on heaven of the destruction of the sanctuary on earth:
NLN™7Y YTPNN~NRA 1'0PNI ANENn 71T [N 0D DY WTznn DA N1
In the time when the sanctuary stood a high priest used to sacrifice and

offer incense in the sanctuary below
N7YUN~7Y UTPNNTN12 2NNl Ta 113 IROMnI

and Michael opposite him stood and would sacrifice in the sanctuary
above.

7807 KIN N2 WITEN 17 MR NLUN™7Y YTZAN"N ANWDIL:

And when the sanctuary below was in ruins, the Holy One blessed be He

said to Michael,

'NATN X '"MONNI 'YUTPN 'MNNIivI 22'0 NN '"MOIWI "M DX 'NANNIE7'RIN 780N

77 yax 70" NNndN2 ' WAl 07R watn Midrash Arakim or “The Lord with Wisdom founded the
Land.” This first portion is taken from “Arakim” at sefaria.org.
https://www.sefaria.org/Otzar_Midrashim%2C_The_Order_of Arakim%2C_Introduction?lang=bi
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“‘Michael! Since | destroyed my house and | burned my temple and laid
waste my sanctuary and tore down my altar,

VY NINTA X71 WD NINTA X71IY NINTA X7 197 2Mpn 7.

do not sacrifice before me neither with the likeness of a head of cattle
nor with the likeness of a sheep nor with the likeness of a goat.”

DN'7Y KNN"NN -2 1071y 7w 1120 1197 0k,

He said before him, “Master of the world! Your children—what will

happen to them?”
NIN N2 WIT7N 17 MR
The Holy One blessed be he said to him,

DN'MI79N1 DN'NAIDT 197 AN AN

“You will surely sacrifice before me their pure ones and their prayers

TI2ON XOD NNN |'TIIA |NW D7 TX v |hnwl

and the souls of their righteous ones—they will be a treasure under the

throne of glory
78W W DNy 19 X |nal AN v nipn'nl

and infants of the great house, and with them | will atone for the sins of

Israel”’8

Strikingly, this midrash described God as taking responsibility for the destruction

of the earthly temple: ““Michael! Since | destroyed my house and | burned my

178 Yehuda Even-Shmuel and Midrashei Geula, '09'7ioNn 719 ,n7IKA WA 7NINYTIAN DTN
YUn 978N N'YRD TV 7230 TmNn Dn'nnn DR

[Chapter of Jewish Apocalypse Dating from the Completion of the Babylonian Talmud until the
Sixth Millenium], (Jerusalem: Musad Bialik, 2017), 11.
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temple and laid waste my sanctuary and tore down my altar....” Moreover, like a
mother, God birthed the temples into being and continued to be responsible for
their continued existence.'’® This passage continued with “do not sacrifice before
me neither with the likeness of a head of cattle nor with the likeness of a sheep

nor with the likeness of a goat.”

Thus, what occurred on earth affected what occurred in heaven. There
was a reciprocal relationship between the earthly and heavenly cults. God
commanded Michael not to offer any more animal sacrifices before him either
because animal sacrifices could no longer be offered in the Jerusalem temple.

However, sacrifices were still required. Thus, Michael asked, “Your

children--what will happen to them [without sacrifice]?” God answered Michael,

You will surely sacrifice before me their pure ones and their prayers and
the souls of their righteous ones—they will be a treasure under the
Throne of Glory and infants of the Great House, and with them | will

atone for the sins of Israel!

Thus, the heavenly cult changed alongside the earthly cult and became

intertwined. Neither the heavenly temple nor the earthly temple continued to

179 Cf. 2 Baruch 7:1, “And after these things | heard this angel saying to the angels who held the
torches: Now destroy the walls and overthrow them to their foundations, so that the enemies do
not boast and say, ‘We have overthrown the wall of Zion and we have burnt down the place of
the mighty God.” 2 (Syriac Apocalypse of) Baruch, translated by AFJ Kilijn, in The Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha, volume 1, edited by James H. Charlseworth, Garden City, New
York; Doubleday & Co., 1983, 623. This passage like the above midrash lays the blame for
Jerusalem’s destruction on heavenly beings.
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accept animal sacrifices. Instead, the human sacrifices on earth were transposed

to heaven and accepted as offerings in the heavenly temple.

The alteration of the heavenly cult may have been connected to the
tragedy of the destruction of the second temple. The “souls of the righteous” may
have been referring to those slain during the destruction of the temple in 70 CE
and its surrounding battles.*® The “pure ones” may have been referencing the
babies and children who were slaughtered. Thus, this passage helped redeem
the loss and tragedy since those who died were accepted as heavenly offerings

which brought atonement for the people of Israel.'8!

This passage of Arakim continued, discussing the intertwining emotional
flux of the two Jerusalems, in their alternating states of destruction and

restoration:

N7uN'T IT NNNY NN NoN'M IT NNRY NNV TIVav,

18 There were other ideas of a transformed sacrificial cult. For example, in Leviticus Rabba was
the erasure of yéser hara“ (the evil inclination), sin, and sacrifice. According to Raphael Patai’s
reading, “All sacrifices and prayer will be abolished in the Messianic days, except for thanks
offerings and thanksgiving prayers, because, as Isaac Judah Abrabanel (1437-1508) explained,
in those happy days there would be no Evil Inclination and thus no sin” (Rafael Patai, The
Messiah Texts (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1979), 247-248).

BlAnother midrash which reflected the midrashic tradition of a heavenly cult was found in Hagiga
12. This midrash described levels of heaven, seven in all. Jerusalem and the temple were
located in the fourth. heaven, called zabdl. Michael still offered the “souls of the righteous”;
however, in this midrash it was as though Michael had always offered the souls of the righteous,
never animals.

12 NATAI WTZAn~NAI 07wt 1aw--7ar1
Zabdl —in it is Jerusalem and the sanctuary and the built altar
1277 I'7v ANl Iy 71man e IRomli
and Michael the great prince stands and offers upon it sacrifice.
D'7TY 7¥ DNNYI ... 2R N
What does he offer? ... the souls of the righteous.
OV 2jY'7'Yal A nanan
Hagigah 12b, “And the Well of Jacob is There.”
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When there was still joy here below, there was joy here above;

N7un'Mm IT n7axnn nun' IT N7ARNNY 'Yy,

now that she mourns here below, she mourns here above,

N72un7n 1T N1 VNN IT DAY I,

and it is established that when she is built here below, she is built here
above,---

1B 161517)a ardV] [IMAKXI N7'N~7Y 'Y NNN2A DNOX I'MIDWNI 7y! 0K NAY NIX AW 11N TNKIY

For it is said, “Look, | am returning the captives of the tents of Jacob, and
I will have compassion upon his tabernacles, the city will be built upon
her tel, and a fortress upon its place of judgment will reside” [Jeremiah
30:18].

N7un7 TNRI NLVNY7 TNR "R K7R NN X7 7R

It does not say tent but tents: one below and one above,

nunY |[Pwni n7unY? |[FYn 'Mown X778 "Nl XY npwni

and it does not say his tabernacle [miskan] but his tabernacles
[miskendt]: a tabernacle above and a tabernacle below,

nuN~7Y 07w IT NN 7Y Y M

and “a city will be built upon her tel’—this is Jerusalem below,
N7YN~7w 07wNT IT AW 105UN 7Y INNI

“and a fortress upon its place of judgment will reside”—this is Jerusalem

which is above.182

182y ehuda Even-Shmuel, Midrashei Geula, nrint '09™7piorD 719 ,n7IKA WA IRINYTIAR AT
'YYUn 978N N'YKY VI 7130 T nn nn'nnn

[Chapter of Jewish Apocalypse Dating from the Completion of the Babylonian Talmud until the
Sixth Millenium] (Jerusalem: Musad Bialik, 2017), 12. Midrash Arakim in the collection: Otzar
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This passage demonstrated belief in a deep connection between the heavenly
and earthly sanctuaries.® “She” likely referred to the feminine word city, ‘ir, or
the feminine word, Jerusalem, ysra$alaim, rather than the masculine words
temple, hékal, house, bayit, or sanctuary, migdas. This passage said that as
“she” is rebuilt below, and “she” would also be rebuilt above. Thus, the whole city

was rebuilt, not just the temple, both in heaven and on earth.

The proof text for these declarations is in Jeremiah 30:18:
aw' 1VoYUN-7Y [IAKXI N7'M~7Y 'Y NNl DNIX IMIWNI RiTAS NN NIAY NN QW "0 INNIY
For it is said, “Look, | am returning the captives of the tents of Jacob, and
I will have compassion upon his tabernacles, the city will be built upon

her tel, and a fortress upon its place of judgment will reside”

Since Jeremiah spoke of “sanctuaries” in the plural, the interpretation in Arakim
was that there were two sanctuaries. Arakim identified one as the heavenly
sanctuary and one as the earthly sanctuary. Likewise, since Jeremiah spoke
twice about the rebuilding of the city—once as “a city will be rebuilt upon her tel”
and once as “a fortress upon its place of judgment will reside”—Arakim
concluded that there must have been two cities since, according to the midrashic

principle of ribbui, God did not repeat himself. Thus, although in Jeremiah the two

Midrashim (400-1200 CE). The version of this passage in Even-Shmuel’s collection was slightly
different than the version on Sefaria, most notably, the Sefaria version did not have the final
lines concerning Jerusalem below and above.

183 Compare the intertwining of the status of the people and the holy place in Maccabees: “But the
Lord did not choose the nation for the sake of the holy place, but the place for the sake of the
nation. Therefore the place itself shared in the misfortunes that befell the nation and afterwards
participated in its benefits” (2 Macc. 5:19-20a).
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iterations were in parallel, Arakim argued that they were not referring to the exact

same thing, but to two variations of the temple and two variations of Jerusalem.

In Arakim, the two temples began in the same place, birthed by God on
the stone of foundation. The state of temples remained intertwined in their
sacrifices and emotions. And although Arakim laid the destruction of the earthly
Jerusalem at the feet of God, Arakim also said that God would restore
Jerusalem.

The origin story of the two sanctuaries with their continued
interrelationship is similar to the idea in quantum physics that two particles could
become entangled. Even when they were (carefully) separated, these two
guantum particles continued to share the same wavelength. Moreover, what
happened to one happened to the other; this was called “spooky action at a
distance.” Likewise, according to Arakim, what happened in one Jerusalem
happened in the other. Each experienced the full spectrum of events and

emotion of the other such as mourning, joy, future restoration, etc.

ARAKIM AND REVELATION: ENTANGLED SANCTUARIES

Each of the three parts of Arakim help illuminate John’s new Jerusalem:
the shared foundation stone helps to explain the centrality of location for John’s
new Jerusalem on the holy hill; the innocents being sacrificed came through in
John’s heavenly martyrs; the future restoration of both cities become the future
restoration of one city; the structure of the heavenly city descended to restore the

earthly city.
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In ‘Arakim, the sanctuaries were born on the rock of foundation.
Somehow, one ended up on earth and one ended up in heaven. Strangely, they
both seem to be on a singular rock of foundation. In Revelation, these two are
umbilically connected since John sees the new Jerusalem in the sky. Likely, this
view from the high hill is of Jerusalem directly above the earthly (destroyed)
Jerusalem.

The symbol of the slaughtered Lamb may also stand for Jesus as God’s
martyr transformed into a heavenly offering. John was likely alluding to and
interpreting passages from Isaiah 53. For example, Isaiah 53:7 says, 731" nagy hwo;
“He was brought as a lamb to the slaughter.” Thus, John has an image of a
slaughtered lamb. This lamb may have stood in for the temple sacrifice. For
example, Isaiah 53:8b says, ny vay my ywon “For the transgression of my people,
he was stricken.” Similarly, Isaiah 53:11b says, 720! xin omiy “He will bear their
iniquities.” Thus, in addition to the martyrs in white in the new Jerusalem, the
slaughtered lamb may have stood for a type of super martyr, even a messiah
martyr.

The symbolism, however, between the people in the new Jerusalem and
the Lamb had a lot of crossover. The people were called “the son” while
unexpectedly, the Lamb was not called the son; however, as in Arakim, the
people, including the Lamb, were martyrs and offerings. There was no continuing
offerings, though, since God’s wipes away suffering and death: “And there will no
longer be death” (Rev 21:4). It seems, there was no longer death in the new

Jerusalem, not just for people but for animals as well.
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Both Arakim and Revelation referred to God’s holy place in nomadic
terms. In Arakim, the proof text called the sanctuaries “tents.” In Revelation, the
temple-city was called a “tabernacle” which was otherwise known as the "tent of
meeting." In ‘Arakim, God gave birth to twin sanctuaries while in Revelation, God
gave birth to a singular new Jerusalem.

John'’s vision showed a development of Arakim’s cosmography. In
‘Arakim, the sanctuaries were located both in heaven and on earth, while in

Revelation, the tabernacle-city moved from heaven to earth.84

3RP TRADITION. ESCHATOLOGY OF THE TWO JERUSALEMS: B. TA’ANIT 5A

In the midrash b. Ta’anit 5a, God was unmoored from Jerusalem. In
contrast, the heavenly Jerusalem was anchored to the earthly Jerusalem. God
was not anchored to either—at least not permanently because the Jerusalem
above paralleled the Jerusalem below. Thus, when the people went into exile
from Jerusalem, God also went into galut from Jerusalem above. Conversely, in
the geulah when the people were restored to Jerusalem, God was also restored
to the heavenly Jerusalem.

B. Ta’anit 5 based the parallel galut and geulah on an enigmatic passage

from Hosea.

184 John’s vision may be a marriage of the two Jerusalems. Jerusalem may be descending to her
groom, Zion. Moshe Idel points out the kabbalistic interpretation of Zion as male and Jerusalem
as female in both an eschatological and primordial coupling.Moshe Idel, “On Jerusalem as a
Feminine and Sexual Hypostasis: From Late Antiquity Sources to Medieval Kabbalah” Memory,
Humanity, and Meaning; Selected Essays in Honor of Andrei Plesu’sSixtieth Anniversary.
Edited by Mihail Neamtu and Bogdan Tétaru-Cazaban. [Cluj:] Zeta Books, 2009, pp. 65-110,
13. https://www.zefat.ac.il/media/3505/on_jerusalem_as_a_feminine_and_sexual_h.pdf p. 13.
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2T 'R PNY' 17 mna 2 7N

Rav Nachman said to Rav Itsak, “What does it mean where it is written,
7'V KR K71 YT ]

In your midst is holiness, and | will not come into the city?”

2'WA NIAN X7 WITR 12727 DIwn

“Because in your midst it is sacred, | will not come into the city” [Hosea
11:9].185

[N "N DN PR

He said to him that Rav Yohanan said,

nuN 7w DYWNY? XIARY TV N7Vn 7w 07wNa KIOR XY

185 The midrashist of b. Ta’anit 5 took this verse from Hosea out of context; however, even in

context, it was difficult to understand. Hosea 11:9 literally said, “v'va x1ax X721 w7 72772"; “In
your midst is holiness, and | will not come into the city.”

The context was that God changed his mind about destroying Ephraim and Jerusalem. Thus, if
God did not come into “the city” of Jerusalem, it meant that God did not destroy Jerusalem.
There were two biblical-critical ways of arriving at this interpretation: through interpreting the bet
as the bet of antagonism or by interpreting ba’ir as “anger” or by interpreting. The bet of
antagonism signified “against”, i.e., come “against” the city to destroy it. The explanation, then,
for why God would not come “against” the city to destroy it was because of its intrinsic holiness.
As a verb 22, translated as to “burn, be “angry, or have fury.” Thus, the JPS translation: “The
Holy One is in your midst: | will not come in fury.” They also critically emend the text to read
‘aba’er, 2ak, “I will not be angry.” Biblical critics came to this explanation through contextual
clues:

19X |INN NYWYNX XY

I will not allow my anger to burn;

WINTNTI DIX 7K D DMIOXR NNYWY QWK X7

I will not return to destroy Ephraim, because | am God and not a man (Hos 11:9).

This interpretation of 1'va as to “be angry” was probably also known by the midrashists because,
even though they did not interpret the word as “angry” in this midrash, the subsequent
midrashim spoke on other passages that concerned the word “to burn” or “to be angry,” wa.
Thus, the midrashists were aware of contextual readings, but they chose instead a polysemic
ribbd intertextual reading.
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“I will not come into Jerusalem above until | come to Jerusalem
below.”186
N7un? 0'YwN XO'X Mi

And how is there a Jerusalem above?
I"TN' N7 NN2AINWY ' N'IAN D7WIN ANDT I'K

Is it not written, “Jerusalem built up like a city unified together” [Ps.

122:3] (B. Ta’'anit 5)87,

The basis for God’s refusal to enter the city was its intrinsic holiness.!88

T B. Ta’anit 5 then argued for the existence of Jerusalem above using

the midrashic principle of hariza:
I"TN' N7 NNAINY 1'Y) N'1AN 07U 2NOT 'R

Is it not written, “Jerusalem built up like a city unified together (Ps

122:3)?"(B. Ta’anit 5)18°

Thus, “city” in Hosea 11:9 became two cities through hariza to Psalm 122:3.
Similarly to the previous midrash Arakim, the two Jerusalems were both

created/built together and proceeded to be cosmically entangled with each

186 Yehuda Even-Shmuel and Midrashim of Redemption '719 ,n7IXa '&n 7KW~ 1IAR nTINY
'WYn 98N N'YRT TYI 7220 TINPNN nnmnn DTN '09Y7RioNn

[portions of Jewish apocalypse from the closure of the Babylonian Talmud, and up to the
beginning of the sixth millenium] (Jerusalem: Musad Bialik, 2017), 12 (partial text)

187 Babylonian Talmud, n.d.William Davidson; online edition: Koren Talmud Bavli:
https://www.sefaria.org/Taanit.5a?lang=bi

188 Cf. Rashi and Ramban on Genesis 14. Both believed that the sanctity of Jerusalem predated
the building of the temple by David and Solomon and even predated the binding of Isaac. In
Gen 14, the problem was Abram worshipping another god: El Elyon with the priest Malkitzedek.
Ramban and Rashi solved this problem by sanctifying Shalem (early Jerusalem) as God’s city.

18illiam Davidson, Koren Talmud Bavli: https://www.sefaria.org/Taanit.5a?lang=bi
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other.1%0 In Revelation, this entanglement goes even farther: the two cities
become one “city unified together.” , the heavenly descends onto the location of

the earthly city.

Since this midrash interpreted Hosea 11:9, wa xiax 871 @s meaning “l will
not enter Jerusalem above until | enter Jerusalem below,” it implied the
destruction and restoration of the earthly Jerusalem.*®! Thus, according to b.
Ta’anit 5, God went into exile from the heavenly Jerusalem while his people were
in exile from the earthly Jerusalem. God would neither enter the Jerusalem

above nor the Jerusalem below until Jerusalem’s restoration.192

JOHN AND TA’ANIT 5
John’s vision of the new Jerusalem shared six characteristics of the

heavenly sanctuary in b. Ta’anit 5a: 1, Jerusalem was holy; 2, Jerusalem existed

190 The Septuagint translation added an explanation for this interpretation of twin cities. Instead of
N7 naunw, “unified to her,” the Septuagint had the Greek equivalent of n? nnanw, “her (female)
companion.” The loss of the vav made the passive verb (“unified”) into a noun (“her
companion”). In other words, there was a sister-city to the earthly Jerusalem: 2'y> n'1nan n7wint
I"TN' N7 nanw “Jerusalem was built up like her companion [city] together.” This was similar to
the phrase “united as one man” n'han Tnx w'Nd (Judges 20:11). This coincided with the
midrashic interpretation of there being two cities (one above and one below) that were unified.

Cf. also Sefer Eliahu, BhM 3:67, “Elijah said, ‘I see a beautiful and great city descend from
heaven, built up, as it is written, “Jerusalem that art builded as a city that is compact together.

191 One translation interpreted this passage as: “I shall not enter Jerusalem above, in heaven,
until | enter Jerusalem on earth down below” as “at the time of the redemption, when it will be
sacred in your midst.” William Davidson Talmud, Koren Talmud Bavli,
https://www.sefaria.org/Taanit.5a?lang=bi

192 Several midrashim included the idea that God's $ahind or presence went into exile with them,
i.e., Megilla 29a:4 |nny N1 0M¥n7 172 [Nny N1DY 172w Dipn 722w, and Mekilta 12:40:1b:
“Whenever Israel is enslaved, the Shekhinah [God’s imediate Presence in the world], as it were,
is enslaved with them” [Arthur Herzberg, Judaism, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1991), cited
as Mekhilta, Pisha 14, 210.]
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in heaven; 3, Jerusalem was “built up like a city unified together”; 4, Jerusalem
was restored on earth; 5, God’s presence was tied to a restored Jerusalem; and
6, God was separated from Jerusalem.

First of all both Jerusalems were holy. No one “unclean” could enter
John’s new Jerusalem (Rev 21:27). Jerusalem being holy was not assumed
elsewhere. For example, in Ezekiel, Jerusalem was not holy.

Secondly, both Jerusalems existed in heaven since John saw Jerusalem
descending from heaven.

Thirdly, both Jerusalems were “built up like a city unified together.” While
in B Ta’'anit 5, the two Jerusalems were “built up together” separately, John’s
heavenly Jerusalem descended and superimposed itself on the earthly space of
Jerusalem. Thus, the two Jerusalems “were built up together” together!

Fourthly, both Jerusalems were restored on earth—albeit John’s restored
earthly Jerusalem was the heavenly Jerusalem while b. Ta’anit had two restored
Jerusalems.

Fifthly, God’s presence was tied to the restored Jerusalem(s). In both,
God entered “Jerusalem above” when he entered “Jerusalem below”—albeit,
again for John, they were the same.

Sixthly, God was separated from both heavenly Jerusalems. John
described the new Jerusalem as descending from heaven “away from God.”
Thus, “away from God” meant God was separated (or in exile) for a moment from
the descending Jerusalem. He then came “into Jerusalem above” when he came

“to Jerusalem below.”
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In both Revelation and b. Ta’anit 5, “On earth as it is in heaven,” became

“in heaven as it is on earth.”193

4™ MIDRASHIC TRADITION. THE PRIMORDIAL ELEMENTS: MIDRASH TEHILLIM 90:2
AND MIDRASH TEHILLIM 93:2

The final midrashic tradition to be discussed is different than the others.
While the other three traditions focused on space, this one focused on time. It
answered the question, what were the elements that existed in primordial time?
Primordial elements were important to John’s and other midrashic visions of the
new Jerusalem because end-time mythology often resembled primordial
mythology; both ends of time were spaces outside of mundane (historical) time.
Thus, midrashic traditions concerning Jerusalem as a primordial element were
relevant for Jerusalem as an eschatological player.

Two especially detailed midrashic traditions of primordial elements were
Midrash Tehillim 90:2 and Midrash Tehillim 93:2.1% Both came from Shocher
Tov, the first from the S. Buber edition on Psalm 90:2; the second from the
Narbone edition on Psalm 93:2.

They each described seven primordial elements. The chart below placed
the two versions of the midrashic tradition of primordial elements side by side

with the second midrash re-ordered to facilitate comparison to the first one.

193 Cf. “Introduction: ‘In Heaven as It Is on Earth’” by Ra’anan S. Boustan and Annette Yoshiko
Reed in Heavenly Realms and Earthly Realities, Boustan and Reed,eds. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 1-15.

194 Some of the other midrashim on primordial elements: Tanchuma Buber, Nasso 19:1; b.
Nedarim 39b; Midrash Lekah Tov, Gen 3:24:8; B. Rabba 1:4; Ein Yaakov Nedarim 4:6; Pes.
54a:9
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Midrash Tehillim 90:2 (a1), S. Buber
edition'% (original order)

Midrash Tehillim 93:2, Narbone
edition!®® (reordered)

INTP DNAT NYaw 071¥7 MW D'97X
"Nl NAIYNI DN [TYT|A1 TIAD™X0JI NNINN
n'wn-owI N7yn~Y wTmn

Seven elements!®’ preceded the
world (by) two thousand years: The
Torah, the Throne of Glory, the
Garden of Eden, Gehenna,
Repentance, the sanctuary above,
and the name of the Messiah.

NIWNN2 7YY DT NYawn TNXR DT .TRN RO |ID)
DTI7 D71V 7 INKRNA [N 19X —

“Your throne is established from then....”
This is one of the seven elements which
arose in thought before his creation of
the world and these are them:

NNINI N1A7 UK 7V DIINY WX NN DNimn
NIN M2 wITRn 7w 10Ny

[1] The Torah is written with black
fire upon white fire and rests upon
the knees of the Holy One blessed
be He,

IDAT N'YUKRY "M N NNKIY NNl

[3] And the Torah, as it is said, “The Lord
acquired me [at] the beginning of his
way” (Prov. 8:22).

TI2DN™XOD 7V AWI' KIN N2 YITpnl

[2] And the Holy One blessed be He
sits upon the Throne of Glory...

TN \XO0D |121 MIXIY TI2dN XOD.

[1] Throne of Glory—as it is said, “Truly
your throne is from old.” (Ps 93:2)

nmm oA

[3] The garden of Eden is on his
right

[no Gan Eden]

178NYN DINAI

[4] and Gehenna on his left,

NNON 2INNKN qNY D MMKXIY DIN'A

195 g8 N'YKA TYI 7220 TN IRmnn NTIR '09™RI9NRD 9 ,NTINA 'WATA IR ImYTIaR ATine

wun

Yehuda Even-Shmuel, Midrashei Geula, Chapter of Jewish Apocalypse Dating from the
Completion of the Babylonian Talmud until the Sixth Millenium (Jerusalem: Musad Bialik, 2017),
12. This text was also in Shocher Tov, 2] ¥ "mrn]. It began with Psalm 90:2, x>T Ty wiax awn.
This midrash could be found as “Midrasch Fragmente” identified as Psalm 90, in 12 :wn2Tnn na
D'j7' DY DINNNI DIY' DIV D'YI TN DWO1 7y Ty 17ni7a Bet Ha-midrasch, Dr. Ad. Jellinek,
Bruder Winter vorm., ed., (Herzfeld & Bauer., 1873), p. 164. (available in Hebrew only at

books.google.com).

19 “Midrash Tehilim: Composed in Narbone,” Sefaria,
https://www.sefaria.org/Midrash_Tehillim?lang=bi.

197 pmaT debarim. Dabar was usually translated as “word,

thing,” or “matter.” In this context,

“element” was a more appropriate translation.
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Midrash Tehillim 90:2 (a2'), S. Buber
edition!® (original order)

Midrash Tehillim 93:2, Narbone
edition'®® (reordered)

[7] Gehenna, as it is said, “Because
Taphteh was prepared from yesterday”
(Is. 30:33).

1M9Y7 [PNn wTPNnN Nl

[5] And the sanctuary is directly
before him,

[ITYURIN DINN TIAD XOD MNXIY UTPNN N'A.

[6] The sanctuary, as it is said, “The
throne of glory above is from the
beginning” (Jer. 17:12).

NATAN 2277V NP |aN 2V 7PN N'wn owl

[6] And the name of the messiah is
inscribed upon a precious stone
upon the curves of the altar,

nNnY1 Ny |11 yny 197 InKY N'Ynn 17 Y nvl
oy 'Y |I]"7 TNV XKINY |12' INY X7

[2] And the name of the king messiah—
as it is said, “Before the sun, Yinnon was
his name” (Ps. 72:17). And why was his
name called Yinnon? Because he in the
future would turn those who sleep in the
dust into his offspring.

DTN "2 AIY NN I7I|7'In].l

[7] And a divine voice!® is
proclaiming, “Repent, children of
Adam!”

NOT TV WIIXK QAWN...IT7I' DN DIV TAXKIY NAIYNN

[6] Repentance, as is said, “Before the
mountains were born... ‘Repent, human,
until [you are] pure” (Ps. 90:2-3).

[no Israel]

DT{? N1 NTY T INNKIY 7KW

[4] And Israel, as it is said, “Remember
your congregation you acquired from
old” (Ps.74:2).

These two midrashim overlapped in six out of seven of their primordial

elements. The six elements they shared were the sanctuary, the throne of God,

the name of the Messiah, the Torah, Gehenna, and repentance. While both have

198 Literally, “daughter of a voice.” This term, which meant a voice from heaven, was well known
in early rabbinic material such as in Tosefta Sotah 13:2: “they received communications from
God through the medium of the bat-qol.” See also Pikei Avot 6, “Every day a heavenly voice

(bat gol) goes forth from Mount Horeb.”
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Gehenna, only one had Gan Eden. Instead of Gan Eden, Midrash Tehillim 93:2
had Israel.
However, these two primordial elements, Israel and Gan Eden, shared a

connection from the proof text for Israel in Midrash Tehillim 93:2:
DT N7 YNTY T

Remember your congregation you acquired from old (Ps 74:2).
The word translated “from old” nTjp also translated “from the East,” a description

of the garden of Eden:

DTRR [TV D7R NN Vo
The Lord planted Gan Eden from the East

Using hariza of the word o7y in these two verses connected them and their
context. Thus, the “congregation” (Israel) would tied closely to Gan Eden, i.e.
“‘Remember your congregation (Israel) you acquired from the East (Eden)” (Ps

74:2).

Moreover, the context for the Israel proof text conflated the people and the
holy location of Zion which itself was connected to Eden:

DT DY ANTY T

Remember your congregation (Israel) which you purchased (from) old
(Eden)

AN70I LY NIXY

Which you redeemed, a tribe of your inheritance

iR DY INT YD
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Mount Zion in which you tabernacle.
This proof text conflated all three: the congregation of Israel, Mount Zion, and

Eden.19°

S. BUBER EDITION ON TEHILLIM 90:2

In the first midrash, seven primordial elements made up a sacred
heavenly cosmography.?®® These elements illustrated God’s celestial abode; with
God sitting on his throne, reading a Torah on his lap that was written with black
fire on white fire, with Gehenna on his left, the garden of Eden on his right, and
the altar and sanctuary in front of him. The altar was decorated with a precious
stone on which was written the name of the messiah and God himself (through a
diminutive voice) was telling the people to repent. The preamble to this midrash
placed this image and its elements on an eternal plane, existing for two thousand
years before creation. This ante-hexameron picture was how heaven looked

even before the creation of the world.20!

199 In this passage Mount Zion is the place where God “tabernacles.” Tabernacle is the verbal
form of what later became the word for God’s presence: Sekinah.

200 This midrash began on p. 155 with a disagreement between Rabbi Yehuda and R’ Nahmiyah
on how many days it took God to create the world. The former says 6; the latter 1. :wam™n na
D' DIIY DINNNAI DY D07 D'YNTA WO 7V Ty? 170721 12 Bet Ha-midrasch, Dr. Ad. Jellinek,
Bruder Winter vorm., eds., (Herzfeld & Bauer., 1873.)

201 Each primordial element was centered around God and the direction he faced. If this
orientation was mirrored on earth, God would be sitting on the ark of the covenant as his throne,
with the Torah in the ark below him, facing east towards the altar. This parallelism falls apart
when trying to locate Gehenna, which was located to the left in heaven but to the right on earth
if it was the valley, gei, of Hinnom. The location instead was probably based on the association
of good with the right, i.e. son of my right hand, and bad with the left, i.e. sinister. A similar
association was found in the story of the sheep and the goats (Matthew 25:31-46). Jesus
judged the goats and they went to eternal fire on his left. He rewarded the sheep and they went
to their inheritance of eternal life in the kingdom on his right. It may also have been that the
valley of Hinnom was located more to the north in the first century since its exact location was
disputed. As for the idea that the garden of Eden was located to the right (or south), Silwan was
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Thus, in addition to the divergence in the seventh element, the two
midrashim also diverged in their idea of how anthropomorphic God was. The first
midrash was anthropomorphic and concerned with “cardinal” directions, which
were based on the way God was facing, and had the elements surrounding him.
The second midrash was transcendent without anthropomorphizing God or the

heavenly residence.

THE NARBONE EDITION OF TEHILLIM 93:2

“Your throne is established from eternity,” rxn qx0> 1121, was the jumping off
point for the second midrash, the Narbone edition of Tehillim 93:2 which led to
the question, “What else was established from eternity?” The answer was based
on the number seven. Seven as a holy number first occurred in the creation

story. Thus, seven items already existed at the creation.?%?

located to the south of Jerusalem and was an ancient location for royal tombs. Burial places in
Jerusalem were associated with the place of resurrection and Paradise. This was also true of
the cemetery on the Mount of Olives located to the east. Another possible explanation for the
garden of Eden was that the valley of Hinnom (which was also to the right) was transformed into
Paradise in the eschaton. For example, Ezekiel described the river of life flowing from God’s
throne to the south, down the Kidron Valley, to the Dead Sea, reviving it (Ezekiel 43:1). Instead
of the Dead Sea being a location of death, it became a symbol of restoration and resurrection.
The desert became a new garden of Eden with a river of life flowing through it—with the tree of
life on its banks.

202 pgalm 93 used the word tan “from then” to refer to primordial time. The other words and
phrases used in the proof texts of this second midrash to denote primordial time were: wnw 197
“before (in time or place) the sun,” n'wxn “beginning,” o1y “antiquity; east,” jwxn “from the
beginning,” n'n pava “before (in time) the mountains,” and 7mnxn “from yesterday.” Some of
these were easier to explain than others. Those with the same word of creation, “beginning”,
connoted the first words of Genesis. “Before the sun” and “before the mountains” point to a time
before they were created as well. Israel being established from antiquity, nTjz, here meant not
only in historical time with the patriarchs but in prehistorical time before the creation. This
replaced the garden of Eden from the first midrash. “Yesterday,” 2innxn, was also used to refer
to primordial time. In this instance, in Isaiah 30:33, it was a place of judgment for Assyria that
was pre-established, before a literal yesterday. Tophet was a place of sacrificing children, south
of Jerusalem and the variant, Taphteh, was also a place of burning and of judgment. The
midrashist argued that Taphteh was equivalent with Gehenna and was established in primordial
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While the first midrash described God anthropomorphically, this second
midrash was more abstract. In the first midrash, the Torah was resting on God’s
knees, seemingly so he could read it. The second just said,

IDAT N'YUKRY 1 "N MmNy DNl
And the Torah—as it is said, ‘The Lord established me at the beginning

of his way” (Proverbs 8:22a).

In the context of Proverbs 8:22, “me” referred to “Wisdom.”

The latter half of Proverbs 8:22 called “Wisdom” nop:

TN 1'7v90 DT

the first of his works of old (Proverbs 8:22Db).
“Wisdom” had many connotations in Late Antiquity including its equation with
Torah.2% “Wisdom” or the Torah was God’s first creation, a semi-divine being

which helped God with creation.

In addition to the Torah, both midrashim had a “sanctuary above.”?%*
Biblical prophetic writings located a divine sanctuary in the eschaton as a rebuilt
place. In contrast, the location of the sanctuary for both midrashim was located in

transcendent space, already built.

times. In a similar way that “the day,” hayyoém, referred to the future day of the Lord, as well as
the world to come, “yesterday” referred to the time before this world.

203 This equation was also found in Genesis Rabba 1:2 & 5 and Rashi on Genesis 1:1 (Jewish
Study Bible, second edition, New York: Oxford University Press, 2014 [2004], 1451n).

204 In two different Hebrew words that mean “above”. marém and Sel-ma 3lah.
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The tradition regarding primordial elements argued that these items were
there before the creation of the world. The second midrash created an origin
story for the elements, while the first one stated that the elements were
primordial but did not explain how they came to be. While this midrashic tradition
did not explicitly name the heavenly Jerusalem, elements associated with
Jerusalem were named: the throne of glory, the sanctuary above, and the garden
of Eden.?%

This midrashic tradition implied that the primordial elements were eternal,
indestructible, and part of God’s holy place in heaven, a heaven that would
endure forever. While other midrashic traditions united the heavenly and earthly
temples and Jerusalems in location or entanglement with each other, this one
projected Jerusalem’s elements back into primordial time. Another way to look at
the primordial elements is that they were more than prototypes for sacred spaces

on earth; they were the originals of which all others are manifestations.

205 But cf. 2 Baruch 4:2-6: “Or do you think that this is the city of which | said, On the palms of my
hands | have carved you? It is not this building that is in your midst now; it is that which will be
revealed, with me, that was already prepared from the moment that | decided to create
Paradise. And | showed it to Adam before he sinned. But when he transgressed the
commandment, it was taken away from him—as also Paradise. And after these things | showed
it to my servant Abraham in the night between the portions of the victims. And again | showed it
to Moses on Mount Sinai when | showed him the likeness of the tabernacle and all its vessels.
Behold, now it is preserved with me—as also Paradise.” ” 2 (Syriac Apocalypse of) Baruch,
translated by AFJ Klijn, in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, volume 1, edited by James H.
Charlseworth, Garden City, New York; Doubleday & Co., 1983, 622.

Cf. also 2 Esdras 10:25-27 where Jerusalem appeared as a woman mourning the loss of her
children and then became a shining celestial city.
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COMPARISON TO JOHN’S NEW JERUSALEM

John described the new Jerusalem as having many primordial elements.
Two elements were fairly clear: the throne and the 12 tribes of Israel. Five were
less clear but still very likely: Eden, Gehenna, the Sanctuary, and the Messiah,
and the Torah. One element was probably missing: repentance. Thus, while John

did not make a list of 7 elements, he likely had 7 elements.

1. TORAH

John did not use the word Torah and he did not describe a Torah on lap of
God. John did, however, have a companion for God: the Lamb. The verse that
identified the Torah in the midrash above was Proverbs 8:28, “The Lord acquired
me at the beginning of his way.” This is the verse that was the basis for the
anthropomorphization of Wisdom in many Jewish traditions. Thus, the Lamb
might be the Torah in John’s new Jerusalem.

Two times John described his Jerusalem visions as “words that are faithful

and true.”
Kai Teftrev 6 kaBApevog &M TG Bpovw- idou fKave TToId! TTavTa Kai
AéyelT- ypayov, 611 oUTol 0i Adyol TTGTol Kai aAnBivoi T eiov. kai Tefrév
Mol- fyéyovav
And he that sits on the throne said, Look! | am making all things new.

And he said, Write! For these words are faithful and true. And he said

unto me, They have come to pass (Rev 21:5-6a).
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Kai Teitrév poi- oUTol oi Adyor ool Kai 4AnBivoi, Kai 06 KUpIog 6 Bed¢
TOV TTveuddTwy TOV! TTpoPnTOV atréoTelAev T TOV GyyeAov alTol
D3eiEan Toig doUuAoig auTol™ & O€Tl yevéoBal €v TaXEL OKai idoU Epxoual
TaxU. HakdapIog 6 TPV Toug Adyoug TAc TTponTeiag ToU BiIBAiou ToUToU

(NA28 Rev 22:6-7).

And he said to me, “These words are faithful and true.” The Lord, the
God of the spirits of the prophets, sent his angel to show to his servants
the things which must quickly come to pass. Look! | am coming
208quickly. Blessed is he that keepeth the words of the prophecy of this

book (KJV Rev 22:6-7).

Not only were the spoken words “faithful and true,” but they were written down in
a book of prophecy—just as other prophetic books were written. Thus, the larger
definition of Torah as the words of God whether in the canon or outside of it may

apply here. John’s vision itself may be the Torah.

Perhaps, the closest John’s end-time vision had to the Torah were the
books that were opened during the judgment day, particularly the book of life.
While the description of the book of life is not in the latter two visions of the new

Jerusalem, they were in John’s vision which immediately preceded them.

Kai €idov Bpovov péyav Acukdv Kai TOV kaBrevov M autév?, ol &rmd

o100 TTPOCWTTOU £PUyeV 1 YA Kai 6 oUpavog Kai TOTTOG oUX eUPEON

206 £pyopat, | am coming,
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auToiC. Kai €160V TOUC VeEKpoUS, BToug peydAoug kai Toug PIKpoUg,
€0TTAG EVvWTTiov ToU Bpdvou. kai BiIRAia MvoixBnoav, kai GAAo BiBAiov
Avoixon, 6 éoTiv TAG {wig, Kai EKpiBnaav oi VEKPoi €K TV YEYPAPPEVWV
v r1oig BIBAI0ICY kaTd TG £pya aUTWV. Kai EdwkeV ) BGAacoa ToUg
f'veKpoUG TOUG v aUTA Kai 0 BavaTtog kai 6 adng MEdwkav Toug FvekpoUg
TOUG €V AUTOIG?, Kai FékpiOnoav EkaaTog KaTa T Epya F1auT®y. Kai 6
Bavartoc kai 6 &dng ¢BARBnoav &i¢ TAV Aipvnv 100 TTUpdS. B T olTtog &
reavatog O delTePSS? €aTiv, N Aipvn To0 TTUPAG. Kai € TIG OUX €UPEDN €V
T BiBAW? TAG CWAG yeypaupévog, EBARBN €ig TAV Aipvnv 100 TTUPSG.

(Rev. 20: 11-13 NA28)

And | saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, from whose face
the earth and the heaven fled away; and there was found no place for
them. And | saw the dead, small and great, stand before God; and the
books were opened: and another book was opened, which is the book of
life: and the dead were judged out of those things which were written in
the books, according to their works. And the sea gave up the dead which
were in it; and death and hell delivered up the dead which were in them:
and they were judged every man according to their works. And death
and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death. And
whosoever was not found written in the book of life was cast into the lake

of fire (Rev 20:11-13 KJV).
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The books or BiBAia were not the Mount Sinai Torah scrolls but they were God’s
personal scrolls. They were God’s own writing. In the particular scroll, the “book

of life,” those who followed God'’s Torah were granted eternal life.

The book of life was a transformation of the Torah at mount Sinai to the

“‘world to come”:
YIXD IR DYNTNX Di'D DR 'MW
| call upon heaven and earth to witness against you:
nZ770l N730 7'97 'AN) NJpD| 04NN
| have set before you life and death, blessing and cursing
WNT APR NUNM (VN7 D402 PN
choose life, so that you will live, you and your seed.
NPT 12772 YUY 907K NINIIIR DADNY
To love the Lord thy God, to listen to his voice, and to cleave to him
AN KD D
for he is your life, and the length of your days:
DY NNY QY7 70X DRIAXT NN NIN! VAW WK DTNV NYY

To dwell upon the earth which the Lord swore to give to your fathers: to

Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob (Deut 30:19-20).
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“For he is your life, and the length of Your days” using ribbui, meant “For he is
this life and the length of your days [of the next life].” Thus, John’s book of life

was the eschatological Torah from Sinai.

John had many Torah adjacent descriptions in his visions, without
specifically using the word Torah. He had a companion to God, he had prophetic

words, and he had the book of life.

2. THRONE—VYES

An easier primordial element to identify in John’s new Jerusalem is the
throne of God. God sits on the throne in both of John’s visions of the new
Jerusalem as well as in the vision immediately preceding them.

In John’s first vision of the new Jerusalem, he described God as speaking

from his throne:
Kai AKouaa @wvig peydAng ék Tod FBpdvou Aeyolong:
idoU 1) oknvn 100 B0l peTd TV AvBpWTIWY, Kai Foknvwoel HeT’ auT@y,
Kai auToi F1Aaoi autol £oovTal, kKai auTdg 6 Bedg fueT’ alTV EoTal
[auTGv Bedg] (NA28 Rev 21:3).

And | heard a great voice out of the throne saying, Behold, the
tabernacle of God is with men, and he shall dwell with them, and they
shall be his peoples, and God himself shall be with them, and be their

God (KJV 21:3).
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In this first vision, God’s throne was still in heaven. While the new Jerusalem was
descending away from him, there was an outside perspective. The voice from the
throne, said, “Behold!” Even though there was a throne in heaven, the new

Jerusalem also had God'’s throne.

In John’s second vision of the new Jerusalem, John reiterates twice that

God’s throne is within the new Jerusalem:

Kai £€de1E€v poi TToTapov T UdaTtog {wig AauTTPdV WS KPUGTAAAOV,
EKTTOPEUOUEVOV €K TOT Bpdvou 1ol Beol kai Tol apviou (NA28 Rev
22:1).

And he showed me a river of water of life, bright as crystal, proceeding

out of the throne of God and of the Lamb (22:1 KJV)

Kai TTav KaTaBeua oUk €oTal TETI. Kai 6 Bpdvog Tol B0l kai ToU dpviou év

auTi) €oTal, kai oi doUAol auTol FAaTpeloouaiv alT® (NA28 22:3)

And there shall be no curse any more: and the throne of God and of the

Lamb shall be therein: and his servants shall serve him (KJV 22:3).

The first mention of throne described an Edenic paradise watered from the mouth
of God’s throne. The second mention of throne described a temple cult of the
people serving God around his throne. In this second mention, the throne acted
as the holy of holies, but in the original primordial element aspect. The throne
was the original holy of holies of which the holy of holies on earth was a copy.

3. EDEN—YES
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Unlike the throne of God, Eden was not named specifically, but John did
name and describe elements from Eden: Tree of Life and the lack of the curses:
peace, no death, no toil, no mourning.

Moreover, despite not being named specifically, John’s new Jerusalem
seemed to be based on the primordial Garden of Eden. The midrashists above
viewed the Garden of Eden as paradise before the curse. Likewise, John’s new
Jerusalem appeared as a prelapsarian Eden. There were no elements from the
curses nor any elements that could lead to the curses. There was no Tree of
Knowledge, there was no woman, there was no snake. These details of John'’s

reimaging of Eden will be discussed more in the following chapters.

4. GEHENNA—YES (PIT; LAKE OF FIRE AND SULFUR)
John did include Gehenna in his end time vision; however, it did not exist
in the new Jerusalem. Rather, in the vision immediately preceding John’s visions

of a new Jerusalem, Gehenna was thrown into the lake of fire:
Kai 0 Bavatog kai 6 adng EBARBNCav €ig TRV Aipvnv 100 TTUpSC. O
And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire.

In the cosmography of the earthly Jerusalem, the valley of Gehenna laid outside
of the city as an actual place. In John’s vision, Gehenna was mobile. It could be
thrown. Thus, John’s Hades or Gehenna was similar to the primordial elements
that were not located on earth but existed in heaven with God in a more fluid

space.
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5. SANCTUARY—YES
The sanctuary was another primordial element. God created his sanctuary
before creation. In Revelation, the city was also the sanctuary since, for one, it

was called a tabernacle, another word for sanctuary.

6. MESSIAH —YES

The messiah had two potential identifications in John’s new Jerusalem:
the Lamb and God’s people. The messiah may be the slain Lamb as a reference
to the messianic passage of Isaish 53. The messiah may also be “the son” in

John’s new Jerusalem who were the people of God.

7. REPENTANCE—MISSING

There was not a voice calling for repentance in John’s vision, but there
was a voice:

Kai AKouoa QwVAG PeyaAng ék Tol FOpdvou

| heard a great voice out of the throne (Rev 21:3a).

This was similar to the beginning of the following verse:

DTX "2 12IY NN 217Nl

And a divine voice?®’ is proclaiming, “Repent, children of Adam!”

(Midrash Tehillim 90:2 (2'), S. Buber edition)

207 Literally, “daughter of a voice.” This term, which meant a voice from heaven, was well known
in early rabbinic material such as in Tosefta Sotah 13:2: “they received communications from
God through the medium of the bat-qol.” See also Pikei Avot 6, “Every day a heavenly voice
(bat gol) goes forth from Mount Horeb.”
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These two passages described the voice of God calling out, either as “great” or
as the “daughter of a voice.” Thus, a voice came from the throne out of heaven,

not Jerusalem, in John’s vision. Moreover, the voice did not proclaim, “Repent!”

8. ISRAEL—YES

Israel occurred in John’s new Jerusalem most clearly as the 12 tribal
gates. Israel also occurred as the son. This was likely a reference to the son or
seed of Israel getting to inherit the promised land which, in Revelation, is
Jerusalem.

Thus, John included many primordial elements in his new Jerusalem since
the new Jerusalem originated in heaven with God. These prefabricated items
came to earth within the supernal city. Despite being called new, these items
were from old, o1p. John included 7 primordial elements in his vision of the
supernal Jerusalem: the throne of God, the Torah, the Messiah (as either Lamb
or “seed”), the sanctuary (as tabernacle), the 12 tribes of Israel, Eden, and

Gehenna. He did not include repentance.

INTERTWINED SACRED SPACES
Some may have argued that Jerusalem was a pied-a-terre for God, an
earthly resting place, while his true home was in heaven.?°® But that was not

exactly what was going on in these midrashic traditions. Instead, heaven and

208 peter Schéafer used this phrase to describe God’s throne of judgment located in the West in
the Book of Watchers (I Enoch 14). “In Heaven as it is in Hell: The Cosmology of Seder Rabba
di-Bereshit” in Heavenly Realms and Earthly Realities, Ra’anan S. Boustan and Annette
Yoshiko Reed, eds., (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 233-274, esp. 255.
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earth were intertwined: heaven reflected earth and earth reflected heaven. They
were in a sense the same thing. According to Arakim, both sanctuaries were born
on the stone of foundation. When separated to their respective realms of heaven
and earth, they remained intertwined (much like entangled quantum particles that
continued to affect each other even when separated). Thus, according to b.
Ta’anit 5, God himself would not enter one without the other. In a similar vein,
according to j. Berakot 35 and Mekilta, God’s heavenly throne was anchored
opposite the earthly holy of holies. They placed God’s throne on the celestial
plane directly above the terrestrial holy of holies. According to midrash Tehillim
90:2 (S. Buber) and midrash Tehillim 93:2 (Narbone), elements of Jerusalem
were with God even in primordial times. Thus, these midrashic traditions
described the intertwined hierotopy of the heavenly and earthly holy sites.

Midrashists were able to develop the characteristics of the heavenly
Jerusalem because of the elevated significance of the Hebrew scripture as a
closed canon. Through skillful legerdemain, the midrashists combined meanings
from one word in scripture to the same word in another portion of scripture,
adding layers and significance to a passage. They were able to take parallel
descriptions of the earthly Jerusalem and “prove” that it also existed “above,” as
well as in primordial time and in eschatological time.

Understanding the midrashic development of the heavenly Jerusalem can
help reveal the underlying meaning of John of Patmos’ vision of the heavenly
Jerusalem in the book of Revelation. Although these midrashic traditions were

not codified in writing until later, it is extremely probable that earlier oral versions
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of these traditions influenced John’s cosmological hierotopy. Thus, we could start
to extrapolate where John derived his ideas. This could be done by studying
midrashic traditions of a heavenly Jerusalem, but we could even further
understand how John developed his ideas by studying midrashic methodology.

In this chapter, we considered the idea that John borrowed midrashic
cosmographies, but also that he developed his own (or reflected an unknown
strain of ) mobile/malleable cosmography. John envisioned a moving tabernacle,
descending from its place in heaven onto the earth. The main proof-text for the
heavenly Jerusalem for several of the midrashic traditions was Exodus 15:17.
This same proof text was also explained as a possible proof-text for the heavenly
Jerusalem’s mobility as found in John’s visions.

The following chapters will explain in more detail the midrashic structure
within John’s visions of the new Jerusalem. It will explain how, like the
midrashists, John elevated the significance of the Hebrew scripture using ribbd,
midrashic hariza, and Torah primacy. Viewing John’s visions as midrashic will
uncover new and surprising elements that were not apparent when they were

approached solely as an apocalyptic writing.
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CHAPTER 3

NEW JERUSALEM TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY: REVELATION 21:1-

22:7, 17
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Revelation 21:1299

Kai €idov oUpavov Kaivov Kai yiv
KaIvrv- 0 yap TTpToG oUpavog Kai f
TPWTN YA GAABav, Kai ) 6dAacoa

OUK EoTiv £11.210

And | saw a new heaven and a new

earth?1!

For the first heaven and the first

earth went away?'?

209 Translation was mine. A literal translation
was given here, to aid in finding significant
Hebraisms.

210 The Greek text was from the Society of
Biblical Literature Greek New Testament..

211 The opening hariza of John’s new
Jerusalem visions of Gen. 1:1 with Is
65:17-18a.

YIXD NI D'RYD IR DR7X KD UKD

In the beginning God created the heaven
and the earth (Gen 1:1)

N71 NYTN YIXI D'WTD DY KD )01
2777w npYun N1 nidwxD DT

For look! | am creating a new heaven
and a new earth and the beginning things
will not be remembered and they will not
arise in the mind (Isaiah 65:17-18a).

The hariza of these two verses set the tone
for the visions of the new Jerusalem.
Isaiah’s emendation that “the beginning
things will not be remembered” created a
cipher for understanding why John’s new
creation was different from the Edenic
creation.

212 Hariza to Isaiah 65:17b: “and the former
things shall not be remembered or come
into mind.” See also Rev 22:3, “And every
cursed thing will not exist again.” Thus, the
Edenic curses were forgotten.

And the sea existed no longer.?'3
21:2

Kai TAV TTOAIV TAV ayiav lepoucaAnp
KQIVAV €idov KaTtapaivouoav ¢k 1o
oUpavol atd 1ol Beod,
ATOIMOCMEVNV WG VUUPNV

KEKOOUNUEVNV TG Avopi auThc.

And the holy city, Jerusalem

anew,214

213 |In John's vision, the two Jerusalems
were united—not just "on earth as itis in
heaven” but heaven literally on earth.

Thus, Genesis was reversed: In Genesis
chapter 1, the earth and the heaven were
separated by the water of the firmament.
Here they become one with no separation.
This new creation was modeled on the
original creation of Genesis, but as the
binary opposite: instead of God dividing
the land from the sky, he united them.

In Genesis’s creation, water or “the deep”
(t’hom) symbolized primordial chaos which
God uses as material with which to make
heaven and earth (similar to how Marduk
used his enemy Tiamat in the Babylonian
creation myth the Enuma Elish).

The sea in the original creation myth
stemmed from Babylonian motifs of battle
against the great sea monster such as
Tiamat or Rahab. In this new creation, the
monster is not just conquered but no
longer exists. The sea is one of “the former
things [that] shall not be remembered” (Is
65:17).

The water of the second death appeared in
Revelation 21:8, but disappeared with
John’s new Jerusalem visions.

214 An allusion to Isaiah 65:18: “But be glad
and rejoice forever in that which | create
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| saw descending out of the heaven

away from the God,?%®

Being made ready as a bride, being
beautifully adorned for her man.216

21:3

Kai AKouoa QWVAG PeYAANG ék ToD
Bpdvou Aeyouonc: 'IdoU i oknvr 100

Be0l peTd TV AvBpWTIWY, Kai

for, behold, | create Jerusalem a rejoicing,
and her people a joy.”

215 This Jerusalem existed in heaven with
God. This cosmography reflected
midrashic cosmography of a heaven which
reflected the earth, as well as primordial
heavenly elements preserved with God.

The descent of the heavenly Jerusalem was
a midrashic reading of Exodus 15:17:

N7y5 N1N2AYY |1DN IN7N1 N2 MYONI INRAN
T TR WTm

You will bring “it” and plant “it” on your
inherited mountain, a place for your
dwelling which you made, O Lord, a
sanctuary you formed with your hands.

Midrashic tradition read this verse with ribbui
as proof of a heavenly sanctuary (Mekilta
d’Rabbi Yishmael 15:17:4b; J. Berakot 35).
The synonyms “place” and “sanctuary”
were read as two different holy sites: one
in heaven and one on earth. John’s
descent of a new Jerusalem reflected a
reading of this verse as not just proof of a
heavenly sanctuary, but of its descent to
mount Zion.

216 The new Jerusalem bride was like the
Sabbath bride. Both brides symbolized
God'’s presence descending to be with the
people.

X110 " NKT XN T

Itis like what R. Hanina would say
concerning what he would say [at twilight
on Shabbat],

OKNVWOEel JET aUTQV, Kai auToi Aaoi
autol €govTal, Kai auTog O BEOG YET

auT®yv £oTal,

And | heard a loud voice from the

throne saying,?’

“Look! The tabernacle of God is with

the husbands!?18

And he will tabernacle with them,21°

RND70 N'7D NPT KX IR

“Come and go out to greet the bride, the
queen!”

XN2'M N2 Naw NXP7 N7 nwi

and some say, “...to greet the Sabbath,
the bride, the queen!” (Bava Kama
32a:22: -32b:1)

This bridal Jerusalem symbolized the sacred
space and sacred time of the last day--the
eternal Sabbath with God. Berakhot 57b
said, “8an o717 n'wwn TNR--Navw.” “The
Sabbath is one sixtieth of the world to
come.”

217 The voice from heaven echoed other
occurrences: God’s speaking in the
thunder at Mount Sinai, God's speaking to
create the world in Genesis, and the bat
gol speaking “Repent!”"—a primordial
element in the midrashic tradition (Shocher
Tov: Midrash Tehillim 90:2 and Midrash
Tehillim 93:2).

218 The city of Jerusalem was the tabernacle
which housed God. Tabernacle alluded to
the mobile sanctuary of the wilderness
described in mainly in Exodus. Here the
mobile aspect of the tabernacle allowed it
to move from heaven to earth.

219 “He will tabernacle” was a reinforcement
of the significance of “tabernacle.”
Tabernacle, miskan, signified God’s
presence, shekhinah since they were
different forms of the same root.

"Tabernacle” was also an allusion to the last
chapter of Zechariah where the gentiles go
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And they will be his people,
And he will be their God."”220
21:4

Kai E€aAeiyel TTav dAKkpuov €K TV
OQOaAPQV auT@V, Kai 6 BAvaTog oUK
goTal £T1- 00Te TTEVOOG 0UTE KPAUYN
oUte TTéVOC OUK £aTal £TI. TO TTPOTA

atriABav.

And he will wipe away every

teardrop from their eyes, 221
And there will no longer be death
Nor crying out

Nor painful labor;

up to Jerusalem in the eschaton to worship
God for Sukkot.

220 An allusion to Ex 29:45: “| will tabernacle
among the sons of Israel, and will be their
God.”

221 A continued allusion to Isaiah: “no more
shall be heard in it the sound of weeping
and the cry of distress” (Is 65:19b).

222 A hariza of Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning
God created,” and Isaiah 65:17b: “and the
beginning things shall not be remembered
or come into mind.” (See also the note 4.)

This hariza reversed the curses of Genesis.
God cursed Adam and Eve with death,
painful toil, and painful birth labor. In the
new Eden, there was eternal life, no
painful toil, and no painful childbirth.

223 Eden was not newly created since Eden
was preserved with God in heaven in its
pristine “new” state according to midrashic
tradition:

The beginning things went away.???
21:5

Kai eitrev 6 KaBApevog & 1
Bpo6vw- 1d0oU KaIva TToIW TTAVTA. Kai
Aéyer- Tpayov, 611 oUTOl 0f AdyOl

TTIoTOIl Kai AAnBIvoi giolv.

And the One Sitting on the Throne
said, “Look! I am making everything

neW”ZZS
And he said,
“Write!224

For these words are Trustworthy and

True.”?25

Seven elements preceded the world (by)
two thousand years: The Torah, the
Throne of Glory, the Garden of Eden,
Gehenna, Repentance, the sanctuary
above, and the name of the
Messiah....The garden of Eden is on his
right (Midrash Tehillim 90:2 (2'), S. Buber
edition, Shocher Tov).

224 “\Nrite!” signaled a prophetic utterance,
such as in Habakkuk 2:2--A type of
prophetic writing developed in the 6™
century as something that was meant to be
read by others (see also, Jeremiah 36:28).
The author of Revelation was writing in the
prophetic apocalyptic style, but also the
expository style, such as Pesher
Habakkuk, in which the writer interpreted
the prophecy of Habakkuk according to
contemporary events. The author of
Revelation did not explain prophetic books
in order as a pesher; rather, he
midrashically intertwined the Genesis
creation account to the prophets.

225 The phrase “These words are
Trustworthy and True” were the beginning
of an inclusio which concluded in
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21:6

Kai €ImTév poi- Méyovav. éyw 10 AAQa
Kai 10 "Q, ) dpxn Kai 10 TEAOG. YR
TQ SIYPQVT dWOoW €K TAG TTNYAG ToD

00aT0G TAG (WA dWPEAV.

And he said to me,

Revelation 22:6. The inclusio format
indicated that the editor of Revelation saw
the intervening passage as a separate and
whole vision.

As an allusion to the garden of Eden, this
signified that God’s words were true while
the serpent’s words were false.

226 An allusion to the seventh day when God
finished creating the heavens and the
earth.

‘DNAYT7D1 YRR DAY 192!
Wwnavin ok b7y 7'l
The heavens and the earth were finished

And God finished on the seventh day
(Gen 2:1-2a).

However, using midrashic analysis the word
“finished” was read as “bride” since both
words have the root cll. Thus, a midrashic
reading of Gen 2:1-2a was:

The heavens and earth were a bride

And the seventh day was a bride (Gen
2:1-2a).

Thus, with midrashic polysemy, John’s union
of heaven and earth in the bridal form of
Jerusalem would be a reading of Gen 2:1.
The Sabbath as a bride would be a
reading of Gen 2:2a. The new Jerusalem
as Sabbath bride would reflect both
readings.

227 Another clue that this creation was a
midrash on the first creation: as God
created at the beginning, so he created at
the end.

God also was the Beginning and the End.
He infused the first creation with his
presence in the Garden of Eden; he

“It has been done.?25
| am the Alpha and the Omega,
The Beginning and the End,??’

| will give to the thirsty?28 out of the

flow of water of life for free.”?2°

infused the last creation with his presence
in/as the miskan/tabernacle.

228 The “thirsty.” Jesus said, “Blessed are
those who hunger and thirst for
righteousness” (Mt. 5:6). Those who thirst
for the water of life will attain eternal life in
this new Eden.

229 “\Water of life"—may symbolize the water
which sprang up when Moses struck the
rock to quench the thirst of the Israelites.
In contrast to the bitter water, he found
fresh water—in Hebrew “living” water. It
may symbolize the rivers in the Garden of
Eden. The “flow” of water may symbolize
the flow of blood from Jesus on the cross:
“This is my blood of the covenant, which is
poured out for many” (ESV Mk.14:23).
And to the Samaritan woman at the well,
“Jesus answered her, “If you knew the gift
of God, and who it is that is saying to you,
‘Give me a drink,” you would have asked
him, and he would have given you living
water... The water that | will give him will
become in him a spring of water welling up
to eternal life” (ESV Jn 4:10, 14). This
water may also be a binary opposite to the
lake of fire which hades and death were
thrown into (Rev 20:14).

This river was a hariza of the rivers flowing
from God’s throne in Ezekiel and the rivers
and Tree of Life in the garden of Eden.

TYVT72 I InTn IN9WT7Y Ny Y0anTy
192 'y TNy 19 DRCNYNY 7iAN7 73
"I TRE DRYE RN UTmaTin mm 1
NQINNT N2V 79807 1179

And on the banks, on both sides of the
river, there will grow all kinds of trees for
food. Their leaves will not wither, nor
their fruit fail, but they will bear fresh fruit
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21:7

0 VIKOV KAnpovounoel TadTa, Kai
goopal auTty Be0G Kai auTog £Tal Ol
uiog

“The conquering one?3 will inherit

these things and | will be to him God

and

He will be to me Son.”231

every month, because the water for them
flows from the sanctuary. Their fruit will
be for food, and their leaves for healing.”
(ESV Ezek 47:12).

Ezekiel did not call the trees the Tree of Life,
but John of Patmos connected this
passage to the Tree of Life in Eden.

230 The sons of Israel received their
inheritance when they “conquered” the
promised land. Although the conquering
ones in this verse inherited the promised
land, they were not military conquerors.
These conquering ones were martyrs—
those who held firm in “sanctifying the
name” of God.

In contrast to Adam and Eve who did not
conquer the temptation of the serpent and
inherited death, the conqueror in
Revelation remained faithful to God’s
commandments and inherited life.

According to Revelation, the “conqueror”
[martyr] inherited the promised land,
received the Edenic eternal life, and

became God'’s “son.”

This first century Jewish view of conqueror
as martyr also occurred with the stories of
Jesus. Jesus entered Jerusalem as a
victorious king riding on a donkey (Zech.
9:9; Mt 21:5) only to go to his death as a
martyr—one who “sanctified the name.”
Like Jesus, the conqueror in Rev became
God’s “Son.” Jesus said, “Blessed are the
meek for they shall inherit the land”

21:8

TOI¢ O£ DEINOIG Kai ATTIOTOIC Kai
¢BOeAUypEvOIG Kai povelal Kai
TTOPVOIG Kai @APUAKOIG KA
€idWAOAATPOIG Kai TTAOI TOIG
Weud£éalv TO PEPOG aUTWV &V T Aipvn
A Kalopévn TTupi Kai B€iw, 6 0TIV O

BdvaTog 0 delTEPOG.

“But the cowardly and unfaithful?3?

(Mt.5:5). In this case, the meek conquered
through martyrdom and inherited the new
Jerusalem promised land.

231 Becoming God's son was kingly and
messianic phrasing, such as in 2 Sam
7:14s and Ps 2:7.

¥ NDX 2 TN DN

He said to me, “My son you are, mine”
(Psalm 2:7).

[27 "7 MDY TN X

And | will become his father and he wiill
be my son (2 Sam 7:13-14a).

“Son” was also an allusion to the promises
to the “seed” or son of Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob:

M0 WY TN VT Ay RN
| will bring out of Jacob as seed, and out
of Judah an inheritor of my mountains;

INAYTIY! YTV YN Y

and my chosen ones shall inherit it, and
my servants shall dwell there (Is 65:9).

232 The cowardly and unfaithful in the
Garden were Adam and Eve. Unfaithful by
eating the forbidden fruit. Cowardly by
hiding from God.

Instead of “sanctifying the name” (or giddush
hashem in the early Jewish ideal) by
standing firm in the face of martyrdom,
they “profaned the name” (or hillel
hashem) of God by saving their own lives
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And the abhorrent and murderers?233
And licentious?34
And those who practice divination,?3®

Slaves of idols

(perhaps sacrificing to the Roman emperor
an idol).

233 pjkuah nefesh: the three sins one could
not commit to save a life were murder,
idolatry, and fornication.

X1 712V DTR? "NIK DX NINAY NNy 7D
17'21 021D NTIAYN YIN AN 7K1V 2NN
D'NT NI'OYI NIMY

All transgressions that are in the Torah, if
one says to a man, “Transgress and you
will not be killed,” then transgress and do
not be killed, except for the
transgressions: idol worship, forbidden
sexual relations, and shedding of blood
(Sanhedrin 74a).

In the biblical text, Cain was the first murder;
however, in midrashic tradition, the snake
and Eve brought death to all.

NNIT NAD [IYRID DTX A7 NN ,MND DX 12T
TR

[Another matter: “Eve”,] the first man
“showed” (n1n) her how many
generations she had made lost (Gen
Rabba 20, 11).

234 Adam and Eve were licentious in the
Garden with demons according to Genesis
Rabba 20, 11:

,0%NN 72 7¢ ax ,'n 73 DX MK |in'0 1
Rabbi Simon said, “the mother of all
living” means “of all living beings,”

[in'0 1 nNXT
For Rabbi Simon said:

DTXA NN NYI9Y MY DWW NXN 7D
All one hundred and thirty years that Eve
was separated from Adam [Albek “Adam
separated from Eve” ninx nTX win'o],
NTYI* R'D],NIAN ['AANDN DT NN A'D
, 0N

And all who are false,

Their portion is in the sea?3¢ of fire

and sulfur;

there were male spirits who were

warmed from her and she gave birth from

them,
1290 NITYind ,DTXAN NINANNA NIAE) NN

while the female spirits were warmed by
Adam and they bore from him.

25 Eve with the serpent

236 In Hebrew, sea and lake are both yam.

This sea is reminiscent of the Dead Sea,
the likely spot of Sodom and Gomorrah.
This salt sea or dead sea contrasted with
living or fresh water. The sea that was no
more in Revelation 21:1 reappeared here
as an abyss of judgment. The judgment
occurred in the vision preceding John’s
Jerusalem visions; however, this abyss
may reflect the midrashic idea of a
primordial and thus eternal Gehenna:

“JA1 TIAD™RODI NMINN MY D'97X
“79 UTMN NI NAIYNIE DRNAIL [TV
n'wn-nwi n7yn

17NN DINAL..

Seven elements?® preceded the world
(by) two thousand years: The Torah, the
Throne of Glory, the Garden of Eden,
Gehenna, Repentance, the sanctuary
above, and the name of the Messiah....
and Gehenna on his left (Midrash
Tehillim 90:2 (2'), S. Buber edition,
Shocher Tov).

N7VY 0T NYawn TNR N7 .TRNA R0D |ID]
DTIZ NAWNN D71Y 7 INKN2 [N 19N —

“Your throne is established from then....’
This is one of the seven elements which
arose in thought before his creation of
the world and these are them:

NNON 2INNKN Y D MKV DIN...

Gehenna, as it is said, “Because
Taphteh was prepared from yesterday”
(Is. 30:33) (Midrash Tehillim 93:2,
Narbone edition, Shocher Tov).
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This is the second death.237
21:9

Kai AABEV €i¢ €K TGV ETTTA AyYEAWV
TV EXOVTWYV TAG ETITA QIAAAG, TV
YEUOVTWY TV ETTTA TTANYQV TOV
EOXATWY, Kai EAAANOev YT €uod
Aéywv- Aelpo, d€ifw ol THV vOuenv

TAV yuvadika To0 dpviou.

237 Adam and Eve experienced the first
death and were banished from the garden.
The transgressors in the new creation
were banished from the new Eden. Thus,
despite the promise of the Tree of Life and
water of life, there were some who did not
get to partake. Just as there was death in
the first creation, there is death in this
second creation.

238 7 is a repeated number in both the new

creation vision and the Genesis 1 creation.

239 “Come!” This is reminiscent of God
commanding Abraham, “lekh lekha” or
“Get yourself up!” God then showed
Abraham the Land he would inherit—that
is, what his descendants would inherit.
Here the angel of God is showing John of
Patmos what God’s people (the “son,” the
conqueror) would inherit. The Land here
was metonymically the holy city
Jerusalem. Instead of the holiness of
Jerusalem bleeding into the surrounding
Land of Judea/Israel, the whole Land
became Jerusalem.

240 In John’s second vision of the
descending Jerusalem bride, she was
called the “wife of the lamb.”

“Lamb” was an allusion to the martyred
messiah in Isaiah 53. Isaiah 53:7 says,
721" n2y7? nwa; “He was brought as a lamb
to the slaughter.” Isaiah 53:8b says, vwan
n'7 va) 'y “For the transgression of my
people, he was stricken.” Isaiah 53:11b

And one of the 7 angels,?3®
Having the 7 full bowls

Of the 7 plagues

Of the eschaton

Came and spoke with me saying,

“Come!?%° | will show you the bride,

the wife of the Lamb.”240

says, 720" xin nNaiyl “He will bear their
iniquities.”

Thus, the conqueror and son was the
martyred people of God and the lamb was
a super-martyr of God. They both replaced
the sacrifices of the temple:

Zabdl —in it is Jerusalem and the
sanctuary and the built altar

[237 1'7V AN Ty 21man wn Romi
and Michael the great prince stands and
offers upon it sacrifice.

D'PT¥ YW DNAYI ... 2PN DN

What does he offer? ... the souls of the
righteous.

OY 2pY*7'yal 2 naan

Hagigah 12b, “And the Well of Jacob is
There.”

21N 71m [N ' DY WTnn N\ [nna
NLUN~7Y YTPNN N oI

In the time when the sanctuary stood a
high priest used to sacrifice and offer
incense in the sanctuary below

"YU WTNN N2 2Nl TR 1710 780l
n7un

and Michael opposite him stood and
would sacrifice in the sanctuary above.

17 X NUN™7Y YTPZAN"NA 2NWDI
780M7 XIn M wiTpn:

And when the sanctuary below was in
ruins, the Holy One blessed be He said
to Michael,

TIX 'MOIWI 'M DX NN 7NN 780N
'NATA™NIX '"NONI 'YTPN MAnivl "9
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21:10

Kai ATTAVEYKEV e &V TTveUuaT! £TTi
0pog péya Kai UYWAY, Kai £DEIEEY
gol TRV TTOAIV TRV ayiav lepouaaAnu
kataBaivouoav €k Tod oUpavold &tod

T0U B£00,
And he carried me on the wind?4!

Onto a great and high hill?42

“Michael! Since | destroyed my house
and | burned my temple and laid waste
my sanctuary and tore down my altar,

NNT X71 1Y NINTA X7 197 2Npn IR
'YW NINTA K71 w2D.

do not sacrifice before me neither with
the likeness of a head of cattle nor with
the likeness of a sheep nor with the
likeness of a goat.”

XNN~NN -2 071y 9w a0 1197 nx
on'7y,

He said before him, “Master of the world!
Your children—what will happen to
them?”

NIN N2 WITEn 17 R

The Holy One blessed be he said to him,
DNTMI7ONI DNTNIAIDT 197 21N 2PN

“You will surely sacrifice before me their
pure ones and their prayers

TIADN XOD NNN ['TIA [NW D' TY 7w [Nnwi
and the souls of their righteous ones—

they will be a treasure under the throne
of glory

DN'MNIY 19510 IR [NA1 277N 7Y NIginl
vy

and infants of the great house, and with
them | will atone for the sins of Israel”

(Midrash Arakim or “The Lord with
Wisdom founded the Land”).

241 Wind also meant spirit. The final verse of
this inclusio (22:6) spoke of “God of the
spirits of the prophets.” Spirit/wind was one

And he showed me the holy city

Jerusalem?43

Descending from heaven

Away from God...?*

21:11

gxouoav TRV 06¢av 100 Be0l- 6
QeWOTNP auTic Guolog AiBw
TIMIWTATW, WG AiBw IAoTTIO!

KpuoTaAAiCovTI-

of the ways God spoke to the prophets;
here, it was how he spoke to John of
Patmos.

“Wind” was allusion to Genesis where the

wind of God hovered over the face of the
deep waters before he created light.

242 In first century cosmology, the heaven

was in the sky. The higher you were, the
closer you were to heaven. Additionally,
the holy mountains of God became unified
in this cosmology: Mt. Zion became Mt.
Moriah—the place of the near sacrifice of
Isaac. Moreover, additional holy events
and places became associated with Mt.
Zion such as the place of Adam’s grave
and the crucifixion of Jesus. Here, the new
Jerusalem or God’s heavenly throne
becames one with the earthly Mt. Zion.

243 Showing the Land on a high hill was also

reminiscent of Moses on Mt. Nebo (Deut.
34:1-6). According to early midrashim and
other early Jewish texts, Jerusalem existed
from before creation along with paradise,
the messiah, repentance, the Torah.

244 The descent of Jerusalem was a

repetition of Revelation 21:2, but instead of
an inclusio, this was an alternate version of
the story—signifying two sources.

Instead of having the people rebuild the
tabernacle, God provided it.
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Having the Glory,?*°

Her splendor like a precious stone,
As jasper, a crystal-clear stone...246
21:12

gxouoa TEIXOG PEya Kai UWnAov,
Exouoa TTUAQDVOG dWdEKa, Kai £TTi
TOIC TTUADGIV AyyéAoug dwdeka, Kali

ovouaTta ETTIyeypappéva G €0TIV TRV

OWdEKA QUARDV UiV lopanA-

245 “Glory” was another word for God’s
presence. The tabernacle-city-people had
the glory of God like Moses’s face
reflected God'’s glory. In kabbalistic
cosmogony, God made space outside of
himself for matter and he imbued it with
the divine sparks—likewise, the new
Jerusalem had God'’s glory, it was imbued
with his essence (homoiousia).

246 Following this initial appearance, which
elsewhere applied to God, was a
description of the material of the city.

According to Genesis, the rivers in Eden
came from lands with precious metal.
Similarly, the visions of God’s throne in
Ezekiel described it as precious stone.
Tobit and DSS interpreted Isaiah as

describing the throne with precious stones

(Jan Fekkes, 1990, 279).

247 |_ike the wall around the garden of Eden
and the perimeter of the
tabernacle/temple/Land of Israel. Cf. also
the significance of the wall in the epic of
Gilgamesh.

248 Gates were
openings/perforations/transparent places
in the wall. The gates of Jerusalem were
entrances to paradise, God’s presence,
the holy of holies. Like the Edenic gate,
angels protected the entrance, but God’s
people were no longer cursed and barred.

Having a great and high wall,?#
Having 12 gates?4®

And in the gates:

12 angels,?*°

And names written,2°°

Which are of the 12 tribes of the

sons of Israel...?5!

21:13

249 Angels, cherubim, seraphim, lamassa,
etc. guarded entrances to holy spaces to
keep out enemies.

250 Names written on the material of the city
and later on the foreheads of God’s
worshipers/servants signified several
things. 1, God remembered the people.
His promises were remembered and
fulfilled. 2, God’s name resided in the city
of Jerusalem, in the temple (i.e., | Kings
21:7, “In this house, and in Jerusalem,
which | have chosen out of all the tribes of
Israel, | will put my name forever”). Since
the name of God resided in the temple,
names written signifed God’s eternal
existence.

251 Other than 7, 12 was the other significant
number. John of Patmos used 12 for the
12 tribes of Israel, 12 gates, the 12
disciples, and 12 foundation stones. The
12 tribes symbolized a future restoration of
all of Israel. It refered to biblical promises
rather than first century reality since this
time there were mainly 3 tribes: Judeans,
Levites, and Benjaminites.

12 tribes was an allusion to the 12 sons of
Jacob (Genesis) as well as the 12 tribes’
inheritance of the land (Exodus, Leviticus,
Joshua). Here, the promises were
fulfilled—they inherited the eschatological
and primordial promised land.

169



a11o AvaToARG TTUADVEG TPEIG, Kai
aTro Boppd TTUAQVEG TPEIS, Kai AT
vOTOU TTUAQVEG TPEIG, Kai ATTO

QUOPWV TTUAQVEG TPEIG:
Out of the east: 3 gates?®>?
Out of the north: 3 gates
Out of the south: 3 gates?53
Out of the west: 3 gates...
21:14

Kai 1O TEIXOG TAG TTOAEWG EXWV

Bepelioug dwdeKka, Kai T AUTOV

The 12 sons of Israel were messianic. They
were the son/seed who conquered. They
reigned with God. The gates were the
entrances to the new Jerusalem, perhaps
the consummation entrance of bride, and
thus to unity with the Sekinah, the
presence of God.

Thus, the tribes and the angels determined
who entered Paradise. They made up part
of the city and they determine the
boundaries of the city. Gentiles entered but
only through them.

252 East was the primary direction of the
ancient Near East, like north is for many
today. East was the direction of the rising
sun, where life began. In Hebrew there
were two words that meane east: mizrah
(the rising [of the sun]) and gedem (ancient
time, front). Looking forward locatively in
Hebrew meant looking at one’s past
temporally. This was the opposite of the
English, where looking forward signified
looking to one’s future. In Hebrew one can
see what has happened as though it were
in front of you, but what has not yet
happened was not visible as though it
were out of sight behind you.

East was also the direction of the garden of
Eden entrance from where cherubim with

Owdeka ovouaTta TV dwdeka

ammooToAwy 100 dpviou.
And the wall of the city:
Having foundations
And upon them:

12 names of the 12 apostles of the

Lamb.254
21:15

Kai 6 A\aA@V PET €pol €ixev PETPOV

KaAapov xpuoodyv, iva yetprion TRV

flaming sword guarded the way to the Tree
of Life Gen. 3:24.

253 John of Patmos arranged the gates
counterclockwise starting with east. In
contrast, these four cardinal directions in
Ezekiel ran clockwise starting north (48:31-
34). In Numbers, the tribes encamped
around the tabernacle starting in the east
as in Revelation, but clockwise as in
Ezekiel (Numbers 2:3-34).

Tribal gates to the temple were in the
Temple Scroll 38-41 and to the city were in
the New Jerusalem Scroll. A striking
characteristic of John’s new Jerusalem
was that once the person was inside the
walls of the city, there was no further
division. In other apocalyptic descriptions
of the new Jerusalem, there was an ever-
increasing holiness the further one went
into the temple complex.

254 The passage referring to the 12
foundations of the wall being the 12
apostles seems like an addition to perhaps
an original non-Christian text since the
stones usually represent the 12 tribes of
Israel. As foundation stones for their
respective tribe, each should be placed
under the tribe’s gate.
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TTOAIV Kai TOUG TTUADVAG auTAG Kai TO

T€IX0G AUTAG.

And the one speaking with me was
holding a gold measuring rod so that
he could measure the city and her

gates and her wall.?%®

21:16

Kai A TTOAIG TETPAYWVOG KEITaI, Kai TO
ufkog alTic 6oov TO TTAATOC. Kai
EuéETPNOoEV THV TTOAIV T KAAGUW ETTi
oTadioug dwdEKA XIAIAdWV: TO HAKOG
Kai 10 TTAGTOG Kai 10 UWog auTig ioa
€QTiv.

And the city was laid out squarely:25¢

And her length was just as the width.

255 The angel measuring the city emulated
the angel measuring the temple in Ezekiel.
In this passage, however, the city was
itself the temple while in Ezekiel only the
temple was holy and worth measuring.

Ezekiel's angel measured the new temple
but not the new Jerusalem; the DSS’ new
Jerusalem was larger than Ezekiel’s, the
new Jerusalem in Revelation was larger
still.

256 The holy of holies was also square or
cubical. Ezekiel’ wall around the temple
was also square.

Proportional just like the cardinal directions
of the gates; no compromise for other
territories or natural borders; like the holy
of holies is square; like God’s Merkavah is
square with the four creatures facing four
directions and only moving in those four
directions (Ezekiel)]

And he measured the city with the

rod:

12 thousand stadia:?>’
The length and the width,
And her height is equal.?%®
21:17

Kal €EUETPNOEV TO TEIXOC AUTAC EKATOV
TEOOEPAKOVTA TEOCOAPWY TTHXWV,

METPOV AvBpwTTOU, O £0TIV AyyEéAOU.
And he measured her wall:
144 cubits?>°—

Human measure which is of

angels?60

21:18

257 Ezekiel's Jerusalem had a circumference
of 6 miles, the New Jerusalem Scroll’s
Jerusalem 60 miles, and Revelation’s
Jerusalem 6000 miles (or 1400 miles
squared). Twelve again being the number
of the tribal inheritance of the land. The
multiplication of 12 signified eschatological
abundance.

258 “And her height is equal” seemed almost
an afterthought or a gloss; however, the
astronomical height signified the height of
heaven. Thus, the massive height was a
reimagining of a heaven on earth.

259 Math play: 12 x 12 = tribal inheritance
(like 7 x 7 = jubilee year). 7 was the
number of original creation, 12 the new
creation—4+3 becomes 4 x 3.

280 perhaps since angels lived in heaven
and were not restricted to the ground, this
expression meant that they could measure
high heights much more easily.
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Kai | évowunaig 100 Teixoug auTig
faoTmig, kai f TOAIG Xpuaiov kaBapov

Opolov UGAW KaBap®-
And the material of her wall: jasper

And the city: pure gold similar to

pure glass?6!
21:19-20

oi BepéAiol ToU Teixoug THG TTOAEWG
TTavTi AiBw TIPiw Kekoounuévol- 6
BepéNlog O TTPTOG IaoTTIg, O
OeUTEPOC OATTPIPOC, O TPITOG
XaAKNOWv, O TETAPTOG OuApaydog, 6
TTEUTITOG 0aPdOVUE, O EKTOG adpdiov,
0 €BOouOG XpUOOAIBOG, 6 BYd00G
BripuAAog, 6 Evatog ToTrddiov, 6
OEKATOG XPUTOTTPACOG, O EVOEKATOG

UdKkIvOog, 6 dwdEKATOG AUEBUOTOG

261 partial repetition of 21:11—but here not
just appearance, actual material; just as at
Sinai God told Moses the materials
needed to build the ark, tabernacle, and
other accoutrements

262 |n Exodus 28:15 these stones filled the
breastplate of the high priest and stood for
the 12 tribes of Israel. Here they are in a
different order and unless 21:14b is an
interpolation, they represent the 12
apostles of Jesus. Of course, Jesus chose
12 apostles to represent the 12 tribes of
Israel so here the 12 foundation stones
can in a way represent both.

Parallel to Sinai’s description of materials
but elevated and even more precious. At
Sinai the people donated their jewelry.
Here, God provided. In the Torah, the

The foundations [12 disciples] of the
city were adorned with every

precious stone:262

The 15t foundation: jasper

The 2" foundation: sapphire?63
The 3' foundation: chalcedony
The 4% foundation: emerald
The 5% foundation: sardonyx
The 6™ foundation: carnelian
The 7t foundation: chrysolite
The 8™ foundation: beryl

The 9" foundation: topaz

The 10™ foundation: chrysoprase
The 11" foundation: jacinth

The 12t foundation: amethyst

stones of the priestly breastplate
determines the will of God. Perhaps in the
new Jerusalem, since the city was
surrounded by the priestly breastplate, the
people of the city symbolized the priest.

263 Compare the Isaiah pesher of the Dead
Sea Scrolls: “And | will lay your
foundations with sapphires (Is.54:11c).
Interpreted, this concerned the Priests and
the people who laid the foundations of the
Council of the Community...the
congregation of His elect (shall sparkle)
like a sapphire among stones...” In Pesher
Isaiah, the stones represented the people:
first the community (sapphires), then the
twelve chief priests (agate), then the chiefs
of the tribes of Israel (carbuncles) (A.Y.
Collins, “The Dream” 238-239).
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21:21

Kai oi dwdeka TTUADVESG dwdEKA
papyapiTal, avé €i¢ EkaoTog TV
TTUADOVWV AV £€ EVOC YapyapiTou: Kali
A TTAaTeia TAG TTOAEWG Xpuaiov

KaBapov wg Uahog diauyng.

And the 12 gates: 12 pearls?®* each

one

Each of the gates was of a single

pearl
And the wide plaza of the city: 2°

Pure gold like transparent glass?¢®

264 |saiah 54:12b: “I will make your... gates
of stones of ‘gdh.” The word, nT (‘gdh),
was a hapax legomenon which Tobit
translated as “pearl” (Fekkes, 279).

265 Plaza instead of the Greek word, street.
In Hebrew the word came to mean “street”
(rehov aInn) originally meant “plaza” or,
literally, the “wide place.”

266 One of the rivers of Eden, Pishon, came
from the land of pure gold, “and the gold of
that land is good” (Gen 2:11-12); in
Revelation the streets were pure gold, and
S0 good it was transparent as glass.

Tobit 13:16 interpreted Is 54:11 as streets of
gold (Fekkes 281):

“For Jerusalem will be built[l] as his house
for all ages. How happy | will be if a
remnant of my descendants should survive
to see your glory and acknowledge the
King of heaven. The gates of Jerusalem
will be built with sapphire and emerald,
and all your walls with precious stones.

21:22
Kai vaodv ouk gidov év auTii, O yap
KUpI0G, 6 B€dG, O TTAVTOKPATWP, VAOG

auTAG €O0TIV, Kai TO apviov.
And a temple | did not see in her,

For the Lord God Almighty is her

temple,2¢7
And the Lamb.268
21:23

Kai 1) TTOAIG oU xpeiav £xel T0U fAiou
oUd¢ TAc oeAvng, iva Qaivwaolv
auTi}, ) yap 86&a 1ol B0l EQwTioEV

auTryv, Kai 6 AUxvog auTig TO dpviov.

The towers of Jerusalem will be built with
gold, and their battlements with pure
gold.The streets of Jerusalem will be
paved with ruby and with stones of Ophir”
(Tobit 13:16, NRSV).

267 Eden did not have or need a temple, but
“God walked in the garden at the time of
the evening breeze” (3:8). In the new
Eden, God tabernacled with his people in
the new Paradise.

The city itself was the temple. It was called
the “tabernacle”—the nomadic original
desert temple. It was cubical like the holy
of holies. Thus, Jerusalem took on the
holiness of the temple and became the
temple.

268 While “and the Lamb” seemed like a later
editorial addition, use of “lamb” for the
messianic figure was an allusion to Isaiah
53. The Lamb being the temple, though,
seemed to be an afterthought or editorial
addition.
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And the city does not need the sun

nor the moon to give light to her,26°
For the Glory of God illuminated her,
And her lamp: the Lamb?7°

21:24

Kai TTEPITTATACOUCIV Ta £€0vn O1a TOU
QWTOG aUTAG Kai oi BacIAEG TAG YAg
@épouaiv TRV 06Eav auTwv €ig

aUTtrv-And the gentiles?’!

269 A hariza to the fourth day of creation in
Genesis 1 and Isaiah 60:19:

N0 Ml Dnit iy Wnwin Tiy 37 0N
A INNT

The sun will no longer be for you daily
light and brightness of the moon will not
give light for you.

ANIKONT YRR DIV KT DI Q7N)
The Lord will become your light of the

world and your god will become your
glory (Is. 60:19).

The midrashic ribbui interpretation of this
hariza developed the two descriptions of
God being the new light as God and the
Lamb being the new lights.

This was both an imitation and reversal of
the Genesis Creation account. In Genesis,
God created the greater and lesser lights
in the sky to illuminate the earth; in
Revelation, God was the light.

Moreover, the lights were “beginning things”
that were “not remembered”--perhaps
because of the temptation to worship
them.

270 Again, “and her lamp: the Lamb” seemed
like a later editorial addition but in this case
reflected a ribbui reading of Isaiah 60:19-
20. In the passage in Isaiah, light and lamp
may seem like synonyms but midrashically
would mean different things.

will walk by her Light,?"2

And the kings of the earth bring their

glory into her?”3
21:25

Kal of TTUA@VEG aUTAC oU un
KAEIOBWOIV Nuépag, vUE yap ouk

£€oTal €KET,

And her gates will not close by

day,274

D AAS'H DA IRy Wnbia Tiy 77 NN
A RN

The sun will no longer be for you daily
light and brightness of the moon will not
give light for you.

AMNONT7 PRI DYV XY NN 2T
The Lord will become your light of the

world and your god will become your
glory (Is. 60:19).

271 The nations/gentiles in the first century
were interpreted as a sign of the final days:
ie, Zechariah’s prediction that the gentiles
will go up to Jerusalem for sukkot—
tabernacles, recalling the tabernacle in the
wilderness and here entwined with God as
the tabernacle.

212 As Abraham and Enoch walked with God

273 Reversal of the Babylonian conquest as
well as the Roman conquest where the
gentile kings took the “glory” (or holy relics
and treasures) out of the Jerusalem
temples.

274 The gates opening by themselves in
Yoma 39b (of the Babylonian Talmud) was
interpreted as a prophecy of destruction.
Here, the gates remain open, yet
Jerusalem was protected.

Jerusalem was perforated and stayed
perforated—the windows were for light to
shine out; the jewels of the foundations
allowed light to shine through like a giant
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For night will not exist there?’®
21:26

Kai oiocoualiv TAv 86&av Kai THV TIUAV
TQV £BVODV €ig AUTAV.

And they will bring the glory and the
splendor

Of the nations into her?7®

21:27

Kai o0 un €iocéA8n €ig auThv TTav
KOIVOV Kai TTolV BOEAUYHA Kal
wedd0G, €i Un oi yeypaupévol év T

BIBAiw TAg {wiig ToU apviou.
And will not go into her:

Anything unclean

stain glass pedestal; the gates were made
of pearls—treasure/glory of the sea; and
unlike the Garden, the entrance was not
blocked.

275 A day without night would be an eternal
day. Thus, this was the ultimate Day—the
Day of the Lord, the eschatological
Sabbath. The day of the Lord described
both the final day of judgment and the
paradisiacal aftermath.

Also, in Jewish measurement of time, day

followed night, so the last night would have

already occurred. Since this was the final
day, there would be no more days and
thus no more nights.

Additionally, there would be no creatures of
the night, no Lilith, no demons, etc.

276 The kings of the earth brought wedding
presents. The kings were subjugated
under the kingdom of heaven. The
kingdom of heaven spread to encompass

And one who does abomination,
And falsehood,

Since they are not ones written in
The book of the life of the Lamb.?7”
22:1

Kai £d€1€€v pol TToTapov 00aTog
(wiAc AapuTTPOV WG KpUaTaAlov,
EKTTOPEUOUEVOV €K TOU Bpdvou ToU
Be00 kai To0 apviouAnd he showed

me a river of water of life?7®
Shining as crystal
Coming out of the throne of God

And the Lamb

the whole earth just as in the Lord’s
prayer: “Thy kingdom come, thy will be
done, on earth as it is in heaven,” but there
was no longer a a separation of heaven
and earth. Thus, it was on earth as it was
in heaven because earth was heaven in
John’s new creation. Moreover, the 70
nations in the family of nations from
Genesis existed in the new creation as
though there were no expulsion from the
Garden, as though the world were as it
was meant to be from the beginning.

277 “Written in the book of life” is a Jewish
phrase used today for Rosh Hashanah and
Yom Kippur. The Lamb was the primary
martyr. The people written in the book
were the martyrs of the first century who
sanctified God’s name.

278 Unlike in Ezekiel's vision, this river

stayed within the walls of the city of
Jerusalem.
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22:2

&v uéow TAG TTAaTeiag alTiAG: Kai Tol
TToTap0U €vTelBev Kai €keIBeV EUAOV
CwAG o100V KAPTTOUG dWdEKA, KATA
ufiva EkaoTtov &Trodidolv TOV
KapTTOV auTod, Kai T0 QUAAa ToU

EUAou €ig Bepartreiav TV £OVQV.

In the middle of her wide plaza and

the river

from here and from there:27°

27 The grammar in Greek is also awkward

280 preserved with God in Eden, one
of the primordial elements (Midrash Tehillim
90:2 (2'), S. Buber edition, Shocher Tov).

As in the garden of Eden, according
to midrashic tradition, created on the third
day.

NiMA NY7Y K X)'IDQ XD 1 DYA 17
TONA ,0iY DI' 702 KIA XN N2 YWiTRD N
DAN'AI V'i7) .2 .NIRI YN D'DY X2

[TV 121 'RYTI DAY'R 'YW . D0ON

R. Levi said in the name of R. Hama b.
R. Hanina: The Holy One, blessed be
He, created three objects on each day:
on the first, heaven, earth, and light; on
the second, the firmament, Gehenna,
and the angels; on the third, trees, herbs,
and the Garden of Eden (Genesis Rabba
Xl, 9).

281 The multiplication of the fruits of the Tree
of Life were due to a hariza of the Tree of
Life in Genesis with Ezekiel's description
of the fruit trees on the river coming from
the temple:

Tree of Life?8°
Making 12 crops?8!
with each month bearing fruit8?

and the leaves of the tree: for the

care of the gentiles?®3
22:3

Kal TTav KaTdBepa oUkK £€oTal £TI. Kai O
Bpbdvog 1ol B0l kai ToU dpviou év
auTi €oTal, kai oi doUAol auTol

Aatpeloouaiv aluTw,

“YY™72 Infni Ingn inow-7y gy 7man7y)
2oN1

Upon the river will rise up upon its banks
from there and from there every edible
tree.

'2 122! 'YTNY 9 DRNYLINY 7iANY
D'RYI NRD UTzRnTm mm

Its leaves will not wither, and its fruit will
not cease to be new; it will bear early fruit
because its waters come out from the
sanctuary.

0 INYINNT 12V 729KNT 1179 " 4y

It will be that its fruit will be for eating and
its leaves for healing.

(Ez. 47:12).
282 There were 12 months but only one day.

28 There was a distinction between God’s
people and the gentiles. The crops were
for the 12 tribes, while the leaves were for
the gentiles. Nevertheless, all get to eat of
the Tree of Life. The promise to Abraham’s
descendants was that all the families of the
earth would be blessed though them.

Yoma 39b described Solomon’s golden
trees of the temple. They bore fruit in the
seasons, but the gentiles caused them to
wither. In the “future (hour of
redemption),” though, the trees bloomed
again .
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And every cursed thing
will not exist again?8

And the throne of God and the Lamb

in her

It will exist?®>

And his slaves will serve him.286
22:4

Kai OyovTal 1O TTPOowWTToV auToU, Kai
TO Ovopa auTol £TT TOV METWTTWV
auTQV.

And they will see his face?®’

And his name: on their foreheads?88

22:5

284 “no more curses” was a hariza of
Genesis 2-3 and Isaiah 65:17:

2977V Nyn 71 NN NDTN NI

and the beginning things [i.e., curses] will
not be remembered and will not come to
mind.

The curses of Genesis no longer existed in
John’s new Edenic Jerusalem. Morevover,
there was no hint of them—nothing that
would “come to mind”: no serpent, no Eve,
no Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil,
no stars, no sea.

285 What did exist was a new king with
faithful subjects rather than a colonial king
who demanded allegiance to him.

Thus, the new Jerusalem kingdom was a
great reversal of John’s current situation.

286 Greek: slaves. The Hebrew equivalent
meant servants or worshipers. It implied
that the people had a “master.” “Master” in
Hebrew was ba’al which also meant
“husband.” The people were described in

Kai vUg oUK €aTal £T1, Kai 0UK EXOUTIV
Xpeiav wTOG AUXvou Kai @ig nAiou,
OTI KUpPIOG O BedG QwTioel €T aUToUG,
Kai BacIAeUoOUGIV €iG TOUG aitvag

TQOV aivwv.

And night will not exist again
And they do not have need
Of light of a lamp

And light of the sun?°

Since the Lord God will shine on

them

And they will reign forever and

ever29

the plural as slaves/servants/worshipers,
or “mastered”/’married.”

287 |ike Moses on Mt. Sinai, they saw his
face and did not die. This was part of the
intimacy of marriage.

288 Just as his name was on the temple.
Also, like a golem, the letters of God
brought life to creatures of clay. Also see
note for 21:12. Signified ownership: a mark
so no one else will hurt them or have
relationship with her. Similar to the mark of
Cain which prevented people from harming
him. As the names of the tribes were
written on the gates signifying a permanent
place in the new Jerusalem, so God’s
name on the people signified a permanent
state of relationship with God.

289 Reiteration of 21:23-24, thus the
concluding part of the inclusio.

2% God's conquering martyrs or slaves
became his kingly Sons reigning forever.
In contrast, the first half of the inclusio
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22:6

Kai irév poi- OUTo1 0i AGyoI TTIoTOI
Kai aAnBivoi, kai 0 kKUpIog, 6 BedG TV
TIVEUMATWY TWV TTPOPNTOV,
atréoTeilev TOV AyyeAov auTol Seigal
TOIG doUAOIG aUTOU O Ol yevéoBal €v
TAXEI

And he said to me,

“These are the words,?°* Trustworthy

and True, 292

And the Lord God of the spirits of the

prophets sent out his angel>®3
To make known to his slaves

that which must happen immediately

described the gentile kings of the earth
(see previous note).

291 ““Nords” refered also to the Aramaic
memra which was a name for God.

The Hebrew equivalent was davarim which
meant things or words, but also signified
keeping the commandments of God which
protected one’s life and inheritance—when
the people did not, they were attacked by
foreigners and exiled from their Land.
God'’s servant-kings no longer had the
potential to be exiled from the new Land.

292 The final closing phrase of the inclusio
which began in 21:5b. Thus, this phrase
completed John’s main visions. Much of
what came after were editorial additions.

293 God communicated and acted through
his angels, especially in first century
Jewish interpretation—i.e., at Mt. Sinai and
at creation.

227

Kai idou Epxopal TaxU- Hakdplog O
TNPWV TOUG AOYOUG TG TTpO@PNTEIOG

100 BIBAiou ToUTOU.
“And look! | come quickly!”2%

Blessed is the one keeping the

words?%

Of the prophecy
Of this book.2%
22:17°%7

Kai 1O Tvedpa Kai 1) vOuen Aéyouaiv:
"Epxou- Kai 0 aKoUwV EiTaTw-
"Epxou- Kai 0 dipiv épxécbw, 0

BEAWV AaBETw UOwpP (WG dwpedv.

294 Expected imminently which is a
characteristic of apocalyptic writings. Cf.
also, Habakkuk 2:3, “For the vision is yet
for the appointed time, and it declareth of
the end, and doth not lie; though it tarry,
wait for it; because it will surely come, it
will not delay” (JPS).

2% The word of God was divine in its own
right—memra, logos, protennoia. Keeping
the word or command of God
demonstrated one’s acceptance of God’s
covenant and that one was part of the
people of God.

2% Claiming status with other scriptures.

297 22:16-17a, 20-21 were
interpolations/later editions (Josephine
Massyngberde Ford, Revelation, The
Anchor Bible 38 (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1975), 28).
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And the spirit?®® and the bride say,
“‘Come.” And the one who hears
says, “Come.” And the one who is
thirsting comes; the one who is

desiring takes the water of life freely.

2% |n Hebrew, spirit is ruah. Spirit implied be equivalent to the Sabbath bride: the
God’s presence, his sekinah. Thus, if spirit Sekinah of God.
and the bride were the same, they would
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CHAPTER 4

JOHN’S NEW JERUSALEM MIDRASH ON CREATION: DAYS 1-6A

In the last chapter, we saw the midrashic traditions concerning a
Jerusalem that existed in alternate space and alternate time. The alternate space
of both the midrashic traditions and John’s visions of Jerusalem was the
heavens, the place directly above mount Zion. The alternate time in which
Jerusalem existed was the primordial beginning and the eschatological end.

In the last chapter, we saw overlap between John’s new Jerusalem visions
and the midrashic traditions. Several midrashic traditions used the proof text from
Exodus 15:17 as the basis for the existence of the heavenly Jerusalem. John
might have also used Exodus 15:17 as a basis for the heavenly Jerusalem; but
he may also have based the mobility of Jerusalem from heaven to earth on a
midrashic analysis of that proof-text.

In the last chapter, the tradition of the primordial elements from midrashim
had many overlapping elements with John’s new Jerusalem. One element, in
particular, Eden, has in itself many characteristics. In John’s new Jerusalem,
Edenic primordial elements may be the clue to John’s divergence from Isaian
visions of the end-time paradise. John may have developed the new Jerusalem
as a new Eden.

John’s process of transforming Eden into the new Jerusalem can be seen

when applying the midrashic approach. To begin with, John’s new Jerusalem
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visions would have the three main interpretative elements of midrash discussed
in the chapter 1: Torah primacy, hariza, and ribbd. Torah primacy points to the
creation story of Genesis. The second characteristic, hariza, points to John’s
connection of the creation story to visions of Jerusalem in Isaiah and Ezekiel.
The third characteristic, ribbd, points to John’s development of the heavenly
Jerusalem and its characteristics, just as the midrashic traditions did in chapter 3.
Thus, the proof texts and their midrashic interpretation from Genesis, Isaiah, and
Ezekiel will be considered as the basis for Edenic elements of John’s new
Jerusalem.

Using the midrashic lens points to John recreating Eden. Moreover,
reading John’s vision against Genesis’s creation highlights where John imitates
Eden and where he “improves” on it. In this chapter, the first 5 and a half days of

Genesis’s creation will be considered in relation to John’s new Jerusalem.

1. TORAH PRIMACY: A MIDRASHIC CIPHER

In midrash, the connection of two allusions is called a hariza and the
opening hariza is an especially important one. In John of Patmos’s opening verse
of his new Jerusalem vision, he called it a “new heaven and a new earth.”% The

use of the phrase “new heaven and new earth” was an allusion to both the

2% Strack explained that “The Hagaddah in part followed closely the biblical text; frequently,
however, the latter served as a peg upon which to hang expositions of the most divergent sort”
(Hermann L Strack, Introduction to the Talmud, [Philadelphia: JPS, 1931], p 202).

According to Strack, “Each homily, or, as the case may be, each parasha, piska, opens with a
number of proems (pethiha from pathah), i.e. by joining the text to a verse, mostly outside the
Pentateuch, preferentially from the Hagiographa” (Strack p 204).

John’s pethiha joins the text of Genesis 1:1 to Isaiah 65:17. This seemed to be the “peg” on which
he hung a quite “divergent” “exposition.”
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creation story of Genesis and to the new creation prophecy of Isaiah. Moreover,
John’s initial hariza creates a cipher through which to interpret his new Jerusalem
visions.

A preeminent connection to Torah could arguably be made by
Revelation’s similarity to Genesis 1:1:

YIXD NXI DIYD DX D78 KD N'URIAL

In the beginning, God created the heaven and the earth.

John’s visions of the new Jerusalem began in Revelation 21:1, in which he
said,

Kai €idov oUpavov kavov kai yiv Kaviv-

And | saw a new heaven and a new earth

0 yap TTPWTOG 0UPavoG Kai A TTpwTn YA dTAABav

For the first heaven and the first earth went away3%
John’s allusion to Genesis described “a new” heaven and earth rather than “the”
heaven and earth. Moreover, John described the original Genesis creation as
going away. Thus, John’s new heaven and earth replaced the previous one;
however, In Revelation, the new heaven and earth were still based on the

originals.301

300 In these chapters, the biblical texts are taken from the scholarly digital editions: Society of
Biblical Literature for the Greek text and the Westminister Leningrad Codex for the Hebrew text
(Westminister is the online digital edition of the Leningrad Codex. The Leningrad Codex is the
text used by Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia and is the basis for the translations by the Jewish
Publication Society.). All translations of the biblical texts are mine unless otherwise noted.

301 “To see God is a metaphor in Judaism to express a full awareness of the presence and power
of God (cf. Job 33:26; Pss 10-11). It is an eschatological blessing (cf. 4 Ezra 7:91, 98; 1 En.
102:8; 1 Cor 13:12). It is also a full recovery from the fall, caused by Adam and Eve (cf. Ps 24:6;
5 Ezra 7:98). In such a way, the new Jerusalem "returns” to the garden of Eden to finish off God's
goal for human beings” (Du Rand, 298).
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2. HARIZA

Revelation also exemplified the second midrashic characteristic, hariza,
since Revelation described not just creation, as in Genesis, but new creation, as
in Isaiah. In Isaiah 65:17 God said,

NYT0 YIXI D'YTN DIRY X2 07D

For look! | am about to create new heaven and a new earth,

2777y NYyn N1 NIBWNID DTN NY)L

and the first things will not be remembered and they (plural fem) will not
be lifted to the heart [or will not be brought to mind].

In addition to basing his vision on the Genesis creation account, John tied
Genesis to the new creation in Isaiah. Thus, the exegetical background of the
opening verse for John’s visions of the new Jerusalem, Revelation 21:1, is a
hariza of Genesis 1:1 to Isaiah 65:17.

John’s point of connection between the two verses, seemed to be two
things: the “creation of heaven and earth” and the shared root ,ux “beginning.”
In Isaiah, the root wx~ took the form of a plural feminine noun: hari’$6nét .nijwxIn
In Genesis, this root took the form of a feminine singular noun: bares$it .n'yx1a
Although the two forms are slightly different, both words have the same root
word: ro’s wxa which meant “head, first, or beginning.”3%?

Because the Hebrew loses some accuracy when translated to English, the

connection is easier to understand in Hebrew. To make it clearer in English,

302 BDB
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Genesis 1:1 could be translated, “At first God created,” to show the similarity to
Isaiah’s phrase, “the first things will not be remembered.” Alternatively, one could
translate Isaiah 21:1 as, “the beginnings will not be remembered,” to show the
shared root with Genesis’ more iconic translation, “In the beginning God created.”
The explication of what first things were included and what were forgotten
in John’s new creation can be explained by application of midrashic hariza.
John’s vision connected the root from Isaiah back to Genesis, explicating it. John
related the forgotten “first things” not to what was good in creation but rather to
what was bad in the first creation. The bad first things were the curses of Eden

and what led to the curses. Thus, John’s vision of Eden-cum-Jerusalem lacked

any negative aspects; it was a perfected Eden.

3. RIBBU

Moreover, if midrashic ribbd was applied to Isaiah 65:17, it would
emphasize the disappearance of the first things. The first things being forgotten
is reiterated in this verse: “and the first things will not be remembered and they
will not arise to the mind.” The first mention of the “first things” is passive. The
second is active. With the ribbd interpretation, they would have to signify different
things. Perhaps, it would have been interpreted that the first mention signified
remembrance and the second signified physical presence. Thus, if John was
applying this verse to the new Jerusalem, then the first things would no longer
exist in one’s memory nor in actuality.

However, John clarified which “first things would be forgotten.” In John’s

new Edenic Jerusalem, the “first things” of Isaiah became: “And every cursed
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thing will not exist again” (Rev 22:3). The disappearance of the curse and its
effects in John’s visions is less obviously shared in Isaiah’s vision:

[wivn ARVl N7'a DZYNINIR RDID EI0 1D KD X WK TYTTY 1721wy DR D

NRVT 7ig) 122 i TV MR YyNytR?) MYl 'DYY| 02¢n M7

Therefore, rejoice and twirl in ecstasy for ever about what | am creating!

Because, see, | am creating Jerusalem ecstatic, and her people rejoicing.

I will twirl in ecstasy in Jerusalem, and | will rejoice with my people!

Never again will be heard in her a crying sound or screaming sound (Is
65:18-19).

In both Isaiah’s and John’s new creation, Jerusalem replaced Eden and
both described an Edenic paradise with no more crying or screaming.

Isaiah’s passage continued with more Edenic descriptions, such as the
“‘wolf laying down with the lamb;” however, John's vision differed in this and other
ways from Isaiah’s vision since there were no animals in John’s new Jerusalem.
Nevertheless, John’s and Isaiah’s new world Jerusalem visions both have a
restored Eden. The point they were restored to, though, may be different. Isaiah
described an Eden with peaceful animals, with children, and with long life—and
Eden before the curses albeit with mortality. John’s Eden described an earlier
version of Eden before the creation of animals, before the creation of Eve, and
with eternal life.

John seemed to develop his visions of the new Jerusalem through
midrashic reading of the creation accounts in Genesis and the new creation

descriptions in Isaiah. John did not just reiterate Isaiah or Genesis, he re-
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interpreted them starting with his opening hariza. Rather than establishing Isaiah
or Genesis as the final word on what the new creation would be like, John

interpreted them in light of each other, using hariza and ribbd analyses. Through
his analysis, John restored the good things of Eden and erased the bad things of

Eden.

PART 2: HEXAMERON DAYS 1-6A

Through this initial hariza, we see that John tied his new creation to the
original creation. Since John used the creation account as his reference point,
Genesis’s creation could be examined systematically from day one to Shabbat in
John’s new creation. The first five and a half days of creation will be examined in
this chapter, the setting of the universe: light, water, sky, land, plants, the
celestial lights, and animals. The next chapters will complete the last day and a

half—the actors and the dénouement of the new creation.

DAY 1: LIGHT

In Genesis, the paradigm was established by the beginning of creation:
order from chaos. Order, or the separation of elements, in Genesis, was what
made each day “good”: light from dark, land from water, water from water. John’s
new creation was different: the bad elements were excluded altogether. Thus, in
Genesis on the first day, God created light and separated it from darkness; but in
Revelation, there was no darkness. In John’s new creation, no night went with
open gates of the city. No closure of gates implied no need to close the gates

against enemies.
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In Genesis, light first appeared in the place where there was ninn 197y quni
“darkness over the face of the deep” (Gen 1:2). In the beginning there was
darkness until God created light. Moreover, in the Genesis account, in the
beginning there was chaos: nai inn tohd wawohd (Gen 1:2). On the first day of
creation in Genesis God said:

NIRTILINR D DTN N

“Let there be light,” and there was light.

YUND 1 IXD 11D DR 772 20979 DTN DURIN K

God saw the light that it was good, and God made a separation between

the light and the darkness.
N7 XDz WNYI DI 07N K7
God named the light “day” and the darkness he named “night.”
9 ITHX Di* YA~ LAY

There was evening and there was morning: day one (Genesis 1:3-5).

God not only created light but separated it, giving it order. The first day of
creation was both the creation of light and the beginning of order.

Revelation presented a new take on the distinction between day and night.

Kai oi TTUA@VEG aUTiAG oU un KAEIoBWOoIV APEPAG,

And her gates will not close by day,

vUE yap oUK £0Tal €KET,

for night will not exist there (Rev. 21:25; cf. 22:5).

In John’s description of the new creation, there was no night at all.
Therefore, there was only day, only light, and no darkness. Thus, instead of the

paradigm of creating order by separating the bad from the good, as in Genesis,
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there was a new paradigm: only the good remained and the bad was
vanquished. Thus, in Revelation, there was no more darkness since “night will
not “exist” in this new divinely infusedspace.

Because there was no night, the gates in Revelation’s new Jerusalem did
not close. Since the gates did not close, the nations could enter the city:

Kai oi TTUAVEG aUTiG oU un KAEIoBWOoIvV APEPQG,

And her gates will not close by day,

VUE yap oUK E0Tal €KET,

For night will not exist there.

Kai oiocouaiv TRV do&av Kai TAV TIUAV

And they will bring the glory and the splendor

TQV £€BVQV €ig aUTAv.

Of the nations into her (21:25-26).
The idea in Revelation that the gates would not close meant more than just the
absence of night—it implied that the people would never need to close
Jerusalem’s gates against their enemies. In fact, there were no more enemies
breaching the walls and conquering the city. Instead, the nations brought

treasures, “glory and splendor,” into the city.

Interestingly, elsewhere in early Jewish tradition open gates implied
weakness—a spot where enemies could infiltrate. For example, in the Talmud,

gates opening by themselves was interpreted as a prophecy of destruction.
[N'7RN NINND1 72'0n NINYT Il
And the doors of the Sanctuary opened by themselves
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17 MK 'NOT |2 [ANI' |2 [N WA TV
until Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai scolded them. He said to it,
NXY N'Yan ANK NN 190 750 70

Sanctuary, Sanctuary, why do you frighten yourself?

NITVY |2 N™MI2T 3'7V X211 1201 2N T'NY 1910W A IR YT

| know about you that you will ultimately be destroyed, and Zechariah, son
of Ido, has already prophesied concerning you:

TN WX '7ORNI 1'NY7T 027 NNo

“Open your doors, O Lebanon, that the fire may devour your cedars”
[Zech. 11:1]303
In b. Yoma 39b, Jerusalem’s gates opened to portend the coming destruction. To
protect itself, Jerusalem’s gates should have been shut against the Babylonian

and Roman destroyers of the temples and cities.

In contrast, the new Jerusalem’s gates remained open without fear of
destruction and calamity. Open gates did not mean that gentiles, kings, or
nations would not enter the new Jerusalem. This new Eden would not be blocked
off from humanity. The 12 angel guards of the 12 gates of the new Jerusalem
allowed in the gentiles bearing gifts, but barred anything and anyone “accursed.”
A more detailed examination of the “accursed” will follow in the next chapter, but
briefly, cursed people may have been a commentary on the garden of Eden of

Genesis where humans were first cursed.

303 h.Yoma 39b. Lebanon being an appellation for the Temple since the lumber in the construction
of Solomon’s temple came from the cedar forests of Lebanon.

189



Additionally, the Garden of Eden account did not mention an entrance or
exit until after the curse, when Adam and Eve were expelled. After the expulsion,
the cherubim [the angel or angels] guarded the gate so no one could enter. In the
new Edenic Jerusalem, angels also guarded the gates, keeping them open, but
keeping out the accursed.

In the new Jerusalem of Revelation, the gates remained open, but
Jerusalem would never again be destroyed. Gates needed to be closed against
invaders, but in the new Jerusalem there was no more fear of invaders. Gates
would also need to be closed at night, but in the new Jerusalem there was no
more night, making closed gates no longer necessary. The bad was erased:
night, enemies, and theft. Only the good remained: light, peacefully open gates,

the glorious gifts of the nations.

DAY 2: WATER
On the second day of the Genesis creation account, God did not

create water. The water already existed as primordial chaos. God created “good”
order out of the chaotic waters by separating them. On day 2, God separated the
waters in the heavens from the waters on the earth creating the firmament. In
Revelation, however, there was no more water and, thus, no more separation
between heaven and earth.

In Genesis, God separating the waters created the separation between

heaven and earth.

DIRY DI D 770 Y DIPD ND Y D DR N
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God said, “Let there be an expansive firmament border3®* between the
waters,” and there was a separation between water and water.

2un YN DD 1 VY7 D0Rn WX b 12 Y iy oy vy
PROURETaYS

And God made the expansive firmament border, and he separated the
water below the strata from the water above the strata, and it was so.
DINY V' DDTX K

And God named the expansive firmament border “heaven.”

Y DIt AT YT

And there was evening and there was morning: day two (Genesis 1:6-8).
In Revelation, this separation of heaven and earth with water was
reversed:

Kai €idov oUpavov kaivov Kai yiv Kaiviv.

And | saw a new heaven and a new earth.

0 yap TTPWTOC oUPavOS Kai 1 TTPwTn YA aTTiABav

For the first heaven and the first earth went away

Kai ) 6GAacoa oUK EOTIV £TI.

And the sea is not still (here) (Rev. 21:1).

304 The Hebrew word raqi a is translated here as “expansive firmament border” and “strata.” BDB
has two definitions for y'j;1 1, an “extended surface” and 2, “the vault of heaven, or ‘firmament,
regarded by Hebrews as solid, and supporting ‘waters’ above it” (The New Brown—Driver—
Briggs—Gesenius Hebrew and English Lexicon, Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson Publishers,
1979, 956a).
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Another interpretation of the disappearance of the sea was that the water of the
firmament also disappeared. The disappearance of the firmament waters implied

that the heavens and the earth became unified.

This implication was further buttressed by heaven coming down to earth

as the new Jerusalem.

DT DY DYIP-NI7

Oh, that you would rend the heavens and come down (Is 63:19b Jewish;

64:1a Christian).

John may have been taking this verse from Isaiah literally, as he seemed to do.
This verse may have been a source for the descent of the heavenly Jerusalem

along with Exodus 15:17 as discussed in the previous chapter.

Moreover, the argument that heaven and earth were unified in John’s
vision is additionally supported by the extraordinary height of the new Jerusalem
which, in effect, reached to the heavens.

Kai i TTOAIG TETPAYWVOG KEITal,

And the city was laid out squarely:30°

Kai 10 uAkog auTAc 6oov TO TTAGTOG.

And her length was just as the width.

Kai €EuéTpnoev TRV TTOAIV T KaAduW £TTi oTadioug duwdeka XIAIGdWV-

305 The holy of holies was also square or cubical; Ezekiel’ wall around the temple was also
square; Ezekiel also had God’s Merkavah as square with the four creatures facing four
directions and only moving in those four directions.
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And he measured the city with the rod: 12 thousand stadia:3°®
TO WAKOG Kai TO TTAGTOC Kai 10 Uwog auTig ioa éoTiv (SBL Rev 21:16)
The length and the width, and her height is equal (Rev 21:16).

Thus, according to John’s vision, the new Jerusalem was six thousand miles

high.

Moreover, another possible reason the sea no longer existed in the new
creation was its association with chaos. The “deep” (ninn tehém) water especially
symbolized primordial chaos. This primordial element was prominent in the
Babylonian creation myth, the Enuma Elish, which formed the cultural
background to the Genesis account. In the Enuma Elish, Marduk used the body
of his vanquished enemy Tiamat to create the heavens and the earth. The name
Tiamat was similar to the Hebrew word ninn tehdm signifying that God too
created the heavens and earth out of a primordial monster-god in Genesis. The
Babylonian myth likely influenced the Genesis account, as well as the much later
Revelation account.3%” However, in the new creation of the book of Revelation,
the monster, that is, the sea, was not just conquered but no longer existed.

Therefore, unlike in the Babylonian creation myth, and unlike in Genesis, in

306 Ezekiel's Jerusalem had a circumference of 6 miles, the New Jerusalem Scroll's Jerusalem 60
miles, and Revelation’s Jerusalem 6000 miles (or 1400 miles squared). Twelve again being the
number of the tribal inheritance of the land. The multiplication of 12 signifies eschatological
abundance.

307 Cf. Adela Yarbro Collins’s dissertation, The Combat Myth in the Book of Revelation, Wipf and
Stock: Eugene, 2001 (Harvard Theological Review, 1976). Collins writes, “...there were a
number of combat myths in circulation in the first century C.E.” (58). She mentions, “the
struggle of Baal with Yam” and “Marduk and Tiamat” among others (58). AY Collins argues
that the general pattern of combat myths had an influence on Revelation, but that it is not
relevant to her study whether there was “any particular theory of historical origin and
interrelationship of the individual versions of the myth” (58).
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Revelation, the victorious god did not form the heavens and the earth out of his
conquered enemy. In Revelation, instead of separating the elements to create
order out of chaos, chaos itself disappeared. Thus, John’s new creation was
created not exactly ex nihilo but with only the “good” primordial elements.30®

The description of “no sea” in the new Jerusalem implied no more
primordial chaotic waters. The first bad things were forgotten. Moreover, no
waters meant the removal of the barrier of the waters of the firmament which
previously separated heaven from earth. Thus, in John’s new creation, there was

no separation between heaven and earth.

DAY 3A: LAND

In Genesis, God continued to separate the waters on day 3.

R7IL NI AXOND] TN DigRTX DRYD DDRN DA iRt DR RN
God said, Let the waters under the heavens be gathered to one place
and let the dry ground appear; and it was so.

2iY™D DR7R KA DAY K DIRD 7N YIR DWRLT DR K7

God named the dry ground Earth and the gathering of the waters he
called seas;

And God saw that it was good.

This passage described the appearance of dry land, named Earth. Unlike in

today’s understanding of both the land and the sea being the Earth, in both

308 However, this mythological sea existed before the Jerusalem visions in John’s vision of the
judgment day. Death and hell and the accursed ones were thrown into the sea of sulfur and fire
in Revelation 21:8.
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Genesis and Revelation only the land was the Earth. Moreover, in Revelation,
there was no sea at all and the land was the promised land, not Israel, but the

exponentially enlarged city of Jerusalem.

In Genesis, God promised to Abram that his seed would inherit the land.

This land was bordered by two bodies of water:

2DIN NINTD YIRDNIX TN YIT7 MMRTZ DR DRI NIN! N2 KD D
:NN97IN) 7Ta0 MNINTTY DN
In that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram, “To your seed | give

this land from the Egyptian river to the Great River, the river Euphrates.’

(Gen 15:18).

In Exodus, this promise was reitierated but with three bodies of water.

The ancient land of Israel was bordered by seas and rivers: the

Mediterranean, the Euphrates, the Red Sea, and the Nile.

NINTTY 1ATAN D'HYTY DTV 10D 722NN DY)

I will set your border from the water of reeds to the sea of the Philistines
and from the wilderness unto the River (Euphrates)

because | will give into your hands the dwellers of the land and you will

drive them from before your face (Ex 23:31).

Ezekiel 47 also lists the borders which include many bodies of water: the
Mediterranean, the Jordan, the Dead Sea, the waters of Meribah Kadesh, and

the Wadi of Egypt.
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Each of these passages include a promise of the Land to the seed of
Abram, a land bounded by water. In John’s new Jerusalem, the land was not
bounded by water since, for one, there are no more seas. Thus, the seed inherit
the Land unbounded and unrestricted in size by the seas. Thus, the land of
John’s new Jerusalem was far larger than the land of biblical Israel, even in the
most maximalist of promises.

In John’s vision, Jerusalem is the new heaven and the new earth and the

promised land. John may be materializing the promise in Isaiah:
D'7*T¥ 072 Ay
Your people shall all be tzadikim (righteous ones);
YN 197 D7IVY
they shall possess the land forever (Is 60:21).

“Your people” are the people of God, the ones who inherit the promised land. In

this case, they inherit the “forever” promised land in the world to come.

In Genesis, the waters separated heaven from earth; the gathered waters
revealed the land. In the book of Revelation, this act of separating was reversed:
heaven and earth united and there was no water to gather. In Revelation, the
chaotic primordial seas no longer existed. Equally significant, this waterless land
became and exponentially enlarged new Jerusalem. The land in the new creation
encompassed where God’s people and God himself resided. In John’s new
creation, the heavens were the earth and the earth was the new heavens. The
transcendent became immanent since God and his residence descended to

earth. In Genesis, God separated the elements and called them “good.” In
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Revelation, God made creation entirely good without separation. The erasure of
the waters represented a desire to make the new creation curse-proof. The
people were finally in their promised land with God as their king. The people

were the tzadikim who inherited the land.

DAY 3B: GARDEN OF EDEN AND TREE OF LIFE

In addition to the creation of the land on the third day, Genesis described
the creation of fruit trees. John’s vision of the fruit trees in the new Jerusalem
seemed to reflect one particular Edenic element: the Tree of Life. John’s Tree of
Life, however, was not identical to the Tree from the Garden of Eden. The
changes could be explained through midrashic connection to Ezekiel as well as
through reflection of the rabbinical idea that the Garden of Eden had a
preternatural existence with God.

On the third day of creation, in Genesis 1:11-13, every kind of fruit tree is

created:

I27IVAT WX 1107 19 DY 9 YY VAT VTN QWY RYT YIRD RYTR D7y N
[T LY IR

God said, “May the land sprout seed-bearing sprouts (grass), fruit-
producing fruit trees, according to their species which is in their seeds
upon the land, and it was so.”

N7 I7IVT WK 9TNWY YT NI VAT VT WY YT YIRD RYIAI

20~ DN
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And the land brought forth seed-bearing sprouts (grass) according to its
species and trees making fruit which has its seeds within for their
species and God saw that it was good.

O 'Y Di* AL YT

There was evening and there was morning: day three.

Rabbinical commentary placed the creation of the Garden of Eden on the third

day.3%° For example, Genesis Rabba XI, 9 said:

D' 722 XA XN N2 YITED N NFA NY2Y X KN XD DY Y7 A
NN 'YW DX DIN'AI Y'Y 'Y .NTIR] YR DY K2 TOXA DY
ST 21 'Ry

R. Levi said in the name of R. Hama b. R. Hanina: The Holy One,

blessed be He, created three objects on each day: on the first, heaven,

309 Cf. 2 Baruch 4:2-6: “Or do you think that this is the city of which | said, On the palms of my
hands | have carved you? It is not this building that is in your midst now; it is that which will be
revealed, with me, that was already prepared from the moment that | decided to create
Paradise. And | showed it to Adam before he sinned. But when he transgressed the
commandment, it was taken away from him—as also Paradise. And after these things |
showed it to my servant Abraham in the night between the portions of the victims. And again |
showed it to Moses on Mount Sinai when | showed him the likeness of the tabernacle and all
its vessels. Behold, now it is preserved with me—as also Paradise.” 2 (Syriac Apocalypse of)
Baruch, translated by AFJ Kilijn, in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, volume 1, edited by
James H. Charlseworth, Garden City, New York; Doubleday & Co., 1983, 622.

310 324 n'wna [Bereishit Rabba], trans. into modern Hebrew and vocalized by /7 nx nwn
Moshe Arieh Mirgain, part 1, (Tel Aviv: Yavneh Publishing House, 1968), 80. Based on the
unvocalized text by 2%y yiniwTx'n nTint J. Theodor and Ch. Albeck, xa1 n'wna wnn
[Midrash Bereshit Rabba: Critical Edition with Notes and Commentary], vol. 1, (Jerusalem:
Wahrmann Books, 1965), 96.
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earth, and light; on the second, the firmament, Gehenna, and the angels;

on the third, trees, herbs, and the Garden of Eden.311

In this garden of Eden grew the Tree of Life, meaning that not only were fruit

trees created on the third day, but so was the Tree of Life.

John of Patmos’ new Eden also had many kinds of fruit and the Tree of
Life, but in contrast to both the Garden of Eden and Ezekiel’s vision, in John’s
new Edenic Jerusalem, the many fruits and the Tree of Life were one and the
same:

év yéow TAG TTAaTeiag alTAC:

kai To0 TToTapold £vrelBev Kai €KEIBeV

In the middle of her wide plaza

and the river from here and from there:312

¢uAov CwAg

The Tree of Life

TT0100V KapTTOUG dwdeKQ,

Making 12 crops

KaTa puAva ékaoTtov atmodidody TOV KapTTov auTod,

with each month bearing fruit

Kai T& @UAAa To0 UAou €ic BepaTreiav TV €BVQV.

311 Midrash Rabba in ten volumes, H. Freedman and Maurice Simon, eds., H. Freedman, trans.,
(London: Soncino Press, 1961 (1939)), volume |, 86. Strack dates Gen Rabba to time of the
Palestinian Talmud (Hermann L Strack, Introduction to the Talmud, [Philadelphia: JPS, 1931],
218).

312 The grammar in Greek was also awkward but similar to the phrasing in Ezekiel (albeit in Greek
rather than Hebrew).
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and the leaves of the tree: for the care of the gentiles (22:2).
Revelation’s Tree of Life produced 12 kinds of fruit, thus conflating the many fruit

trees God created on the third day with the Tree of Life in the garden of Eden.

The multiplication of the fruits of the Tree of Life were due in partto a
hariza analysis of Ezekiel’s description of the fruit trees in his vision of the new

Jerusalem:

2RG7YYT2 NI 1NN IMOYWT7Y N7y 7nan)

Upon the river will rise up upon its banks from there and from there every
edible tree.

DRI, NN YTmnTm mm 2 152 'YTNY 09 DRNR7HN7Y 2N

Its leaves will not wither, and its fruit will not cease to be new; it will bear
early fruit because its waters come out from the sanctuary.

0 :N9NNY7 4NV '72XNYT7 119 "Ny Al

It will be that its fruit will be for eating and its leaves for healing.

(Ez. 47:12).

In Ezekiel’s phrasing, “every edible tree” was a collective singular. The
pronominal suffix “its,” referred to the plural trees, which was also in the collective
singular. However, this tree was taken non-collectively as a single tree in John’s
vision. This singular tree then would be none other than the quintessential tree,
the Tree of Life. So, while Ezekiel had many trees on both sides of the river,

Revelation altered that image to a single tree on both sides of the river. While in
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Ezekiel there was “every edible tree,” in the Book of Revelation, there was only

one tree; however, John’s new Jerusalem Tree of Life bore 12 kinds of fruit.

The number 12 had special significance, but it is unclear why John'’s tree
bore 12 kinds of fruit. The explanation in the text was that it was one kind for
every month—despite time being somewhat different in this new Jerusalem since
there was only one day. Also, the Jewish lunar/solar calendar did not always
have 12 months, sometimes an intercalary month was added so there would be
13 months. Some Jewish communities, especially the Qumran community, did
use a 12-month solar calendar. The 12-month Qumran calendar may have
influenced John’s description; however, 12 was a theme in John’s visions so a
perfect dozen of months aligned with John’s theology here without recourse to a
sectarian solar calendar (but also without ruling it out). If anything, time was
perfect in this new Jerusalem. God and the Lamb being the sun and the moon
would mean that the calendar was perfect—no more tricky calculations to make
the lunar calendar align with the solar.

While two people ate of the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil and
brought curses to their descendants, in Revelation, these curses were no more:
“And every cursed thing will not exist again” (Rev 22:3). Immediately preceding
this verse is the description of the Tree of Life, effectively connecting the
connotations of the Tree of Life and the Tree of Knowledge. Thus, in John’s new
Edenic Jerusalem, the good tree remained while the bad tree was forgotten.

Ezekiel did not specify who got to eat the fruit and benefit from healing

from the fruit trees, but the implication was that it was the children of Israel. In
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John of Patmnos’s description however, the leaves were specifically for the
gentiles.313 While gentiles could also be translated as “nations,” which would
include the people of Israel, one possible implication is that the fruit was for the
tribes of Israel and the leaves were for the gentile nations.

There were many possible reasons why John would specifically have the
leaves bless the gentiles. In the case of the gentiles, there was the promise to
Abraham that all the families of the earth would be blessed through him and his
seed. John seemed to imply fulfilment of all the promises to Abraham'’s, Isaac’s,
and Jacob’s seed.?'* The second reason was John'’s reliance on Isaiah, who also
had the nations/gentiles going up to Jerusalem to worship God.3%°

In John’s new Eden, there was the Tree of Life but no Tree of Knowledge
of Good and Evil. There was a new “beginning” without the potential for a new
curse. The Tree of Life had its origin in the garden of Eden, but it also reflected
an accretion of meaning. Rabbinical midrashim believed the Tree of Life was
created on the third day, the same day as the creation of the garden of Eden.
Genesis’s 3™ day had fruit trees, but did not mention the Tree of Life in particular.
Ezekiel also had a description of fruit trees which seem like more than mundane

fruit trees. Thus, John’s description of the Tree of Life bearing 12 fruits could be

313 Yoma 39b describes Solomon’s golden trees of the temple that bear fruit in their seasons.
However, unlike Revelation’s leaves that heal the gentiles, in Yoma 39b, the gentiles cause
Solomon’s trees to wither. Nevertheless, Solomon’s trees will bloom again in the “future (hour
of redemption)”; however, it does not say if gentiles will benefit at that time.

314 John called the people of God, “son.” While in other books “son” may have had messianic
implications, John never called Jesus “son.” The term he used for Jesus was “Lamb.” The
meaning John imputed to “son” seemed to be “seed.” The significance of “son” will be
discussed in the next chapter.

81515 2:2
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explained as a midrashic hariza connecting the Tree of Life of Genesis to
Ezekiel’'s eschatological trees. Additionally, John’s Tree of Life likely reflected the
midrashic extra-mundane significance of the supernal Tree of Life and the

preexistent Garden of Eden in the celestial eternal sphere

DAY 4: SUN AND MOON

On the fourth day of creation in Genesis, God made the sun and the
celestial lights. In the book of Revelation, God and the Lamb take the place of
(and improve on) the sun and the lights. The dissolution of the heavenly sun and
the moon is additional evidence that the heavens no longer were separate from
the earth.

In addition to light being separated from darkness, which happened on
day one, there were now specific light sources: the sun and the moon in Genesis;

God and the Lamb in Revelation:

N7:70 |'M DI'D 'R 77207 DAY V1712 NIND DY DIN INY

God said, “Let there be lights in the expansive firmament border of the
heavens to separate between the day and the night

DY) D' DTV DNRYG 1)

and may they be for signs and for seasons and for days years.

[27'0'L YIXD 7Y 'Rn7 DMain v mikn7 1l:

And may they be for lights in the expansive firmament border of heaven
to shine upon the land. And it was so0.”

D'77a0 NIXAD YU NN DAY Wyl
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And God made two of the large lights:

D'Id0 NXI N7 N7¢nn? o0 iNADTNIXI DFD N7YANY 7 Tan NikADNX:
the large light to rule the day and the small light to rule the night, as well
as the stars.

YIRDT7Y RDY DIRWD Y'pIa DX DDX DL

God set them in the expansive firmament border to shine upon the land.
YN0 1 IRD 12 7T 0271 DR,

And to rule the day and night and to separate between the light and the
darkness. 2ip= D'Q7X KU

And God saw that it was good.

.....

And there was evening and there was morning: day four.

In the beginning, in Genesis, God created the sun, moon, and stars to rule and to
guide the seasons. These lights separated the light from the darkness, a
separation God declared “good.” They were placed in the heavens, in the
firmament. This was a location that was dissolved in Revelation since there was
no longer a “sea” or water separating the heavens and earth. The heavens had
descended to earth in the form of God’s home, the heavenly Jerusalem, unifying

all the previously separated elements.

The role of the sun and the moon of the fourth day of creation in Genesis

were taken over by God and the Lamb in Revelation’s new creation.
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Kai A TTOAIG oU xpeiav £xel ToU NAiou 00d¢ TAG aeARvVNG, iva Qaivwalv
auTh,

And the city does not need the sun nor the moon to give light to her

N yap 86&a 100 B0l £pwTioev alThyV, Kai O AUXVOg auTig TO dpviov.

for the Glory of God illuminated her, and her lamp: the Lamb (Revelation

21:23).

The rulers of the heaven-cum-earth were God and the Lamb, not, as in many
religions, the sun, moon, and stars. Thus, one more prospective bad thing was

dissolved: the worship of the sun, moon, and stars.

John seemed to have reached the transformation of the lights through a

hariza with Isaiah’s vision of the new creation:

A2 IRONT DD M DRIt iRYG Wnwin Tiy 390N

The sun will no longer be for you daily light and brightness of the moon
will not give light for you.

ARIXONY 'R D2V VK7 NIRRT

The Lord will become your light of the world and your god will become

your glory (Is. 60:19).

JPS translated the first line, “No longer shall you need the sun”; however,
literally, it translates as “The sun will no longer be.” Although John wrote, “no

longer need,” he seemed to be also saying the sun will “no longer be.”36

16 Cf. 1s 60:1: M 12y) DANY 727W1 YIRTNQ! WND MINT'D NIT 52y ! T3 IR N 12 1IN 1P
X! 2y iTia njn' : Arise, shine, for your light has come, and the glory of the Lord has risen
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Thus, in Revelation, John designated these two entities of light as God

and the Lamb.

Kai 1) TTOAIG oU xpeiav £xel ToU NAiou 000¢ TAG aeAvNG, iva Qaivwalv

auTh,

And the city does not need the sun nor the moon to give light to her,

N yap 66¢a 100 B0l £puwTioEV AUTAY,

For the Glory of God illuminated her,

Kai 0 AUxvog auTig 1O apviov.

And her lamp: the Lamb (21:23)
John interpreted Isaiah’s description, “the Lord will become the light of the world”
using the hariza and ribbd hermeneutics. The hariza hermeneutic tied Isaiah’s
description of God as the sun and moon to Genesis’s description of the creation
of the sun and moon. The ribbd hermeneutic, then, did not allow repetition, thus

Isaiah must have been referring to two different entities.

While in Isaiah, God was both lights, in Revelation God was one light and
the Lamb was the other light. While in Genesis, the sun and the moon lit up the
heavens, in Revelation, God and the Lamb light up the new Jerusalem from
within—although the new Jerusalem itself is part of the new heavens (combined
with earth).

The identity of the Lamb as the lamp may have been a hariza to Is 62:1,

upon you. For look! The darkness shall cover the earth, and thick darkness the peoples; but the
Lord will dawn upon you, and his glory will be seen upon you.
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For Zion's sake will I not be quiet,

VIPYN N7 DZYN! |YR'

and for Jerusalem's sake | will not be silent,
until the righteousness goes out as brightness,
WA T'979 ANVIYY

and her salvation as a burning lamp.

“Salvation” in Hebrew is the feminine form of the name of Jesus. Thus, the Lamb

being a lamp in the new Jerusalem may be an allusion to this verse.

John never mentioned Jesus by name as being in the new Jerusalem.
Instead, he described a Lamb. The use of the term “Lamb” may be a hariza to

Isaiah 53:74a,

VI NID) WA

He was oppressed, and he was afflicted,
"9 NN9' NI

yet he opened not his mouth:

221 N2Y7 N

he is brought as a lamb to the slaughter (KJV)

Thus, John’s closeness to the book of Isaiah likely influenced his depiction of a

slain lamb in Revelation.
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John of Patmos transformed the lights of Genesis into God and the Lamb
using hariza and ribbd analyses of the passage in Isaiah. The two main lights
which resided in heaven outside of earth in Genesis, became the illuminating
entities of God and the Lamb who resided inside the new conjoined heaven-
earth. The metaphoric language in Isaiah was made more physical, literal, and

material in John’s visions.

DAYS 5 & 6A: CREATURES

On day five and the first half of day six of creation in Genesis, God created
the fish, birds, and animals. In Revelation, the new creation lacked an earthly sea
in which the fish could reside. John’s new creation also lacked heavenly water
which created the sky for the birds to fly in.

Revelation’s new creation also lacked animals. Other prophetic visions of
paradise, such as Isaiah, described a new order of animals that did not fight or
kill, the lion lay down with the lamb, much like prelapsarian Eden. John’s new
Jerusalem Eden seemed to reflect an even earlier version of Eden—before the
creation of animals. Animals’ association with the curse of Genesis may have
been why they were not mentioned in Revelation—they were reminders of the
bad “first things.”

Revelation’s differences with the Eden of Genesis: exclusion of dark from
light, exclusion of the sea, and exclusion of animals, point to a negation of certain
symbols in Genesis. A binary negation or a reaction to a text demonstrated
influence from the text. Isaiah also created a new type of Eden. In Isaiah’s

paradise there were animals like in Eden and they were peaceful: there was no
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serpent eating dust, no lion eating straw like an ox, and no wolf and lamb feeding
together. This was not the case in Revelation’s Eden in which there are no
animals at all.

In Revelation, this negation of animals is likely because they were some of
the bad “beginning things” that were “forgotten.” First of all, animals were no
longer needed for food in the new Edenic Jerusalem. While this was also true in
the garden of Eden—animals were not eaten until after the flood—the animals
were part of creation and thus had a role as an etiology of the world. The new
Jerusalem could be reimagined without animals, thus there was no need for their
etiology. Animals were not necessary for food since the Tree of Life gave all the
food required. Similarly, in the first Eden the plants (not animals) were given to
humankind for food. This final Eden seemed to do the same. The animals were
superfluous and dangerous for the new Jerusalem.

Secondly, there was no longer a need for animals for sacrifice. There was
no sacrifice in the garden of Eden. The first sacrifice and first death occurred
after the curse: God sacrificed the first animals to make skins for Adam and Eve,
Abel offered God the best of his flock, Cain killed Abel. In the new Jerusalem of
Revelation, “Death is no longer” 6 6dvaTtog ouk €oTtal £Tl—including animal
death.?'” John'’s lack of sacrifice also paralleled early Jewish depictions of a
transformed cult in the days to come. Leviticus Rabba predicted that “all
sacrifices and prayer would be abolished in the Messianic days, except for

thanks offerings and thanksgiving prayers, because, as Isaac Judah Abrabanel

817 “Death will no longer exist” (Rev. 21:3).
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(1437-1508) explained, in those happy days there would be no Evil Inclination
and thus no sin.”®'® John’s depiction of God’s servants before his throne also was
similar to some early midrashim who described people killed on earth as
offerings before God.

Thirdly, and probably most importantly, animals’ association with the curse
of Genesis was another reason they did not persist. In Genesis, the serpent
deceived Eve, Eve tempted Adam, and they received curses and mortality. In
John’s effort to create a more perfect Eden, he eliminated elements that caused
the expulsion from the garden, namely the cleverest of all the animals, the
serpent. He also did away with the rest of the animals for safe measure. This
time, there was no serpent who might bring death and destruction as he did in
the first Eden. Revelation’s new creation was a do-over, containing nothing that
could lead to a repeat of the first curse: kai Trév katdBsua ouk éoTal €11 (“And
every cursed thing will not exist again”) (Rev. 22:3).

In contrast, Isaiah’s vision described a new Jerusalem as a utopia where

animals lived in peace with each other.

wiun Ayl N7 02NN R 0 D

...for look | am creating Jerusalem rejoicing, and her people exulting!
NYT i1 22 2ip TiY M2 yNYNY) R YY) D2¢N ML
IM'YLNZIVITNT IAN7 19V WNIERRTIR! 1722 IR TORD 47! N70) ART
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318 Rafael Patai, The Messiah Texts, (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1979) 247-248.
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...A wolf and a lamb will graze together. A lion will eat grass like a head
of cattle. A snake will eat dust as his food. They will not bring evil and
they will not destroy anywhere on my holy mountain, says the Lord. (Is.

65: 19b, 25).

In Isaiah’s vision, the animals would live in vegetarian peace. The serpent would
still only get dust to eat, an allusion to the curse in Genesis; signifying
powerlessness. No animals would harm the people in that holy place. Revelation
differed from both the Garden of Eden and Isaiah’s utopia in that there was no
mention of a serpent or any animals. It was not enough to make the serpent

powerless, in John’s new Jerusalem the satanic serpent was “forgotten.”

Moreover, there were no spaces for the animals to live: no sea for the fish
and water animals, no sky for the birds, and no wild land for the wild animals.
Each of these three places was associated with curses: sea with Tiamat, sky with
the flood, and uncultivated land with demons. Domesticated animals, on the
other hand, were associated with sacrifice in the temple, feasts, and wealth--yet,
even these do not appear in John's new Eden.

Perhaps the reason for the lack of domestic animals is, again, the
association with the curses of Eden. John's Revelation in a sense moves the new
Adam back into prelapsarian and presapiential Eden, and even further back to
before God formed Eve from Adam's body, and back before God tried to find a
companion from the animals for Adam.

More than Isaiah’s utopian vision of long life and peace, Revelation’s

Edenic Jerusalem vision was a new life free of pain, toil, and death. Unlike the
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garden of Eden after the curses, John’s Eden reflected the road not taken: eating
of the Tree of Life rather than the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil. John
midrashically took Isaiah’s reference to first things being forgotten and overlaid it
with the creation account of Genesis. John erased the bad “beginnings” of Eden
and preserved the good “beginnings.” While John’s first mention of a new heaven
and new earth seemed to be an allusion to Isaiah, as he continued to describe
this new creation it became clearer that the backdrop of his new creation was the
Genesis original.

In Revelation lay an echo of the creation story of Genesis modified
through midrashic hariza, especially to Isaiah. Additionally, since John was not
operating in a vacuum, these midrashic connections reflected rabbinical
midrashic interpretations of his time. Moreover, as a Jew in the first century,
John'’s visions and modifications also reflected the millennium of Jewish
contemplation on what went wrong in the original creation.

Torah primacy, a characteristic of midrash, was arguably found in this first
mention of a new heaven and new earth. John based his vision of a new heaven
and earth on the paradigmatic creation story in Genesis, despite “the first heaven
and first earth” going away. Thus, the exegetical background of Revelation 21:1--
the opening verse for John’s visions of the new Jerusalem—was a hariza of
Genesis 1:1 to Isaiah 65:17.

The hariza connection between Genesis’s creation and Isaiah’s new
creation was the main key to understanding how John derived his new Jerusalem

vision. As in Isaiah’s vision, John described the “first things” as going away.
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John’s interpretation of this phrase seemed to be that the bad elements of Eden
were forgotten while the good elements remained. There were no more animals
and no more sea because of the hariza interpretation of Isaiah’s phrase, “the first
things will be forgotten” as a reference to the bad first things of Genesis’s
creation. Thus, there was no more sea dividing the land, dividing the sky,
separating heaven from earth, or being a source of chaos. While Isaiah’s new
Jerusalem was a utopian ideal, John’s new Jerusalem seemed to be restoring a
primordial and prelapsarian Eden.

Understanding the principle of ribbd elucidated how John interpreted
passages from the Prophets. This principle demonstrated an interpretation of
Isaiah in which God became the sun, and the Lamb became the moon. Likewise,
this principle explained how the Tree of Life from Genesis was restored and
modified using ribbd interpretations of Ezekiel.

By considering John’s vision of the new Jerusalem midrashically and
basing his vision on Genesis’s creation stories and Isaiah’s’ new creation visions,
the composition of Revelation can be elucidated.

John conflated characteristics of eschatological visions of Jerusalem from
the Prophets with a perfected Eden, using midrashic legerdemain and a
millennium of Jewish reflection on the first creation stories. The midrashic
approach explained the transformation of the first five and a half days of the
Genesis creation story into the new Edenic Jerusalem. The following chapters

will further unravel how the midrashic approach explains the transformation of

213



Adam and Eve and the Sabbath from the Genesis account into the new

Jerusalem account.
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CHAPTER 5

JOHN’S NEW JERUSALEM MIDRASH ON CREATION: DAY 6B

There are two labels for the people who inhabit John’s new creation: son
and bride. There is also a label for the people who are barred from the new
Jerusalem: transgressors. The significance of John’s son, bride, and
transgressors can be better understood through the lens of midrash—both the
midrashic techniques and the midrashic traditions. Midrashic techniques explain
the complicated connections to Hebrew scriptures which help define the labels of
son, bride, and transgressors. Midrashic traditions help elucidate the way other
Jews of Late Antiquity thought about the terms son, bride, and transgressors.
John of Patmos’s characters in the new Jerusalem are clarified when both
midrashic techniques and midrashic traditions are considered.

The principle of Torah primacy would point to John’s son, bride, and
transgressors as a development of Genesis’s Adam and Eve; however, these
archetypes do not follow the chronology of the pair from the Genesis creation
story. In Genesis, Adam and Eve first inhabit Eden, then Adam and Eve
transgress and are expelled from Eden. Instead of this diachronic progression of
Adam and Eve from included to excluded, in the final two chapters of Revelation,
John envisioned concurrently the blessed ones who inhabited Paradise and the

transgressors who were expelled from Paradise.
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SON

There were three main meanings associated with the word “son.” “Son”
was reminiscent of Adam but was also a messianic title and reminiscent of the
promises to Abram (as discussed in the last chapter) and to David. In Revelation,
the promises to Abram and David found their fulfilment in the people who
inherited the promised land, the new Edenic Jerusalem.

The key verse from John's vision of the new Jerusalem that described the
people of God as “son” was Revelation 21:7. This verse described the people as
God’s own son, a title usually reserved for the messiah or the king.

John writes:

O VIKOV KAnpovopnoel TadTa,

The conquering one will inherit these things and

Kai Egopal auTt® Bedg

| will be to him God

Kai auTdg £0Tal YOI UidG.

And he will be to me son (Rev. 21:7)319,

Some translations, such as the Annotated Jewish New Testament, translated
uiég as “children.” This was a more egalitarian translation but it obscured the

echoes of the word “son.”3?° The word “son” was an echo of many ideas in the

Hebrew Bible, especially, Adam (the first son of God), the messianic kingly

318 Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own

20 The Buber-Rozenwieg leitwort method of translation maintains consistency in the words used
so that one can “hear” the “echoes” of the Hebrew words used in the text.
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connotations of the son of God, and the synonym for son: “seed.” Each of these
three nuances of the word “son” influenced John’s description of the son in the

new Jerusalem.

1. SON AS NEW ADAM

First, “son” denoted a new Adam. In the Genesis Jahwist creation
account, God formed the first male human out of the earth, essentially siring a
son, whom he then gives the garden of Eden. Similarly, in the new creation,
God’s “son” inherits the new Jerusalem, a new Eden. This new Edenic Jerusalem
was enlarged to make up a massive part of the earth. Moreover, this new Adam
did not succumb to temptation to eat from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and
Evil. This new Adam was a “conqueror” who was given permission to eat from

the Tree of Life.

2. SON AS KING MESSIAH

Secondly, “son” denoted the messiah, the promised king, the son of
David. John’s phrase, “l will be his father and he will be my son,” may be hariza
of two messianic passages. One was Nathan’s prophecy to David, that one of his
descendants, his “seed,” will reign forever and will build God’s house. The other
was Psalm 2 which described a king reigning on Zion as God’s son.

Nathan’s monarchal prophecy to David described a time when Solomon,
David’s heir, will build the First Temple. Because of the description of this
kingdom as eternal, this prophecy was subsequently interpreted as a reference

to an eternal messianic king and to an eternal Jerusalem.
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V'DAXTNN DY ALK 1D

When your days are filled up and you lie down with your fathers,

.....

Which will come forth from within you and | will establish his kingdom.
"AY7 NIATNIR! NI

He will build a house for my name,

:0RIVTTY P70 RQITNN DD

And | will establish the throne of his kingdom forever.

27 "77ni! NID)ARYT 770NN

| will become his father and he will be my son (2 Sam 7:13-14a).

In this passage, David’s kingly descendent was described as both his “seed” and

God’s “son.” John may have connected this passage to the new Jerusalem as a

new “house for my name” which the new “son” builds for God’s name.

In this passage, the king built God’s temple, just as Solomon did.

Solomon, however, did not reign forever. But in Revelation, God as king built the

new Jerusalem, and his “son” reigned with him forever.3?!

John’s description of the people in the new Jerusalem as God’s son was a

harizah to Psalm 2:

321 Similarly, Adela Yarbro Collins describes three types of new Jerusalem among the DSS:
people, place built by God; place built by people (“The Dream of a New Jerusalem at Qumran,”
231-254).
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YT (YD 1270 10D K

I myself have installed my king upon Zion, my holy hill.
nin: 78 N920K

| will relate the decree of the Lord:

N NAR 92 2N DN

He said to me, “My son you are, mine” (Psalm 2:6-7).

This was similar to the passage in Revelation (mentioned above) where John

wrote,

Kai Egopal auT@® B0 Kai alTOG E0TAI HOI UIGG

I will be to him God, and he shall be to me a son (21:7b).

John referred to the people in the new Jerusalem as “son.” As in Psalm 2, they
were installed upon “Zion, my holy hill.”
Additionally, much like the son who reigned in Psalm 2, John described

conquering sons as reigning in the new Jerusalem:

OTI KUpPIOG 6 BedG QwTioEl €T aUTOUG, Kai BacIAEUCOUGIV €iG TOUG Qilvag
TV QAiVWV.
For the Lord God will shine upon them and they will reign forever and

ever (Revelation 22:5).

In the full context of this verse, though, it is unclear if “they” refered to God’s

people or to God and the Lamb.

Kal TTav KaTdBeua oUK EoTal £TI.

No longer will there be anything accursed,
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Kai 60 Bpovog 1ol B€0l kai ToU dpviou év alTih €0Tal,

but the throne of God and of the Lamb will be in it,

Kai oi doUAol auTol AaTtpeloouaiv auT®,

and his servants will worship him.

Kai 6yovTal 10 TTpdowTTov auTtod, Kai 1O évopa auTod £TTi TV JETWTTWV
auT@V.

They will see his face, and his name will be on their foreheads.
Kai vUEg oUK €aTal FETI kai foUk €xouaiv xpeiav? FowTog AUxvou Kai
M wTdC onAiou,

And night will be no more. They will need no light of lamp or sun,
OTI KUpPI0G 6 BedG wTioEl 01€TT aUTOUG,

for the Lord God will be their light,

Kai BaciAeUooualv €ig TOUG aivag TV aiwvwy (NA28 Rev:3-5).

and they will reign forever and ever (ESV Rev 22:3-5).

“They” in this verse either referred to the servants or God and the Lamb. Since,
in the previous verse God alone will be their light, “they” could be referring to the
“they” who “need no light of lamp or sun.” Of course, God would also be ruling,
and, since both God and the Lamb will be on the throne, “they” could be God and
the Lamb ruling from the throne together.

Nevertheless, in Revelation, the “son” who “conquered” and “served” God
could also be the kingly “son” of Psalm 2 who reigned. Interestingly, John did not
describe Jesus with the word “son.” Moreover, evidence that the “son” referred to

the people of Israel is reinforced by John’s reliance on Isaiah.
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3. SON AS SEED

Isaiah often described the people of God as the “seed of Jacob.” “Seed”
could be collective or singular; thus, it would make more sense to call the people
of God the collective “seed” rather than the singular synonym “son.” Even so,
John’s choice of the word “son” also implied “seed.” Thus, John was alluding to

the biblical references of the “seed” of Abraham, Isaac, and/or Jacob.

M0 WIT DTN YT APy MIRYIN]

I will bring out of Jacob as seed, and out of Judah an inheritor of my
mountains;

NRYTIY! TTAYL N MY

and my chosen ones shall inherit it, and my servants shall dwell there (Is

65:9).

In this verse “seed” began as a singular reference to the “inheritor” but then
became a collective reference to “my chosen ones” and “servants.” The “son” in
John’s visions also is “an inheritor of my mountains,” also are “my chosen ones,”
and also are “my servants,” and also “dwell there.”3?? Thus, John called the
people of God “son” to express the promises made to the “seed” which find

fulfilment in the new Jerusalem.

John calling the people of the new Jerusalem “son” signified three things.
First, because John’s new Jerusalem was like a new Eden, the “son,” then, was

like a new Adam. Secondly, “son” was a messianic title: “son” recalled the

322 Cf. Is 41:8, 42:1, 45:19
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promises to King David that he would have a son (or seed) who would rule on the
throne.

Thirdly, the use of the word “son” was an allusion to the word “seed” which
recalled the promises to the “son” or “seed” of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. One
of the many promises to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob was that their seed would inherit
the land (of Israel). The “son” then in the new Edenic Jerusalem was not only a
new Adam starting over but the “seed” who inherited all of the promises God

made to his people, Israel, and the messianic “seed” who inherited the throne.

BRIDE

The “bride” was the female counterpart to the “son” in John’s visions. The
“bride,” though did not live in the new Jerusalem; the “bride” was the new
Jerusalem. The bride did not inherit the Tree of Life, the bride did not inherit the
throne, the bride did not inherit the Land; the bride was the Land. As a bride,
though, she was prepared for her wedding.

The identity of the “bride” may be multifaceted. First of all, unlike the “son”
being connected to Adam; the bride was not connected to Eve. Perhaps the
reason for this absence of a daughter was the negative connotations of Eve. One
definition of “bride” was the people of Israel. The biblical prophetic books
commonly used “bride” to describe the covenantal relationship between the
people of Israel and God. Thus, in John’s description of the new Eden, the “son”
and the “bride” may be the same thing: the chosen people of God. A second
definition of bride will be considered in the following chapter: God’s presence.

Two potential grooms will be considered here: the Lamb and God. In the
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following chapter, a third potential groom will be considered, the son.

EVE's DISINHERITANCE

Even though the new Jerusalem is like a new Eden, which meant that the
people who populate it are like new Adams and Eves, the people are called “son”
and “bride” rather than “son” and “daughter.” This may be because this new
Jerusalem is not only new but an improved Eden, which meant the negative “first
things” are “forgotten.” Eve, the daughter, was one of the negative first things.

One of the reasons the bride was not called the daughter in John’s new
Jerusalem may be because of Eve’s association with the “fall” and the curses of
the garden of Eden. The blame for listening to the serpent rested more heavily on
Eve than Adam in early Jewish traditions.

For example, in Genesis Rabbah, Eve is not only blamed for listening to
the serpent, she herself is conflated with the serpent.

nin MUK DY DTN Ry

The man named his wife Eve

nUND [IRxY A '] NNNXA ANYIND NN

She was given to him as an advisor, but she was found to be like a
serpent
In this first example, Eve’s name was compared to two other words. Eve’s name
hawwah was compared with hiwya, an Aramaic word for serpent and hawwah,

the Aramaic word for stating an opinion.323

323 This is connected to the word hawwah meaning to state an opinion (Freedman, 170 note 1).
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This passage continued with another opinion on Eve. Not only did she

lead Adam astray, but she lead all of humanity astray.

NTAX NNIT AR [IURID DTR A7 M0 7N DK 12T

[Another matter: “Eve”,] the first man “showed” (nyn) her how many

generations she had made lost.

According to this opinion, Adam knew what Eve had done. Morevoer, he showed
her that she caused many generations to lose Eden. Many generations, though,

was not forever.

This passage continued with a third opinion on Eve which is similar to the

first: Eve was like the serpent.

240N RN XS QNN RN DN KON D)
R’ Aha said, [as] the serpent was your serpent, [so] you were Adam’s

serpent.32°

In the biblical account, Eve failed to overcome the temptation of the serpent and
ate the forbidden fruit. Then, Eve offered the fruit to Adam. This rabbinical
passage argued that Eve herself was the serpent for Adam. Just as the serpent

offered the fruit to Eve, so Eve offered the fruit to Adam.

324 331 n'wna Bereishit Rabba, vocalized by '7a'n nx nwun Moshe Arieh Mirgain, part 1, (Tel
Aviv: Yavneh Publishing House, 1968), 80. Based on the unvocalized text
by a7k yiani wTx'n nTin J. Theodor and Ch. Albeck, x21 n'wna wan Midrash Bereshit Rabba:
Critical Edition with Notes and Commentary, 3 Volumes (Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books, 1965),
vol. 1, 96.

325 Genesis Rabbah 20, 11.
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There were three plays on words with Eve’s name in this midrash—none
of them are from the biblical explanation. In the biblical text, Adam named his
wife hawwah, meaning “giver of life” as was explained in the biblical text, but in
this midrashic passage there were three alternative and negative explanations.
Two are plays on the word for “serpent.”

Eve’s name hawwah shared its root with hiwya, an Aramaic word for
serpent. The first explanation connected Eve’s name with both the word for
“advisor” and the word for “serpent.” The first explanation was that Eve was given
to man to be “as his advisor” anuin> but was found to be “like his serpent” nmno.

The second explanation for Eve’s name was that Adam “showed her” 7% 77 how

many generations she made lost. The third explanation was that Eve was like a
serpent for Adam: “the serpent was your serpent, but you were Adam’s serpent”
DINT X7 AR M0 R1)7. Again, this explanation tied the root of Eve’s name to the
name for serpent.

If this connotation of Eve with the serpent was shared by John, it would
help explain why John only used the masculine “son” in his description of the
people who populate the new Jerusalem, and not “son and daughter.” Thus,
John has a new Adam in his new creation Paradise but not a new Eve.

In John’s new Edenic Jerusalem, the son (Adam) had a redeemed role
but, there was no mention of a daughter (Eve). Since, according to the the
midrashic interpretation of Genesis 2, Eve and the serpent robbed humanity of
Paradise and immortality, in Revelation’s portrayal of the new Eden, Eve and the

serpent (and other animals) no longer existed. Eve and the serpent were
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reminders of the curse— “first things” that “went away”: T& TpQTa dAABav (Rev
21:4). The cypher hariza for John’s new Jerusalem was the eschatological
passage in Isaiah connected to Genesis: “The first things will not be remembered
and will not weigh on the heart" (Is 65:17). The *first things” or “beginnings” were
the curse and the things associated with the curse, i.e., Eve, i.e., the daughter.
Thus, there was no opportunity for John’s new Eden to be corrupted.

Nevertheless, there was an acceptable female in this new Paradise: the “bride.”

THE BRIDE AS THE PEOPLE OF GOD

The “bride” in Revelation was an archetype of a pure type of woman, in
contrast to the problematic Eve. This pure archetypal bride had the potential for
either good or bad as a married woman: good, such as the exalted wife of
Proverbs 39; or bad, such as the unfaithful wife often described by the prophets.
Thus, Jerusalem as bride rather than Eve and rather than wife was
uncomplicatedly good.

One possible identification of the Jerusalem bride was the people of Israel.
In the Hebrew Bible and elsewhere, God’s people were most often identified with
the moniker “Israel” or “the children of Israel”’; however, occasionally, "Jerusalem”
took the place of “Israel” in this label.

Just as the name “Israel” could mean either the land or the people, so too
“Jerusalem” could mean either the city or the people. One difference, though,
was the gender of these two terms. “Israel” was another name for Jacob (the
male eponymous primogenitor of the Israelite people). “Jerusalem” and “city,”

though, were exclusively female terms in.
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In some prophetic texts the gender of Israel (the people) was changed to
female by using a signifier such as bride, wife, or Jerusalem. For example, the
prophet Isaiah switched back and forth between labeling the people of God as
the male “seed of Jacob,” and the female “bride” or “wife” of God.

John’s designation of Jerusalem as a bride may be an allusion to Isaiah.
The following passage in Isaiah described God making promises about
Jerusalem and reassuring her that he would never stop loving her and protecting
her. God would turn her into a crown of jewels, nations would flock to her
bringing gifts, she would be lit from within, she would be named “new,” her sons

would marry her, and God would rejoice as a bridegroom over her.

LIPYR N7 DZYN! (V' NYDK N7 JiY |vnY

For Zion's sake | will not keep silent, and for Jerusalem's sake | will not
be quiet,

until her righteousness goes forth as brightness, and her salvation as a
burning torch.

T2 DR A TY DA X

The nations shall see your righteousness, and all the kings your glory,
and you shall be called by a new name that the mouth of the LORD will
give [or engrave.

NINITTI MDD NQY NN

You shall be a crown of beauty in the hand of the LORD,
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DRI NAM N iy

and a royal diadem in the hand of your God.

NANY TIV IMXTNT XINT N2TY TV 7 NN

You shall no more be termed Forsaken, and your land shall no more be
termed Desolate,

NIV XN ATYON KR A7 1D

but you shall be called My Delight Is in Her, and your land Married;
I7yAM XN A2 NN YN

for the LORD delights in you, and your land shall be married.

122 AV NEN2 N Y

For as a young man marries a young woman, so shall your sons marry
you,

A Y W'Y 07w nn wind

and as the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so shall your God rejoice
over you.

NV AN AQTYON KL A7 1D

because you will be named, My Delight is in Her, and your land,32¢

Married,

326 |n this passage the land is a conflation of the people and one particular land, the promised
land. In this passage God marries the land. //Adamah is cursed on account of Adam (Gen
3:17)—connection between person and land both in curse and in similarity of names.

Cf. Gershom Scholem describes an early Jewish view of hieros gamos as God marrying the
female personification of the land, called “Edem,” a combination of the words Eden and
adamah. Adam is the symbol of the union of God and Edem. In On the Kaballah and its
Symbolism, translated by Ralph Manheim, New York; Schocken Books, 1965, 164f. This idea
plays on the theme found here of the conflation of land and people as well as the idea of God
marrying the land/people.
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{2W2aR NI A2 I YaNTT

for in her is the delight of the Lord and her land will be married

132 12V NN N 7Y

For as a young man marries a young woman, so shall your sons marry
you,

AN VY WY 0T NN wiwnd

and as the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so shall your God rejoice

over you. (ESV Is. 62:1-4).

In this passage in Isaiah, Jerusalem represented five things: the city, the land,
the people, the people’s bride, and God’s bride. The people and the land were

linked in Isaiah’s passage.3?’

Jerusalem as people signified all of the people of Israel. Jerusalem as city
signified all of the land of Israel. Jerusalem as bride, though, had a dual meaning.
Jerusalem was both the bride of the “sons” and the bride of God.

In Isaiah, God was not always a loving husband to his bride. Neverthelss,
his anger was brief. Moreover, God promised to restore the people to the land

and to himself. For example, Isaiah wrote,
MY NIXAY NN POV 192 1D
For your husband is your maker, the Lord of armies is his name.

RP VIR DI TR iR IR

327 The fluidity of people and land is taken further in the writings of Rav Kuk who argues that the
land of Israel infuses the Jewish people with their Jewishness when they live on it. Kuk was the
first rabbi of Palestine before Israel was created in 1948.
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Your redeemer is called the holy one of Israel, God of all the land.

NI AR DY NXYE DQUTY NYRD™D

For like an abandoned wife, pained in heart, the Lord has called you—
'Y X OXAN ' D')V) YK

A wife of one’s youth, because she was rejected, says your God.

QNAZR D272 DRI DAY [P v

For barely a moment | abandoned you, but with expansive compassion |

will gather you back (Is. 54:5-7).

In this simile of the rejected wife, God assured the people of their restoration to

the Land and to God.

Isaiah’s depiction of the people as a bride affected the labels he used.
Since Hebrew words were usually either masculine or feminine, Isaiah included
feminine words when describing the people of Israel. “Jerusalem” was a feminine
word while “Israel” was either feminine or masculine. “Israel,” moreover, had
masculine connotations since it was another name for the male Jacob who bore
12 sons. These 12 sons in turn, created the 12 tribes of Israel. On the other
hand, “Jerusalem” and “city” were exclusively feminine and “land” was almost
exclusively feminine. In Isaiah’s metaphors of the people as God’s bride, Isaiah
used the feminine term for the people: Jerusalem.

John was influenced by Isaiah’s depictions; however, John often filtered
Isaiah’s images through midrashic interpretations of Eden. Like Isaiah, John

described the people alternately as the singular or collective “son” which
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corresponded to Isaiah’s “seed” and the singular but collective “bride.” Thus, both
Isaiah and John described the people as male and female, not concurrently, but
consecutively and alternately. In the female’s relationship with God, she was the
bride and God was the husband. In the male’s relationship, he was the son and
God was the father. These two people never had a relationship with each other
and were not a human couple. Rather, they were part of a pair in which the other

half was God.328

TRANSGRESSORS

John’s list of transgressions overlapped in some ways with other lists of
ancient transgressions, such as rabbinical sin lists and Pauline sin lists. John’s
list, did however, diverge from these ancient transgression lists in some areas.
This could partly be explained by the idea that John was making a connection to
the sins of Eden. This could also be explained through hariza to Isaiah who
excluded the unclean and uncircumcised from the final Jerusalem. John seemed
to develop his descriptions of who was excluded from the new Jerusalem through
all three of these: ancient sin lists, Genesis, and Isaiah.

John specifically named eight types of transgressors who were excluded

from the new Jerusalem:

TOI¢ O¢ DEINOTG Kai ATTioTOIC Kai £RdEAUYPEVOIC Kai poveTal

328 John did not seem to be influenced by Eden in this scenario unless one considered Adam’s
relationship with God before the creation of Eve. In the pre-Eve depiction, God showed Adam
all the animals. Similarly, in Revelation, there was no Eve and no animals. There was just Adam
and God. In the following chapter, the idea that God was the bride and Adam was the groom will
be considered.
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But the cowardly and unfaithful and the abhorrent and murderers3?°
Kai TTOPVOIG Kai GAapPPAKOIG

And licentious and those who practice divination,

Kai €idWAOAGTPAIG Kai TTACT TOIG WeUdETIV

Slaves of idols and all who are false,

TO YEPOG aUTQV &V TR Aipvn TH Kalouévn TTupi Kai Beiw,

Their portion is in the sea of fire and sulfur;

0 €0TIv 0 BAvaTog O deUTEPOC

This is the second death (Rev 21:8).

Each type of transgressor merited the inheritance of death. Like the original
Adam and Eve, they were expelled from the new Paradise. Instead of inheriting
the water of life and the Tree of Life of the new Eden, their portion was the water

of death, outside of the new Jerusalem.

While possible that John borrowed this list of transgressors from another
source; it was also possible he developed it through midrashic hariza with
Genesis. One supporting piece of evidence is the fact that John’s list did not line
up entirely with either extant writings of Paul or rabbinical writings. If John
modified the standard sin list, the question then would be, what were the
reasons? If the hypothesis that John was basing the new Jerusalem on Eden
was applied here, each of these eight descriptions could be tied to

transgressions of the first family in Genesis: 1, cowardly; 2, unfaithful; 3,

329 “Murderers” could be a reference to the first murderer: Cain.
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abhorrent; 4, murderers; 5, licentious; 6, practitioners of divination; 7, slaves of

idols; and 8, those who are false.

PAUL’S SIN LISTS

John’s list of eight transgressors only partially overlaped with Paul’s lists of
transgressors. With one of Paul’s lists, 1 Cor 6:9-10, only two of the nine
transgressors overlap: the sexually immoral and idolaters. Paul’s seven other
examples of transgressors are different than John’s: adulterers, homosexual
offenders, thieves, the greedy, drunkards, slanderers, and swindlers,” although
the first two, “homosexual offenders” and “adulterers” might be included with the
category of “licentious.” With Paul’s list of the “acts of the flesh” in Gal 5:19-21,
four of the descriptions were like John’s, including: sexual immorality, impurity,
idolatry and witchcraft. Paul’s other eleven transgressions were different:
debauchery, hatred, discord, jealousy, fits of rage, selfish ambition, dissensions,

factions, envy, drunkenness, and orgies.

RABBINICAL SIN LISTS

While there were many transgressions that were forbidden in rabbinical
writings, there was one list of absolutely forbidden transgressions. There was a
rabbinical principle that life must be preserved even if a transgression must be
committed; however, there were certain transgression that must never be
committed even if one must sacrifice one’s life. Pikuah ha-nefes was the
principle that one must rescue a life rather than die for a commandment. This

was also described as “transgress and do not be killed” (xa &1 qiay). This
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principle was an interpretation of the verse: "You shall keep my decrees and my
laws that a person will do and live by them, | am God." (Leviticus 18:5)
Nevertheless, several commandments cannot under any circumstances be
violated.

In Sanhedrin 74a (12), the rabbis discussed which commandments must
never be transgressed, even to the point of sacrificing one’s life. After this
passage, they continued to discuss why these three categories cannot be
violated and they also bring up other reasons for standing firm in the face of

persecution to the point of death.

NTIAYN YIN 20 7R1712Y' 100N 781112V DTR? NI DX NINAY NNy ‘9
DT NID'DYI NIMY 17'21 DI

All transgressions that are in the Torah, if one says to a man,
“Transgress and you will not be killed,” then transgress and do not be
killed, except for the transgressions: idol worship, forbidden sexual

relations, and shedding of blood (Sanhedrin 74a).

JOHN’S SIN LISTS

The pikuah ha-nefes transgressions were similar to three of the eight forbidden
sins from John'’s list of transgressors who did not inherit the new Jerusalem:
slaves of idols, licentious people, and murderers. Idol worship described the
activities of “slaves of idols.” Forbidden sexual relations described the activities of

“licentious people.” Shedding of blood described the activities of “murderers.”

IDOLATERS, COWARDLY, AND UNFAITHFUL
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Keeping the background of pikuah ha-nefes in mind, it could follow that
the category, “slaves of idols” was bundled together with two other
transgressions from John'’s list: the cowardly and the unfaithful. This was
because according to some accounts from late antiquity, Jewish people were
tested with idolatry. If they would not sacrifice to idols, they were killed. To uphold
the commandment to not worship idols, they would need to be faithful and brave.

This situation could be compared to the garden of Eden: instead of
“sanctifying the name” of God (giddu$§ hasém) by standing firm in the face of
temptation by the serpent, Adam and Eve cowardly and unfaithfully turned from
God’s commandment and ate the forbidden fruit. “Sanctifying the name”
described Jews in the early centuries who refused to bow down to idols or offer
sacrifices but instead bravely and faithfully sacrificed their lives for the sake of
God’s commandments. People who “profaned the name” were those who gave in
to the oppressors and offered the sacrifice to idols, thus becoming the “slaves of

idols” rather than the servants of God.

MURDERERS

John’s fourth transgression, murder, was also one of the three Jewish
transgressions for which one must die rather than commit. The first murderer was
usually identified as Cain, but rabbinical commentary also applied it to Eve. As
noted in the earlier cited midrash, one of the explanations for Eve’s name was

that she brought death to many generations:

ATAX NNIT DD IYRID DT A7 NI ,NI0 DK 12T
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[Another matter: “Eve”,] the first man “showed” (n1n) her how many

generations she had made lost.330

The explanation for Eve’s name in the biblical text was that she was the “mother
of all the living” but the explanation for her name in the rabbinical texts seemed to
be that she was the mother of all the dead. In rabbinical commentary, usually
Eve received the blame more than Adam for bringing death to humanity. n7ax
meant to “cause to perish.” To make perish could have either meant to make

“lost” from the garden of Eden or to make “perish” as in bring death.

LICENTIOUS

John’s fifth description, “licentious,” was also one of the three forbidden
Jewish transgressions, even to the point of death. Licentious may not have been
surprising as a description for the garden of Eden since, in the Catholic tradition,
sexual intercourse was considered the forbidden fruit. However, in the Jewish
tradition, sexual intercourse between husband and wife was not considered
“licentious,” but there were other categories of sexual intercourse that were
considered fornication and were forbidden to the point of death. If John was
connecting “licentious” to the garden of Eden, it would not be between Adam and
Eve but instead to the rabbinical tradition of forbidden sex in the garden.

What may be surprising was the rabbinical idea that there were spirits or
demons who had sexual relations with Adam and Eve. Genesis Rabba 20, 11

added another explanation for Eve’s name: mother of demons,

330 Genesis Rabbah 20, 11.
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Rabbi Simon said, “the mother of all living” means “of all living beings,”
1in'0 " MNT

For Rabbi Simon said:

DTXN NN NYI9Y MY DY RN 7D

All one hundred and thirty years that Eve was separated from Adam
[Albek “Adam separated from Eve” niny DTy win'o],

,0NN NT7I' X'DJ,NIAN 'NRNDNA DNRTI NN AW

there were male spirits who were warmed from her and she gave birth
from them,

3311mn niTint ,0TXN NINANDNA NiQZ) NN

while the female spirits were warmed by Adam and they bore from

him.332

This passage described the proliferation of demons that plagued humanity. If

John was thinking of those who acted “licentiously,” as Adam and Eve did in the

garden, he was more likely to be thinking of forbidden intercourse with demons,

than sanctified intercourse with each other.

While both Adam and Eve took part in the creation of demons, Eve alone

was named “mother of all beings,” i.e., mother of demons. In John’s vision of the

331 han n'wna Bereishit Rabba, translated into modern Hebrew by 'z nix nwn Moshe Arieh
Mirgain, part 1, (Tel Aviv: Yavneh Publishing House, 1968), 155.

332 cf. Genesis Rabba XX, 11; Freedman, transl., London: Soncino Press, 1939, 170.
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new Eden, there would be no human intercourse, no demons, and no more

hybrid demon-human breeding.

DIVINATION

John’s sixth transgression: “practitioners of papudkoig” was related to but
distinct from idol worship. Idol worship in the ancient world was a public
communal offering, while divination was more private. Divination could involve
either the Jewish God or other gods. If John was thinking of the garden of Eden,
divination may have pertained to Eve “divining” the serpent’s words. Another
definition of papudkoig was “poison.” John may also have been referring to
Adam and Eve being “poisoned” by the fruit. Thus, “practitioners of divination”
could have also meant “practitioners of poison.”3® These definitions may have
related to the transgressions of the garden of Eden: divining the words of the
serpent and eating the poisonous fruit.

John seemed influenced by the rabbinical discussion of pikuah ha-nefe$
(to-the-point-of-death) transgressions that must not be committed in six of his
transgressions: murder, illicit sex, and idolatry, cowardly, unfaithful, and
divination. John also seemed influenced by midrashic interpretations of the
transgressions of the garden of Eden: Eve as murderer, the falsehood, divination,
and idol worship of the serpent, illicit sex with demons in the garden of Eden, and

the cowardly, abhorrent, false, and unfaithful act of eating the fruit of the Tree of

333 This word could also mean “medicine” which seems to have been the serpents argument:
Eve’s eyes would be opened/healed by the medicine of the fruit.
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Knowledge of Good and Evil. Thus, what expelled Adam and Eve from Eden and
lead to death also expelled people from the new Eden, the new Jerusalem, and

lead to the “second death” (Rev 21:8).

UNCLEAN

In addition to John’s transgressor list, John added the description
“unclean” to those who will not get to enter the new Jerusalem. Transgressions
made a person unclean; also being a gentile made a person unclean. John
alluded to Isaiah’s prohibition of “unclean and uncircumcised” but left off
“‘uncircumcised.” This modification likely occurred because of eschatological
expectations concerning gentiles in the world to come, but the modification may
also have occurred because of the lack of circumcision in Eden.

Revelation 22:15 may have been an editorial addition; however, if it was
aligned with Rev 21:17, “dogs” may have been a synonym for “unclean.” Most
commentators in fact, have argued that “dogs” referred to those who were
unclean.33* The uncleanliness of dogs may have stemmed from their eating of
the bones from the temple. For example, a reconstructed text from the Dead Sea
Scrolls said, “And one should not let dogs [enter the holy camp] because they
might eat [some of the bones from the temple and the flesh upon] them because
Jerusalem [is the holy camp, it is the place].”3® One could also imagine dogs

eating the bones of corpses which would incur impurity. In the new Jerusalem,

334 JANT 575; Lupieri 360

335 4AQMMT (=4Q396 col. Il line 9-11)
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there would be no bones—neither from animals, because there were none, or
people, because they could not die. Since “unclean” was one of the words John
used in Rev 21:17, it was likely “dogs” (if original to John) also meant “unclean.”
One commentator, however, argued “dogs” referred to homosexuals because
Deuteronomy 23:18-19 uses the word dog as a synonym for a male prostitute 336
If “dog” was referring to male prostitute, it would likely be a reference to temple
prostitutes. Both male and female temple prostitutes were part of worship of
foreign gods and thus would be a subsection of idol worship.

John’s use of “unclean” as a category of prohibited people was significant
since “unclean” was more of a Jewish concern than a Christian one. It was one of
the categories that separated early Jews and Christians. For example, “unclean”
was not used by Paul as a category of sin. Paul wrote, “| am persuaded... that
nothing is unclean in itself” (Rom 14:14). Moreover, “unclean” seemed to be a

hariza’to Isaiah’s vision of a new Jerusalem.

UNCIRCUMCISED
Isaiah 52 described the ones excluded from the new Jerusalem as

“uncircumcised and unclean.”

Arise, awaken! Get dressed (with) your strong (garments), Zion!
YUTPD 'Y DY ARIROD T2 'Y

Get dressed in your beautiful garments, Jerusalem the city of holiness.

336 JNTC 856
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Because one who is uncircumcised and unclean will never again enter

you (Is 52:1).

John’s description echoed Isaiah’s with slight variation. In previous passages,
John described Jerusalem as a holy city dressed in beautiful garments. John’s
new Jerusalem also appeared and was adorned with finery. The one significant
difference, was that the uncircumcised gentiles could bring gifts into John’s new
Jerusalem while in Isaiah’s Jerusalem, the uncircumcised could not enter.

John described the nations and kings bringing their glory into the new city.

Thus, the “uncircumcised” gentiles could enter it:

Kal TTEPITTATACOUAIV Ta £Bvn dIG ToU QWTOG aUTAG,

By its light will the nations walk,

Kai oi BaclA€ig TG yig @Epouaiv v doEav auTwV? €ig auThy,

and the kings of the earth will bring their glory into it,

Kai of TTUA@VEG aUTAG oU N KAEIoBWOIv RNUéPAC,

and its gates will never be shut by day—and there will be no night there.
VUE yap oUK £0Tal €KET, Kai oioouaiv THv ddEav Kai TAV TINAV TRV €Bvv
gig auTAVT.

They will bring into it the glory and the honor of the nations.

Kol oU N €icéA0n €ic alTrAv TTav Kolvov Kai [0] roidv? BOEAUyua Kai

Weldog
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But nothing unclean will ever enter it, nor anyone who does what is
detestable or false,

€i un oi yeypapuévol v 1M BIRBAIW TA¢ (wic FTol dpviou?.

but only those who are written in the Lamb's book of life.

Kai oU W) €io€AON €ig alTthv

And will not go into her:

TTAV KOIVOV Kai oIV BoéAuypa Kai Wyeldog,

Anything unclean and one who does abomination®?*’ and falsehood (ESV

Rev. 21:27).

A common Christian explanation for John not mentioning the “uncircumcised”
was that the early Christian Jewish writers of the New Testament eschewed the
ritualistic laws of Torah; however, a less anachronistic explanation for John not
calling the excluded ones “uncircumcised” would be that gentiles had a role to

play in Jewish eschatology.

For example, Zechariah described a time when all the nations would go up

to Jerusalem to celebrate Sukkot.

07¢N'"7Y 0'XAN DiAN~70n NNt ninl
It will be that every remnant from all the nations who came against

Jerusalem—

337 “Abomination” in Revelation may a hariza to Isaiah 44:19 or 66:17. Each of these passages
occurred in the context of the rebirth of the city of Jerusalem and with descriptions of the
abominations of those who may not enter. Similarly, John may be echoing his earlier description
of Babylon as having abominations (Rev 17:4-5).
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They will go up yearly to prostrate themselves before the king, Lord of
armies, and to celebrate the pilgrimage festival of Sukkot (Zechariah

14:16).

Isaiah’s exclusion of uncircumcised people did not align with Zechariah’s concept
here of surviving remnants of “all the nations” (uncircumcised Gentiles) going up
to Jerusalem during Sukkot to prostrate themselves before God.

However, second Isaiah likewise described foreigners coming to the

“house of prayer” on God’s “sacred mount”:
D'TAYY7 17 NipY Nin! DY NR AKX N7 NInp 0730 1930
N2 DTN 7900 NAY YT
And the sons of the foreigner who are joined to the LORD to serve him
and to love the name of the LORD to be his for servants, all who keep
from profaning Shabbat and are strong in the covenant...
i¥77 D'NATI D'V "N7ON N1 DANAY] 'UT 1~7x DAININI

‘D'YRT7RY KAt NZ9RTN N 1D DAt
...and who bring to his holy mountain and rejoice in in the house of my
prayer, their burnt offerings and sacrifices will be accepted on my altar

because my house will be called a house of prayer for all peoples (Isaiah

56:6-8).

This was the passage quoted by Jesus during his so-called cleansing of the

temple. Jesus, like John, was strongly influenced by Isaiah. Both of these first
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century Jews likely shared a first century Jewish conception of gentiles being part
of the eschatological paradise.

Thus, similarly to Zechariah and to the later passage of Isaiah, John
described the nations/gentiles coming up to the new Jerusalem. John wrote,

Kai TTepITTaTACOUaIV Ta £€Bvn 1 TOU PWTOG AUTAG,

And the gentiles will walk by her light,

Kai oi BaolAeig TG yAG @épouaiv v d6Eav auTwyv? €ic auTAy,

And the kings of the earth bring their glory into her

Kai oi TTUAVEG aUTiAG oU un KAEIoBWOoIV APEPAG,

And her gates will not close by day,

VUE yap oUK €0Tal EKET

For night will not exist there

Kai oiocouaiv TAv 86&av Kai THV TIUAV TV €BvQv €ig altAvT (NA28 Rev
21:24-26)

And they will bring the glory and the splendor of the nations into her

(Rev 21:24-26).
Unlike Zechariah’s description of the nations coming up to Zion to celebrate
Sukkot, John did not specify the holiday. Nevertheless, John described the
nations bringing gifts, walking by the light of God, and receiving healing from the
leaves of the Tree of Life. John’s vision and Isaiah’s vision both described a
reversal of the Babylonian conquest and, in John’s case also the Roman
conquest. Instead of the gentile kings taking the “glory” (or holy relics and
treasures) out of the Jerusalem temples, the gentiles and gentile kings bring
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“glory” and gifts to Jerusalem.

John’s description of the new Jerusalem in this passage also had the
gates remaining open since “night will not exist there.” The gates of Jerusalem
(and other cities) were usually closed at night, but also at the approach of an
enemy. The Jerusalem gates opening by themselves, such as in Yoma 39b (of
the Babylonian Talmud), was interpreted as a prophecy of destruction since open
gates allow in the gentile enemy. In this passage, the gates remained open, but
without the forboding of Jerusalem’s destruction. Instead, in the new Jerusalem
there is no more night and there is no more fear of invaders and thus no need to
close the gates. Instead the gentiles arrive and enter bearing gifts.

Additionally, a connection to Genesis may also explain why uncircumcised
people would be allowed into the new Jerusalem. “Uncircumcised” would not
make sense in the context of the first Eden which predated the circumcision
covenant with Abraham. In the book of Revelation, the transgressions echo those
of Eden: listening to false gods, falsehood, divination, and murder, but not
uncircumcision. John was connecting the ones expelled from the new Jerusalem
Paradise to those expelled from Eden. Just like Adam and Eve were expelled
from the garden for transgressing God’'s commandment, and apparently having
sex with demons, so too those who transgress God’s commandments, who are
licentious, who listen to falsehood, who practice divination, who murder, who are
abhorrent, and who are not courageous enough to follow God’'s commandments.

Adam was not expelled for being uncircumcised, but for listening to his

wife, an “unclean” woman. In the Bible and in rabbinical Judaism, woman are
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ritually “unclean” during their menstrual periods, and for seven additional days,
as well as for an extended period of time after giving birth. Additionally, in
Orthodox Judaism, men will not touch a woman in case she is unclean. Thus,
John’s reference to “unclean” may be another reference to Eve or woman in
general.

These expelled ones were like Eve: their transgressions echoed the sins
she committed in Eden. Likewise, neither Eve nor the expelled ones got to stay in
the new Edenic Jerusalem or eat from the Tree of Life. While “daughter” was a
reminder of the serpent and death, there was still a female representation of the
people of God that was acceptable: the virgin bride.

Genesis’s creation provided the background for who John determined
were the insiders and who were the outsiders in the new Eden. Adam and Eve
were the humans in the original Eden. The son and the bride represented the
humans in the new Eden. Adam and Eve transgressed God’s commandment and
were expelled from the garden. John also described transgressors who were
expelled from the new Jerusalem.

The influence of midrashic traditions was evident in John of Patmos’s
development of his eschatological new creation characters. It is also clear that he
used midrashic techniques to develop these characters, thus making it pivotal
that the midrashic elements that connect to these terms are fully explained.

The new Jerusalem could also be thought of as the new garden of Eden
which the “son” and the “bride” inherited. The transgressors were expelled from

the garden and inherited the water of death much like the original transgressors
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of the garden of Eden. However, the new son and bride were not transgressors
and thus were allowed to remain in Paradise and inherit the Tree of Life.

However, if the bride was identified as the people of God, then there was
no marriage between the son and the bride; rather the marriage was between
God and the bride. Unlike Eve, the Jerusalem bride remained pure and faithful to
her husband. There was no serpent (within this Jerusalem Eden) to tempt her.

If the bride was the people of God, then the son, also as the people of
God, did not marry her. Rather, the son would be the “son of God” or the “seed”
who fulfilled the promises that the “seed” would become a messianic king and
promises that the “seed” would inherit the land.

If the son was the new Adam in John’s new Jerusalem, then he was
recreated without Eve and without animals. He existed in the new Eden only with
God. In this do-over, God stopped creation with Adam. Thus, Adam was
incorruptible.

Instead of the son and the bride becoming transgressors (as Adam and
Eve became transgressors), others carried that label. In John’s new Jerusalem,
there were transgressors who were barred from entry. Unlike the original garden
of Eden story, there was no crossover in the new Edenic Jerusalem between
insiders and outsiders: the son and bride of the new Jerusalem could not become
transgressors; the transgressors could not become inheritors.

Nevertheless, unlike the descriptions in Isaiah, the unclean were not
associated with the uncircumcised. In John’s new Jerusalem, the uncircumcised

gentiles may bring gifts and tribute (glory). The gates were open.
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The backdrop of Eden may have helped explain how John determined the
demarcation between insider and outsider. The inhabitants of the new Jerusalem
could be compared to the creation of male and female humans on day six of
Genesis’s creation story. Likewise, John’s transgressors could be compared to
Adam and Eve becoming transgressors and being banished from the garden of
Eden in the second (Jahwist) creation account. John likely had not only the
account from Genesis in mind but also the subsequent Jewish interpretations of
these accounts.

Thus, John's new Jerusalem was a reboot of Eden, but with the bad first
things “forgotten.” Since Adam and Eve were tempted by the serpent, in the new
Eden there was no serpent. Likewise, since the son was tempted by Eve, there
was no female human partner for the son. Moreover, since the Tree of
Knowledge of Good and Evil brought death, only the Tree of Life remained.
Subsequently, without the elements that brought the curse (the serpent, the
woman, and the Tree of Knowledge) there was no curse or its effects: no pain,
no toil, no childbirth, and no death for the new inhabitants.

Since, however, John described the people of God as the son, the bride
may carry another identification. In Revelation, perhaps there was not a new
Adam and Eve. Perhaps there was only a new Adam. Albeit, biblical scholars
have often interpreted John’s new Jerusalem as the people of God, the idea
being that the new Jerusalem as bride married God in an ultimate wedding
celebration. However, in Revelation, John called the people of God “son.” Thus,

the people of God need not be the bride. Thus, John’s new Jerusalem bride may
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have been something other than the people of God. Perhaps, as will be
considered in the next chapter, the new Jerusalem bride was a metaphor for the

Sabbath bride. Perhaps God was the bride.
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CHAPTER 6

THE NEW JERUSALEM AS SABBATH BRIDE: TIME, PLACE, PERSON

The Sabbath and Jerusalem were sacred portals to the numinous. Even
though one was a time while one was a place, both enveloped a person into the
numinous. Jerusalem was the closest place on earth to the heavenly realm; the
Sabbath was the closest time on earth to heavenly time. Both the Sabbath and
Jerusalem were set apart from mundane time and space. Both transported the
worshipper into the realm of God’s time and space.

People went through the portals of the Sabbath and Jerusalem to find the
numinous; but the direction was also reversed. The Sabbath and Jerusalem as
brides brought the numinous into mundane time and space. Thus, near the end
of the book of Revelation, John of Patmos was outside watching a bride descend
from heaven. In a similar scenario in the Talmud, R. Hanina and his teacher, R.
Yannai, went outside and waited for a bride to descend from heaven. In the first
scenario, the bride was a place, the new Jerusalem; in the second scenario, the
bride was a time, the Sabbath. These similar scenes of men waiting for mystical
brides were more than just coincidence. Both John’s new Jerusalem bride and
the Sabbath bride represented the presence of God. Thus the time of the

Sabbath and the place of the new Jerusalem became the person of the bride.
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The previous two chapters considered the impact of midrashic ideas and
interpretative methods on John’s new Jerusalem visions of John regarding the
first six days of creation. In this chapter, the impact of midrashic ideas and
methods will be looked with regard to the final day of creation, the Sabbath. In
midrash, the Sabbath developed as a foreshadow of end-time. In addition to its
significance for time, the Sabbath developed significance with regard to place,
and also developed into an anthropomorphic being.

John’s vision of the new Jerusalem descending from heaven as a bride
was part of the tradition of a bridal emanations from God. It paralleled the
practice of welcoming the Sabbath bride and, thus, was an early attestation of
welcoming God’s presence from heaven. In addition to John’s vision of a bridal
emanation from God, there were two early midrashic examples of the Sabbath as

a female companion for Israel.

R. HANINA AND R. YANNAI

The anecdote of R. Yannai and his student R. Hanina was one of the
earliest attestations of the Jewish practice of welcoming the Sabbath bride from
the 34 century; however, John's vision of Jerusalem as a bride corroborated the
practice of welcoming a bridal emanation from God as early as the first century.
These two scenes shared a background in cosmography and midrashic
interpretation of the Bible

These two scenes paint a similar image. In the first one, two men, R.

Hanina and his teacher, R. Yannai, go outside and welcome the bridal queen.
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Itis like what R. Hanina would say concerning what he would say [at
twilight on Shabbat],

NND7N N7D NIRRT KX IR

“Come and go out to greet the bride, the queen!”

XD 075 Naw NXP7 N7 Nl

and some say, “...to greet the Sabbath, the bride, the queen!”

ANKI R QLUYNN 'R 2N

R. Yannai would cover himself and say,

n73 'R N7 'R

“Come, bride! Come, bride!”338

In R. Hanina’s case, some remembered him as calling the bride queen and some
additionally said he called the bride the Sabbath. His teacher, R. Yannai, was
only described as calling for a bride while ritually covering himself with his talit.
Both of these men seemed to be encouraging a ritual of going ouside before the
onset of Shabbat to welcome her as a bride. In this ritual, a bride was being

welcomed by Jewish men who seemed to represent all of Israel.

In the book of Revelation, we also had a Jewish man outside welcoming a
bride from God. In fact, John watched the bride descend twice. The first time,

Jerusalem was adorned as a bride, but was also the tabernacle:

338 Bava Kama 32a:22: -32b:1 (chapter 3, section 6) (Order Nezikin; Babylonian Talmud): codified
in the 5" ¢. CE but quotes are from the turn of the 3" c. CE
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Kai TAV TTOAIV THV ayiav lepoucaAnu Kaiviv
And the holy city—new Jerusalem!
€idov katapaivoucav ¢k Tol oUpavod &TTd Tol Bod,
Look! Coming down out of the heaven away from God
ATOIMOOMEVNV WG VUU@PNV KEKOTUNUEVNY TG Avopi auThG.
Prepared as a bride adorned beautifully for her husband.33°
Kai AKkouaa @wvig peydAng ék Tol FBpdvou Aeyolong:
And | heard a great voice out of heaven saying,
“Look! The tabernacle of God is with the people,
idoU ) oknvn 100 B0l peTd TV AvOpWTIWY,
And he will tabernacle with them”
Kai Foknvwoel YeT’ auT@v
Cities were not normally dressed as brides and were not normally mobile;

however, the description of the city as the tabernacle helped to explain the the

city’s mobility.

In the second description of John’s new Jerusalem bride, the angel called

her the Lamb’s wife:
Kai AABeV €ic 0ék TRV ETTTA dyYEAWV TQOV EXOVTWV TAC ETTTA QIGAAS TRV
VEMOVTWV? 01TV ETTTA TTANYQWV TV £0XATWV Kai EAGANCEV PET EUOT

Aéywv-

339 Revelation 21:2. Scholarly consensus dates the book of Revelation to the end of the 1°t
century CE.
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Then came one of the seven angels who had the seven bowls full of the
seven last plagues and spoke to me, saying,

0elpo, d¢i€w ool FrAv voueny TV yuvaika o0 apviou?.

“Come, | will show you the Bride, the wife of the Lamb.”

Kai ATTAVEYKEV JE €V TTVEUUATI £TTI OPOG PEYA OKai UWNASY,

And he carried me away in the Spirit to a great, high mountain,

Kai £D€IEEV ol TAV TTOAIV TRV T ayiav lepoucaAnu kataBaivouoav ék To0
oupavoi

and showed me the holy city Jerusalem coming down out of heaven from
God,

Famd 100 B0l BExouoav v d6Eav To0 Beol

having the glory of God (ESV Rev 21:9-11a).

If John’s visions paralleled the ritual of R. Hanina and R. Yannai, John would

represent the people of Israel and the new Jerusalem would be the bride.

The problem, then, would be the identification of the new Jerusalem as the

people of God. The people would be both the groom and the bride. On the other

hand, if Jerusalem was God’s presence, the people would be welcoming her as

bride. John would be representing the people as groom.

SHABBAT AS “PARTNER”

In addition to the 3™ century evidence of R. Yannai and R. Hanina

welcoming the Sabbath as a bride, there was an even earlier description of the

Sabbath as a “partner.” In Bereishit Rabba, Shabbat is personified as a lonely
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day, the only one without a partner. In this example, the Sabbath is not a bride
per se, but being a “partner” may be an earlier step in considering the Sabbath
as a bride.

112 NRY NN 12T

|2 M7 N7 KDY ,RNNY ,RYNAN KDY KD ,IN RN T T 217 'Ry

21T

12 W! |727 DYV 7¢ NI27 ,NXID 102 WiTRD 1197 NAY NNK RN 2 IR 120 D

1TAYY (1] 21T |2 X' 78! NQYD KIN N2 WiTpn A7 MAaX 1T |2 'R 71,07

NQD ,NAYYT "MNAKRY 12T 1T XN N2 YiTpn DY AKX '2'0 10 1197 e

iYTZ7? Dawn Di' X DT (N ,0 NINW) AT 4D, 0T 2 KD RO

Why did God bless Shabbat?...

"Because it has no partner. The first day of the week has the second, the
third has the fourth, the fifth has the sixth, but Shabbat has no partner....
Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai taught: Shabbat pleaded with the Holy One,
Blessed be God saying: "Everyone else has a partner, but | have
nothing!" God answered saying: "The community of Israel will be your
partner."” God continued: "And when thy stood before Sinai, God said to
the Israelites: "Remember what | said to Shabbat, that the community of
Israel is your partner, "Remember Shabbat and keep it holy" (Exodus

20:8). (Bereishit Rabba 11:8)34°

340 https://www.sefaria.org/Bereishit_Rabbah.11.8?lang=bi, my translation, access date 9/12/22
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This passage described a union between Israel and the Sabbath, but in this
case, both parties were described with feminine words. Instead of “people” of
Israel, which was a masculine word, a feminine word was used: “community” of
Israel. Israel was considered the bride at Sinai, with God as the groom in biblical
prophetic writings. Thus, Israel could have a partner, the Sabbath, but still was
the female who married the male God.

This midrash on the Sabbath as Israel’s partner anthropomorphized the day.
John’s vision of the new Jerusalem, anthropomorphized the the sacred city.
Thus, both the final day of the week became personified as a bride, and the final

place at the end of time became personified as a bride.

SHARED MIDRASHIC EXPOSITION

John'’s visions of the new Jerusalem, R. Hanina and R. Yannai’s visions of
the Sabbath bride, and the description of the Sabbath being a partner to Israel,
all attest to early Jewish beliefs in a bridal emanation from God. Moreover,
though, the these traditions of bridal emanations shared midrashic interpretative
methods. In other words, the process of the new Jerusalem and the Sabbath
becoming brides followed a parallel trajectory.

The idea of a time or a place becoming a bride came from midrashic
analysis of the word “bride” (calah) with its homonym “to complete.” In Hebrew,
the root of the word “bride” cll was different than the noun form of callah.
Likewise, the root of the verb “to complete” is calal. Thus, in some midrashic
(polysemic and harizah) analyses, the use of the root calal, when it means “to

complete” signaled the presence of a “bride.”
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For example, Exodus 31:18 said, 10 W02 inx a1y in%2? ,nyin-7% 1o “When
God completed (coacalloto) giving Moses all the law which he spoke to him on
Mount Sinai.” Midrashically, however, this was interpreted as, “When God gave

to Moses as his bride to speak to him on Mount Sinai.”

MIDRASH RABBEINU BAHYA SHEMOT 31:18
An example of this midrashic interpretation can be found in Midrash
Rabbeinu Bahya Shemot 31:18. In the following passage, the 3™ century
teacher, Resh Lakish, described the Torah as the bride that God gave to Moses.
N'NY IT 0720 DNYWNIY 7V DY DI'RE NN NAT RNINY M 72 w7 wnnx
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Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said, anyone who brings out words from the
Torah and does not succeed in making them heard as a bride who is
loved by her husband, he should have left it without speaking them. For
at the hour that the Holy One blessed be he gave the Torah to Israel, she
was as beloved by Israel as a bride who is beloved by her husband.

Rabbeinu Bahya Shemot 31:18 (4)34!

341 “A commentary on the Torah gathered and edited by Rabbi Bahya ben Asher, 1255-1340, in
Spain” (Sefaria.org [https://www.sefaria.org/Rabbeinu_Bahya%2C_Shemot.31.18.4?lang=bi]).
Although this commentary was codified in the late 13™ century, Bahya’s midrashic techniques
were characteristic of an earlier period. Additionally, in this passage, Bahya quoted Rabbi
Shimon ben Lakish, better known as Resh Lakish, who lived from 200 to 270 CE in Syro-
Palestine. Thus, this commentary likely preserved an early oral tradition or reflect an early way
of thinking about the word n'72>.
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Resh Lakish ritualized the giving of the Torah as a bride at Sinai by saying that it

should continuously be treated as a bride.

Midrash Rabbeinu Bahya Shemot 31:18(4) continued with a description of

the Sabbath as a bride:
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Another reason that the Sabbath is called bride, N2>, is that it occurred
for the first time at the end of the six days of creation. It had been the

objective, “end purpose,” of all that had been created before both in the

heavens and on earth.

This description of the bride as the Sabbath argued that the three consonants of
bride, clh, can also mean “end.” Thus, the “end” or completion of creation was
the Sabbath. Thus, this midrash offered an alternative bride than the Torah that

Moses received at Sinai: the Sabbath bride.

In context of the biblical passage of God giving Moses the Torah, God

also gave the people the Sabbath.
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[The Sabbath] is a sign between me and between the children of Israel,
forever: For six days, the Lord made the heavens and the earth and on

the seventh day he rested.

Thus, in context, there were two possible feminine references for the bride.
Moreover, the Sabbath was called a “sign between me and the children of Israel,
forever.” Thus, the Sabbath was like a wedding token: a ring or coin. “Forever”

also signaled the world to come.

The identification of the bride with the Sabbath in this midrash was

because of a harizah with Genesis 2:2.
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God completed his work which he did on the seventh day, and he

ceased on the seventh day from all his work which he did (Gen 2:2).

The first word “73'1” meant “he completed” in the biblical text, but it was the same
root used in Exodus 31:18 in which the rabbis found the word “bride.” Thus, 731

in Genesis 2:2 denoted the Sabbath as a bride.

This type of exposition of the root cll was one of the ways the Sabbath
attained a personification as a bride. The identity of the bride in this case was
either the Torah or the Sabbath.

This Sabbath idea of “completion” of creation was also in the book of

Revelation. In the dénouement of the book of Revelation, God said,
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Féyovav. £yk 10 AN@a Kai 10 Q, 1) apxr Kai TO TEAOG.
“It has been done. | am the alpha and the omega, the beginning and the

end” (Revelation 21:6).

This declaration 'éyovayv, “it has been done” echoed the completion of God’s
work in Genesis, “he completed.” Thus, John considered the midrashic
understanding of this word to mean “bride.”

Additionally, éyovav (“it was finished”) was related to the Greek word for
“Genesis.” Both were forms of the verb yivopai—to come into being. Thus, “it
was finished” was also translated “it was created.” This was another tie between
the creation account in Revelation with the creation account in Genesis.

Both the creation story in Genesis and the new creation story in
Revelation culminated in the “end” of work. In Genesis, the cessation of work
was called the Sabbath day. In Revelation, it was described as without night. At
both the beginning and end of time the created order was “done” or finished by
God. Revelation described the end as connected to the beginning, alluding to
Genesis with the first Sabbath on one hand, and the eternal Sabbath on the
other. While in Genesis, the Sabbath ended and Adam and Eve consummated
their union, in the final Sabbath in Revelation, God and the people celebrated the
eschatological wedding, but they alternated between who was the bride and who
was the groom.

In the above midrash, the Torah was identified as the bride because God
taught Moses “all” the Torah on Mt Sinai. In the same midrash, the Sabbath was

identified as the bride because right before this phrase, God gave the people the
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sign of the Sabbath. Thus, different rabbis in this midrash interpreted the events
of Sinai as a wedding of the people of Israel with either the Torah or the Sabbath.
This was different from the prophetic writings that interpreted Sinai as a
wedding between the people of Israel and God. Thus, John’s Jerusalem bride
could be like the Sabbath/Torah bride who married the people of Israel rather
than being the people of Israel who married God. The time, place, and person of
the Jerusalem-Sabbath time-space entity found its ultimate celebration in a final
wedding. The groom and bride, though, were also fluid just as Jerusalem and the
Sabbath were fluid. The bride and groom alternately identified as the people of

God and the presence of God.

TIME

In Jewish midrash, the day of the Sabbath itself was connected to “the
world to come.” First of all, the Sabbath was considered a taste of the world to
come. Secondly, the Sabbath was analogized as part of a 7 thousand year week,
to become a thousand year millennium.

In rabbinical thought, “the world to come” was a kind of supersized
Sabbath. While in the biblical text of Genesis, the Sabbath etiologically
commemorated the beginning of the world, in Jewish midrash, the Sabbath
eschatologically pointed to the end of the world. For example, Berakhot 57b said,
“¥xan o717 o'wwn Tnr--nw.242” “The Sabbath is one sixtieth of the world to come.”

Thus, conversely “the world to come” would be sixty times a regular Sabbath.

342 h Berakhot 57b (13)
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Secondly, this end of the world Sabbath was delimited in midrashic

tradition as a millennium. This was based on Psalm 90, verse 4:

DI ')'Wa DY 978 2

For a thousand years in [God’s] eyes is as a day.

This verse was taken literally and applied to the seven day week. Thus, there
was an analogue that had the chronology of the world compared to a week. In
other words, all of history, past, present and future, was condensed into six days,
each day lasting one thousand years, for a total of six thousand years. The final
day was the Sabbath which lasted one thousand years. This final day was when

God reigned on earth in his millennial reign.

However, it was a bit more complicated. In the Talmudic tractate
Sanhedrin 97a, there was debate concerning the Sabbatical millennium. The
debate centered on both the length and the characteristics of the period. Some
said it was a time of judgment, some said it was a time of blessing. Some said it

was a single one thousand year period, some said it was recurring.

For example, the third century teacher, Rav Katina, described the
millennium as analogous to the cycle of leaving the fields fallow every seventh
year. Rav Katina argued,
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One year out of seven years (is a sabbatical year). Thus, the world
disengages (for) one thousand years in every seven thousand years, as
it says: “And the Lord alone shall be exalted on that day,” (Is 2:17) and it
states: “A psalm, a song for the Shabbat day” (Psalms 92:1), meaning a
day that is entirely Shabbat. And it says, “For a thousand years is in your
eyes as a day, yesterday that has passed” (Psalms 90:4).(Sanhedrin

97a)

Thus, according to Rav Katina’s midrashic interpretation, there will be many

Sabbath-like milleniums.

In context the idea that “a thousand years... is as a day” described how
time moved differently for an eternal God. The rabbis, however, took this
passage literally and applied it to the week. Thus, each day was a thousand
years and the Sabbath was the final thousand-year day of rest.

However, there was variation in the interpretation of this analogy. Another
opinion from Sanhedrin 97a described the coming of the messiah as lasting two

thousand years.
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The school of Eliyahu taught: Six thousand years is the duration of the
world. Two thousand of the six thousand years are characterized by

chaos; two thousand years are characterized by Torah, from the era of
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the Patriarchs until the end of the mishnaic period; and two thousand

years are the period of the coming of the Messiah.

While in the biblical text of Genesis, the Sabbath was a special time—the
seventh day of creation account which is then commemorated every week on the
seventh day—uwithin Jewish commentary, the Sabbath also corresponded to the
world to come-- either in a millennial reign of God’s kingdom, as the eternal
“‘world to come,” as recurring milleniums, or as a period of time when the six
thousand years are up. John’s vision of a final day without night seemed also to

be an analogy of the Sabbath day.

John’s new creation was manifested alternately as the millennial reign of
God and the eternal “world to come.”4® Thus, thee midrashic traditions about the
Sabbath representing a final supernal time were part of John’s temporal
paradigm. Analogous interpretation of the Sabbath created the millennium. The
supernal significance of Shabbat tied it to the supernal time of God’s heavenly
time which was also eternal time. The new Jerusalem was the thousand-year
Shabbat bride.

In John’s Revelation, there was both a millennium and an eternal day of

the Lord. Some scholars argued that in Revelation there were two end time

343 John did not mention the Sabbath by name; however, John’s Revelation began by locating the
vision on the “Lord’s day” or “day of the Lord.” This phrase was often interpreted as Sunday by
modern commentators; however, Sunday did not become the “Lord’s day” in Christian ritual until
the later separation from the Jewish community; rather, “the day of the Lord” was the
eschatological “day of the Lord”—either judgment day or the world to come. Thus, John writing
that his vision took place on “the Lord’s day” was not referencing the day of the week in ¢ 90 CE
when he had his vision, but rather when the things in his vision took place: on the eschatological
day of the Lord.
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visions of Jerusalem. These two visions were not of the same Jerusalem but of
two Jerusalems: one which will exist for a millennium and one which will exist
forever.34

As with sacred time, the Sabbath was a time outside of mundane time. It
was supernal. Each Sabbath was a taste of the World to Come. Each Sabbath
connected the believer with God the World to Come which was also God’s Place
in heaven. Moreover, the supernal time of the Sabbath descended from the place
and time of heaven and the place and time of the world to come to consummate
the eternal union between God and the people. This weekly consummation was
reflected in the scenario of R. Hanina and R. Yannai; the end-of-time

consummation was reflected in the scenario of John of Patmos.

PERSON

In the parallel scenarios of men welcoming brides--John welcoming the
new Jerusalem bride, and Rav Hanina and Rav Yannai welcoming the Sabbath
bride—the identity of the bride had a few possibilities. On the surface the
identities of the two brides were known: the Sabbath on one hand and the new
Jerusalem on the other. Beyond this, it was unclear if they represented different
things, such as Jerusalem representing God’s people, or if they were
personifications of a day and a city, respectively, or if both brides represented

God’s presence. If they were personifications of a city and a day, that would

344 3, Massyngberde Ford, Revelation, The Anchor Bible Commentary 38, (Garden City, New
York; Doubleday, 1975), 38-39. Ford acknowledged P. Gaechter for this theory. Ford also
explained that, in Revelation, there were several thousand year periods, including the thousand
years when Satan is enchained.
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mean the city and day actualized as a people, as brides. Concerning this
manifestation, Moshe Idel asked, “Does it mean that Jerusalem, like her
bridegroom, Jesus, is divine too?"34°

John calling the new Jerusalem “tabernacle” was a telling choice. John
could have called it a temple. John could have omitted calling it a tabernacle, and
continued calling it the new Jerusalem, God’s throne, and bride. The tabernacle
was a mobile sacred place that housed the ark of the covenant, the resting place
for God’s presence. The tabernacle eventually became located at Jerusalem and
rebuilt as the temple. Jerusalem itself became infused with the holiness of the
tabernacle/temple.

Another part of the explanation for the mobility of this city was a midrashic
interpretation of Exodus 15:17. This was discussed fully in chapter 3, but, in
summary, this verse was a proof-text for several midrashim to illustrate that there
was a heavenly Jerusalem. One possible reading of this verse was that the
heavenly Jerusalem will descend to the earth, specifically to mount Zion. This
reading demonstrated the mobility of the heavenly tabernacle. The interpretation
of Exodus 15:17 as a future reality implied more than a restoration of the earthly
temple; it implied heaven coming to earth, God coming to earth.

In addition to tabernacle signally the temple’s mobility, tabernacle

signalled the presence of God. In Hebrew, the word “tabernacle,” or miskan,

345 Moshe Idel, “On Jerusalem as a Feminine and Sexual Hypostasis: From Late Antiquity
Sources to Medieval Kabbalah” Memory, Humanity, and Meaning; Selected Essays in Honor of
Andrei Plesu’s Sixtieth Anniversary. Edited by Mihail Neamtu and Bogdan Tataru-Cazaban.
[Cluj:] (Zeta Books, 2009), pp. 65-110, 8.
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shared its root letters with the words “dwell” Soken, and “presence” Sekina. Thus,
the new Jerusalem being described as “tabernacle,” implied that it was the
presence of God. Even though John was writing in Greek, not Hebrew, the
concepts and terms he used came from the Hebrew biblical scrolls and the
contemporary interpretations of them. Moreover, the presence of God being
adorned as a bride was quite similar to the idea of the Sabbath being called a
bride and later being described as the Sekinah, or the presence of God.

The use of the Aramaic equivalent of the term Sekinah for the presence of
God was already in use in the first century, in the Aramaic translations of the
Torah. According to Martin McNamara, Targum “Ongelos renders all cases in
which [the Hebrew word] skn occurs in reference to God by the [Aramaic] phrase
asre Sekinta’, ‘made (his) Shekina dwell.”34¢ McNamara explains, “In this sense
the Targum relates Sekinta’to God, in so far as he resides omnipresently in the
midst of his people.”

Gershom Scholem, on the other hand, argued the Kabbalists first
feminized the Sekinah. "The introduction of this idea was one of the most
important and lasting innovations of Kabbalism. ...no other element of Kabbalism

won such a degree of popular approval.”4’

346 McNamara, Martin (2010), Targum and Testament Revisited: Aramaic Paraphrases of the
Hebrew Bible: A Light on the New Testament (2nd ed.), (Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2010), 150.
McNamara cited the examples, Exod 25:8; 29:45 and Num 5:3; 35:34.

347 Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, (Jerusalem; Schockten, 1941), 229.
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Nevertheless, the midrashic example of the Sabbath as bride and the New
Jerusalem as bride were early attestations of God’s feminine presence. Moshe

Idel explained,

Those descriptions dealing with the feminine dimensions of the divinity in
early Kabbalah neglected the existence of an alternative line of
discussions regarding the hypostatic feminine elements that are
concerned with a topic rather ignored in the studies of the development

of Jewish mysticism: the feminine hypostasis of Jerusalem.348

Jerusalem as a woman was a feminine dimention of the divinity. Idel further

explained the origins of the kabbalistic Sabbath bride,

Several years ago | suggested a certain type of history that may explain
the presence of some feminine dimensions of the divinity in medieval
Kabbalah: ancient motifs dealing with feminine deities or feminine
dimensions of the one God that have been discussed extensively by
scholars of the Bible mentioned above, found their ways to medieval
sources, and become part of the complex system of divinity, the ten
sefirot, itself a development of earlier traditions. Those elements are
related to the special status of the nation of Israel, sometimes conceived

of as Knesset Yisrael, conceived in some cases as the divine wife, or the

348 Moshe Idel, “On Jerusalem as a Feminine and Sexual Hypostasis: From Late Antiquity
Sources to Medieval Kabbalah” Memory, Humanity, and Meaning; Selected Essays in Honor of
Andrei Plesu’s Sixtieth Anniversary. Edited by Mihail Neamtu and Bogdan Tataru-Cazaban.
[Cluj:] (Zeta Books, 2009), pp. 65-110, 3.
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divine wisdom, Hokhmah, or of the Shekhinah, and last but not least for
the aim of our discussions below, the concepts of the land of Israel and
of Jerusalem, conceived of as existing not only on earth but also in the

divine realm as the feminine counterpart of the male aspects of the

divinity.34°

Thus, Idel argued for and early attestation of Jerusalem “as the feminine

counterpart to the male aspects of the divinity.”

A feminine aspect of God was not a new idea in the first century. It had
precedent in the Hebrew Bible, such as where God was described as a mother
bear (Hosea 12:8) or a mother eagle (Deut. 32:11); similarly, in the book of
Matthew 23:37, Jesus said “Jerusalem, Jerusalem... how often | have longed to
gather your children together, as a hen gathers her chicks under her wings.”
Likewise, the prophet Isaiah said, “As a mother comforts her child, so | will
comfort you; you shall be comforted in Jerusalem” (Isaiah 66:13).

Additionally, in Hebrew, the word ruah or spirit to describe God was
almost always feminine,3®° such as in Genesis 1:2 nmn 19-%v nonn ,0avy niny, the
spirit of God hovered over the surface of the water. Moreover, the presence of

God was comparable to the spirit of God. Thus, welcoming the Sabbath bride

349 |bid

350 The final definition of ruah in BDB said, “spirit of God equals the ancient angel of the presence
and later Shekina: spirit of his holiness (Is 63:10, 11) equals spirit of YHWH (Is 63:14) which
also equals “king of his presence” (v. 9). Cf. Ps 106:33, 51:13, 143:10; Ne 9:20; Hg 2:5, Zc 4:6.
This conception culminates in ruah [equaling the] divine Presence, and as such omnipresent,
Psalm 139:7” (BDB 926a).
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and the Jerusalem bride were also ways of describing God’s spirit or presence
with feminine words.

Each of these identifications of the new Jerusalem were more than
possibilities, they were coexistent multiple identities. John’s new Jerusalem was
God’s presence, God’s people, and her own entity, not one or the other. Since
John’s vision of the new Jerusalem was midrashic, this polysemy was expected.
In midrash, multiple opinions were placed in the mouths of multiple rabbis; in
John’s vision of the new Jerusalem, these multiple opinions were portrayed as
one opinion. Nevertheless, John'’s vision was a compilation of midrashic
traditions. Thus, John’s new Jerusalem had layers of identification rather than a
single identification. Thus, the new Jerusalem was not just a time-space-person

continuum but a time-space-multiple personality continuum!

FINAL WEDDING: THE NEW JERUSALEM AS SABBATH BRIDE

Since the new Jerusalem was a bride, there was to be a wedding. Since
the Sabbath was a bride, there was to be a consummation of the marriage. Since
the bridal Jerusalem appeared on that final day—the eschatological Sabbath—
she came to earth for the wedding and to consummate her marriage. Thus, the
place, time, and person of Jerusalem united with her groom. Heaven married
earth, God married the people, and their “joy” was in the supernal time of eternal
Shabbat within the canopy of the tabernacle.

John’s new Jerusalem bride reflected both temporal aspects of Shabbat:
the weekly and the eternal. John’s new Jerusalem bride reflected both spatial

aspects of Jeresualem: heavenly and earthly. John’s new Jerusalem bride
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reflected both personifications of Jerusalem: the Sekinah and the people of Israel.
Moreover, John’s new Jerusalem represented a wedding consummation/union
between heaven and earth, God and people, mundane and eternal time.

The eschatological marriage was sometimes called “The day of the Lord”
and sometimes called “the days of the messiah.” This ultimate Sabbath wedding
fulfilled the prophets’ promises to God’s people that their marriage at mount Sinai
would be restored. Another significant marriage was between Solomon, who
represented the people of Israel, and the temple, which represented God. Finally,
some early Jewish traditions had Adam and Eve consummate their union on the
first Shabbat. Each of these weddings was supernal and supported the

mythology around the wedding of the new Jerusalem bride.

SEVEN THOUSAND YEAR WEDDING

“The days of the messiah” was another term used to describe the
eschatological wedding of God and his people. In the following passage, the
“days of the messiah” were seven thousand years instead of one thousand
years. Nevertheless, this was an example of the end times being referred to as a
wedding between God and his people.
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Avimi, son of Rabbi Abbahu, taught: The days of the messiah for Israel

will be seven thousand years, as it is stated: “And as the bridegroom
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rejoices over the bride, so shall your God rejoice over you” (Isaiah 62:5).

(Sanhedrin 99a:9)

This interpretation used the analogy of a wedding week instead of the creation
week. Since the “bridegroom rejoices over the bride” for seven days, God
rejoices for seven thousand years since a thousand years is as a day to God.
Despite this alternate timeline of seven thousand years, “the days of the
messiah” were end-time days, in which God will rejoice over his people as a

groom rejoices over a bride.

SUKKOT WEDDING

According to some prophetic passages and some midrashic passages,
God married his people at Mount Sinai. The Torah was compared to a wedding
contract, or ketubah. Thus, the covenant ratified at Sinai was the marriage
covenant. This marital event was remembered and ritualized during the yearly
holiday of Sukkot.

Midrash often used the analogy of the wedding for the relationship of the
people with God, but also with the Torah. For example, in Exodus Rabba, Moses

was described as delivering the marriage contract to God’s bride.

In giving his Torah to Israel, God is like a king who gives his only
daughter in marriage, and makes it a condition with her husband that
there shall always be a room kept for him in their house. If we wish to

have the Torah, we must have God also. This is the meaning of the
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words, "Make me a sanctuary that | may dwell therein" (Exodus Rabba, p

84).

In this example, the Torah was the bride, the people were the groom, and God
was the father who dwelled in the sanctuary (along with the people and the
Torah). Thus if this is analogized likewise in Revelation, Jerusalem would be the

bride, the son (the people) the groom, and God the father.

SOLOMON’S TEMPLE NUPTIALS: SHEMOT RABBA 52

Acoording to Shemot Rabba, the day of the temple’s erection was a
wedding day. This was because the presence of God came to dwell with the
people, much like the description in Revelation of Jerusalem descending so God

could tabernacle with his people.
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Another explanation. “Now they brought the Tabernacle...” (Exodus
39:33) This is what is written “Go out, O daughters of Zion, and gaze
upon King Solomon, upon the crown with which his mother crowned him
on the day of his nuptials and on the day of the joy of his heart.” (Song of
Songs 3:11) When was this verse said? On the day that the Tabernacle
was erected, when there was great joy in Israel because the Holy One

dwelled among them (Shemot Rabba, 52, 5).
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In Exodus Rabba, the erection of the tabernacle was equated not just to God
dwelling (or tabernacling) among the people, but to Solomon’s wedding.
Additionally, a little later in this same passage, Exodus Rabba interpreted the
temple as Solomon’s “crown with which his mother crowned him on the day of his
nuptials.” The temple, however, was not the building alone, but what the building
housed: the presence of God. God’s feminine presence, Sekinah, filled the place
of God'’s presence, miskan.

The bridal imagery of the new Jerusalem as God'’s tabernacle was similar
to the bridal imagery of the erection of Solomon’s tabernacle. Just as God'’s
presence descended on and filled Solomon’s temple on mount Zion, John’s
tabernacle of God descended (already filled) onto mount Zion. Solomon’s
tabernacle was called his wedding crown. Jerusalem was described as a
wedding crown in Isaiah. Moreover, John envisioned the walls of the new
Jerusalem walls as encrusted with jewels like a crown and the whole efifice
descended (like a coronation crown) to sit on the high hill. The people inherited
the city; they entered it and thus, like Solomon, were crowned with God’s
presence. Moreover, in Late Antiquity brides wore crowns called Jerusalem of
gold.

These crowns may be God’s queens or consorts. The idea of a feminine
counterpart for God occurred in several places despite the anti-goddess theology
in the biblical prophets. Wisdom was a feminine companion for God in midrashic
interpretations of Proverbs 3:8. R. Hanina also called the Sabbath a queen. And

here, Solomon’s temple was a feminine crown that surrounded him when he
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entered the temple. Solomon’s crown represented the queen, the temple, and the
presence of God even as it/she coronated the king. Thus, Solomon’s temple as
crown may be a precursor to the new Jerusalem tabernacle as bride.

The temple and the city were not the only sacred entities
anthropomorphized as brides. The Sabbath and the Torah were also sometimes
portrayed as brides. The bridal imagery carried with it the ritual and
accoutrements of the wedding. In several cases, the bride descended to the
groom—the Sabbath bride appearing to Rav Hanina, the new Jerusalem bride
appearing to John, the Torah descending from heaven to the top of mount Sinai
and from mount Sinai to the people, and God’s presence descending as a crown

onto Solomon.

ADAM AND EVE CONSUMMATION

John envisioned a more perfect creation, with a more perfect eternal
Sabbath, and a more perfect marital union. Thus, the mythology of the
consummation of the union of Adam and Eve on the first Sabbath may have
influenced the idea of eschatological hieros gamos.

The hieros gamos wedding was due to prophetic descriptions of a
reunification of God and his bride. Moreover, the bride as tabernacle emphasized
the relationship between God and his people. He/she was there with them. There
were two conflicting paradigms of the identity of the bride: 1, God’s presence
came to earth to dwell with his people and 2, God’s people appeared as a pure

bride for her wedding to God.
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The end, though, did circle back to the paradisaical beginning. Eden was
recreated. Humans were innocent again. The wedding at the beginning was
between Adam and Eve, living in purity, in the Garden. This new Eden did not
have the traps of the previous Garden. There was no Tree of Knowledge of Good
and Evil, there was no snake. There were no animals. There was no Eve. There
was only God as bride and the people as a new Adam.

Interestingly, there was debate among first century Jewish groups
concerning whether or not Adam and Eve consummated their marriage on the
Sabbath or even in the garden of Eden. Anderson argued in favor of

consummation in the Garden,

One should keep in mind the technical sense of the term ‘joy’ when read
the blessings in Ketub. 8a. As can be seen from b. B. Bathra, the joy

which is present at the wedding includes both the eating and drinking by
the wedding guests, but also the sexual consummation of the marriage.

Both types of marital joy are associated with the Garden of Eden.3%!

In contrast to some Christian stereotypes that consider the sexual union of Adam
and Eve to be part of the “fall,” rabbinical interpretation considered the sexual

union of Adam and Eve to be part of the “joy” of the garden of Eden.

351 Gary Anderson, “Celibacy or Consummation in the Garden? Reflections on Early Jewish and
Christian Interpretations of the Garden of Eden,” The Harvard Theological Review 82, no. 2
(1989): 121- 148. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1509640
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However, the joy of the marital union in the garden was not shared by all.

Anderson explained the contrasting view of celibacy in the Garden,

The theme of marriage was also used by early Christian writers, but with
a major difference: they did not share this enthusiasm for real human
marriage in the New Age. The image was spiritualized and thought to
convey only a mystical marriage of the redeemed to their Savior. The
Jewish interest in real human marriage in the New Age is consonant with
their perspective that the eschaton would entail a return to a real land

and real temple.3%?

Thus, both Jubilees and many early Christian writers saw the garden and the

final paradise as places of celibacy between people.

Nevertheless, spiritual marriage implied spiritualized sexual union.3%3
Thus, Yannai’s vision of the Sabbath bride implied a spiritualized sexual union on

the Sabbath eve.3>* Likewise, John’s vision of the new Jerusalem bride implied a

352 bid, 136.

353 According to Anderson, the expectation of joy in the eschaton retrojects joy in the
creation. Anderson wrote, “In the restoration literature of the postexilic and post-70 periods, the
New Age was described as one of joy while the present age was described as one of mourning.
These images of joy in the Endzeit soon became images of the primordial Urzeit” (Gary
Anderson, 131).

354 This marital consummation on the Sabbath is in contrast to the theology of the book of
Jubilees. “The book of Jubilees also outlaws sexual activity on the Sabbath as well (50.8). This
is certainly no accident. The creation of Sabbath, in the description of the P writer (Gen 2:1-3),
was comparable to the creation of the Tent- shrine/Temple” (Gary Anderson, 129).
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spiritualized sexual union on the eschatological Sabbath.3>° Despite this
difference in real versus spiritualized marriage, a marriage was still taking place
in John’s eschaton, a marriage that recalled the first marriage in the garden of
Eden since it took place in the restored Eden, the new Jerusalem. Both
marriages took place after the cessation of creation, on the day of rest, the

Sabbath.

Moshe Idel argued that Jerusalem first appeared as a sexualized bride in

John’s Revelation:

For the first time in a written text, Jerusalem — albeit only in its future
state — assumes a clear sexual coloration: it is altered from a “mother”
to a “bride,” a hypostatic representation with clearly erotic connotations.
The adornment is part of the splendor characteristic of the descriptions of
the supernal Jerusalem in general found in both Jewish and Christian
apocalyptic sources. However, here it is predicated on a vision of a

feminine supernal entity prepared for some form of wedding.3¢

Other Jewish texts described Jerusalem as a mother to her children—a non-
sexual relationship; however, Jerusalem as “mother” was also sexual since a

mother had to have had sex to become a mother. A bride was a precursor to the

355 Marriage and entering sexual union are also described in other texts such as rabbinical
interpretations of the Song of Solomon and Ezekiel's description of God raising and marrying
the people Israel.

3% Moshe Idel, “On Jerusalem as a Feminine and Sexual Hypostasis: From Late Antiquity
Sources to Medieval Kabbalah” Memory, Humanity, and Meaning; Selected Essays in Honor of
Andrei Plesu’s Sixtieth Anniversary. Edited by Mihail Neamtu and Bogdan Tataru-Cazaban.
[Cluj:] Zeta Books, 2009, pp. 65-110, 8.

278



union and becoming a mother. Bride may even be a de-sexualized woman, since
the bride was a virgin. Thus, bride was a more pure version of a woman—
someone who has not had the opportunity to be unfaithful. (Someone who was
not yet tempted in the Garden....) Yet, here, the bride was to be wed and

consummate the marriage.

All of these ideas tied back to the appearance of the Jerusalem bride
arriving on the ultimate Sabbath, the “Day of the Lord,” as a wedding day
between God and his people. Because holidays were also Sabbaths, it was easy
to transition the holiday of Sukkot at Sinai to the “Day of the Lord.” On both days
a wedding took place between God and his people (or between the people and
the bridal presence of God). This final “day” may be a thousand year Sabbath at
the end of history’s six thousand year week. Additionally, this new creation
mirrored the first creation, including the “joy” or consummation in the garden of
Eden.

Throughout the biblical texts, God and the people had a tumultuous union.
The people were unfaithful, worshipping other gods, which in the prophetic books
was described as a wife having sex with other men. In the prophetic texts, God
was the cuckold husband, trying to woo back his wife, on the one hand, and
punishing her, on the other. The wars with other nations were described as
punishment for Israel’s unfaithfulness. The Babylonian exile was described as a
divorce and the return as a restored marriage. The prophets described a time to
come, on “the day of the Lord,” when the people and God will finally be united in

a forever marriage. John, likewise, described this forever marriage with the place
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and person of the new Jerusalem as the bride descending from her heavenly
protected spot to the new creation. She appeared on this new forever day without
night. This new time and space was sacred time and space where God’s blessed
“Day” united with God’s blessed “Place.”

With the canonical approach, the new Jerusalem’s development into a
bride would be tied to the bride’s description in the prophets, in which Jerusalem
metonymically refered to the land, the people, and the temple. Thus, in
Revelation, the new Jerusalem metonymically would refer to the promised land,
the restored people, and the eternally restored temple-city.

With the midrashic approach, the new Jerusalem’s development into a
bride could be explained as following the trajectory of the Sabbath and the
Torah’s development into brides. All of these followed the midrashic polysemy of
the root cll, which allowed the word “complete” to mean “bride.” Thus, God gave
his bride when he completed creation, when he completed giving Moses the
Torah, and when he completed the new creation.

The midrashic approach explained the development of the new Jerusalem
as a Sabbath bride. While the Sabbath was a time and the new Jerusalem was a
place, their accumulated meanings made them more alike than different.
Although one began as a time and one began as a place, they shared a time-
space continuum. This time-space continuum was supernal—not of this
mundane world but of God’s heavenly world. The Sabbath and Jerusalem were

two halves of a whole, without a clear demarcation between them. Both the
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Sabbath and Jerusalem took on the qualities sacred time, sacred space, and a
sacred person.

With regard to time, the new Jerusalem took place on an eternal day at
the end of time, on an ultimate eternal Sabbath day. Both the Sabbath and the
new Jerusalem were bound up with the time and place of “the world to come”
and with the time and space of God’s temple. Both symbolized God'’s presence.

Unity was one of the themes throughout John of Patmos’ vision of the new
Jerusalem: heaven and earth united, land united, and, here, God united with his
bride. The two Sabbaths (the primordial one and the eschatological one) were in
a sense one and the same Sabbath. The Sabbath day was celebrated as a time
outside of mundane time. It was set apart. It was primordial Edenic time and
eschatological transcendent time. It was in the Sabbath that eternal time touched
both the beginning and the end.

In Revelation all six days of creation found their culmination in the one
final Day of creation, a day that lasted forever as an eternal Sabbath. The other
days were excluded, just like all the other negative things that were excluded
from the new Edenic Jerusalem. The other days were placed alongside all the
other cursed things that were forgotten. Only the good remained. Only the best
Day remained.

Moreover, the end-time was not just a time, it was the place of heaven
brought to earth. It was when God'’s time became earth’s time and where God'’s
space became earth’s space. Additionally, both the Sabbath and the new

Jerusalem were described as the temple of God—the house where God and his
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bride reside. And since the concern of John'’s people was the rule of foreign
kingdoms who displaced them, killed them, and destroyed their temple and their
home, they needed a safe place in addition to a safe time. Moreover, the new
Jerusalem was not the stationary temple-city built by kings, but the nomadic
tabernacle built by priests in the wilderness.

Tabernacle had the etymology of a dwelling place, specifically God’s
dwelling place. Moreover, tabernacle was cognate of the word “presence.” Thus,
John referring to the new Jerusalem as God'’s tabernacle identified the new
Jerusalem with God’s presence.

There were many feminine aspects of God, such as his presence, as
Jerusalem, as the temple, and as the Sabbath. In the Hebrew Bible, a feminine
aspect of God was his spirit or ruah. The sekinah developed in later Kabbalistic
thought as the feminine form of God; however, John’s portrayal of the new
Jerusalem as a bride was an early precursor. John’s new Jerusalem as
tabernacle, i.e., miskan, shared its root with Sekinah. John’s description to the
new Jerusalem as God tabernacling with the people made it a feminine physical
manifestation of God’s Presence.

Moreover, this time-space new creation anthropomorphized into a bride—
a being that represented the place and time of God’s fulfilled promises to the
people, a being who represented a marital covenant, physical intimacy, and an
eternal commitment, a being who was both the people of God and God’s
Sekinah. Thus, although the Sabbath began as a time and Jerusalem began as a

place, they unified into a time-space-person.
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R. Yannai would cover himself and say, “Come bride! Come bride!” And in
Revelation, this refrain is returned: “And the spirit and the bride say, ‘Come!”
(22:17) Instead of R. Yannai welcoming the Sabbath time into the space of his
home, the Jerusalem bride welcomed R. Yannai (i.e., God’s people) into the
space of her home. Mundane time and space became the holy time of the
Sabbath and the holy space of the new Jerusalem. At the beginning of the
Sabbath, R. Yannai welcomed one sixtieth of “the world to come” into his home.
When “the world to come” arrived, she welcomed all into her home, into her sixty-
fold Sabbath. “The spirit and the bride say, ‘Come....All who are thirsty, come
drink from the water of life.”

In the third century, R. Hanina and R. Yannai welcomed the bride at the
beginning of the weekly Sabbath. In the first century, John welcomed the bride at
the beginning of the millennial Sabbath. John envisioned the new Jerusalem
bride descending out of the heaven to the earth just as Rav Yannai envisioned
the Sabbath bride descending from heaven to the earth. Perhaps, because of

their overlapping symbolism, Rav Yannai would have seen the new Jerusalem as

the ultimate Sabbath bride.
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CONCLUSION

The new Jerusalem signified so much more than group identity! The new
Jerusalem was connection to others in one’s group but it was also God,
connection to heaven, connection to the world to come, connection to the pastin
the promises of God to the people of Israel, connection to the government in the
promises to the kings, connection to creation in the restoration of Eden,
connection to life—the eternal life, the tree of life, the dissolution of curses—pain,
death, tolil, childbirth, sin, transgression, divorce, rejection, abuse.

The new Jerusalem was multivalenced: the new Jerusalem could be the
presence of God and it could be the people of Israel. As the presence of God, the
new Jerusalem bride was a precursor to the idea of God’s Sekinah presence.
This feminine entity later became associated with the Sabbath bride. Jerusalem
as the people of Israel, represented the community as the feminine entity who
married God. John switched back and forth with identifying the new Jerusalem as
an emanation of God and as the people of God. Thus, both parties gender
switched. God was alternately the father of the bride and the bride herself. The
people were alternately the bride and the son.

Biblical critics and theologians view inconsistency differently. On the one

hand, biblical critics look for multiple sources and inconsistency to explain the
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development of a text. When compiling a document from various written and oral
sources, inconsistent ideas may find their way into the finished document.

John’s depiction of the new Jerusalem inconsistently reflects both its
identification with God’s presence and its identification with the people of Israel.
One explanation for these multiple identities is that John did not syncretize the
identities of the new Jerusalem.

Theologians, on the other hand, try to find consistency and systematic theology.
Thus, the apparent use of multiple sources undermines the validity of the text for
Christian belief in the inerrancy and divine inspiration of the biblical text.

The midrashic approach to the text, like the biblical critical approach,
assumes the existence of multiple sources and multiple opinions. Unlike the
theological approach, though, midrashic inconsistency does not undermine the
text; rather, within midrash, multiple opinions bolster a text. Midrash welcomes
multiple sources.

The usual mode of biblical interpretation for theologians (especially, but
also other approaches) was to put the Hebrew Bible in its original context, then
apply that interpretation to the Christian writings of the New Testament; however,
this originalist approach was anachronistic. It would be more helpful to look at
first century interpretations of the Hebrew Bible as a basis for interpreting New
Testament writings. Historically, rabbinical writings have been neglected in
Christian interpretation.

Another problem with looking at the New Testament through the lens of

the Hebrew Bible was anything different in the New Testament was considered
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both new and superior. Thus, the emphasis was placed on John's new
Jerusalem. It was not the old Jerusalem. For example, in Ezekiel’s vision of the
city only the temple and the priestly quarters were holy. In contrast, in John’s
vision of the new Jerusalem, the city itself was completely holy. Also, the lack of
animals in John’s new Eden could be seen as superior to Isaiah’s. Isaiah still had
animals who could cause another “fall.” Isaiah’s people lived long lives but still
had death. Thus, if the theologian were only looking at the canonical texts, they
could find differences that could support their confirmation bias in the superiority
in John’s new version of the final city and temple.

On the other hand, biblical critics, looked not just at the canonical biblical
texts but also the early Jewish writings. By including the extant first century
Jewish writings, they would find fewer innovations in John’s new Jerusalem.
Nevertheless, the biblical critics usually continued in a new type of
supersessionist view: criterion of originality. They looked for original ideas with
the sayings of Jesus especially as proof for authenticity.

The practice of looking for authentic original ideas continued with the
analysis of John’s new Jerusalem. Thus, both theologians and biblical critics
usually found John’s lack of a temple as superior. This was because of an anti-
Judaism bias: the Jewish practices and religion were seen as defunct and no
longer valid. Thus, no temple meant the Jewish religion was obsolete.

However, when one looks for continuity in John’s new Jerusalem with first
century Jewish traditions, one does not look for superiority. One looks for the

authorless ideas, authorless interpretations, authorless cosmography and
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eschatology. John was part of a larger shared awareness which interpreted the
biblical texts in certain ways. He shared these interpretations and methods of
interpretation. Getting into the first century paradigms, structures of meaning,
signifiers and signified, placed John'’s visions in a larger continuum.

One of the missing pieces to understanding the first century Jewish mind
was midrash. Adding the midrashic approach to understanding John’s new
Jerusalem opened up his place in the first century Jewish milieu. Then, within
that milieu one could see John’s development of the new Jerusalem as a
midrash on Eden, a creation account based on the first creation but with hariza to
the prophets. One could see John’s shared tradition of a heavenly Jerusalem
with midrashic traditions. One could see John’s ribbui development (or reflection
of the development) of a descending Jerusalem based on Exodus 15:17.

Jewish midrash was often undervalued in New Testament studies,
generally because of two main reasons: 1, the separation of Jewish and Christian
scholarship and 2, the late date of codification. The separation of Jewish and
Christian scholarship stemmed from the historical separation of the religions.
Thus, rabbinical students studied midrash in Jewish seminaries, but theologians
rarely studied midrash in Christian seminaries. Thus, the long-standing “parting
of the ways’ between Judaism and Christianity were ways parted not just among
the religious but also among scholars. The “parting of the ways” created two
worlds of thought which rarely overlapped. More recent biblical-critical scholars
and theologians attempted to reconcile the two worlds, but the default, sadly,

seemed to be to keep them separate.
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One justification for this separation was the problem that rabbinical
writings began as oral traditions that were resistant to being put down in writing.
Therefore, rabbinical traditions were often dismissed as too late to be relevant to
New Testament interpretations. They were undervalued in Christian and secular
scholarship because of their late date of codification. There is some validity to
this argument since the written account preserved a moment in time of the oral
tradition. The oral tradition changed over time. In contrast, the Dead Sea Scrolls
offer us extant manuscripts from the first centuries. However, if one is not too
concerned with absolute proof, these belatedly written down traditions give many
clues to understanding the way first century Jews interpreted the Hebrew Bible.
Of course, John of Patmos was one of those first century Jews.

Thus, midrash is particularly useful in understanding John’s visions of the
new Jerusalem. It offers a general picture of interpretations and interpretative
methods which extended hundreds of years before the codification of the
traditions. Midrash offers a glimpse into the early Jewish milieu, the way of
thinking of the cosmos, and the way of interpreting the text.

The hesitation in bringing these two worlds of study together even
occurred in the Jewish Study Bible. Although the JSB had many authors of
varying practices of Judaism, they mainly read the Hebrew Bible in its original
context. While the original context approach illuminated the biblical writers’
original intents, using the original context of the Hebrew Bible for interpretation of

the New Testament was not very helpful.
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For example, the simple statement from the book of Exodus 31:18: “When
he (God) finished (1732) speaking with him (Moses) on Mount Sinai...” had a plain
and obvious meaning, but also a midrashic meaning which was not often
commented on--not even in the Jewish Study Bible. However, as noted in a
previous chapter, this statement in rabbinical writings lead to extensive
commentary and speculation. The rabbis found in this verse a gift of a bride to
the people of Israel. They found two identities of the bride: the Torah and the
Sabbath.

To add complexity and multivalence to the identity of the bride, the people
of Israel were also identified as the bride. Thus, on the one hand, God gave the
people the Torah and/or the Sabbath as a bride. On the other hand, the people
were the bride of God marrying God at Sinai. Similarly, Jerusalem as bride may
have multiple identities. She may be the people of God, the presence of God,
and she could be a gift from God, her own entity, just as the Torah and Shabbat
were their own entities.

The focus on Exodus 31:18 was an example of Torah primacy. The main
example, though, for John’s new creation was the original creation account in
Genesis. Thus, while John’s “new creation” could be an allusion to either Isaiah
or Genesis, the principle of Torah primacy advised that John would anchor his
interpretation in Genesis. Connections Isaiah and Ezekiel would then be
midrashic hariza to Genesis. Therefore, the midrashic methodological approach

to John’s new Jerusalem visions first examines Genesis creation. Where John
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modified Genesis, the midrashic approach brings in his harizét to Isaiah and
other biblical books.

Applying hariza and Torah primacy pointed to John’s phrase, “the first
heaven and first earth went away” (Rev 21:1), as a cipher for the transformation
of Genesis’s creation account into John’s new creation account. The first “heaven
and the earth” God created (Gen 1:1), became a “new heaven and a new earth”
where “the first things will not be remembered, and they will not be lifted to the
heart” (Isaiah 65:17).

Applying this cipher, the other days of the week were in a sense “not
remembered;” only the final Sabbath day remained in the new Jerusalem. The
other six days were forgotten, even though each day was transformed in John’s
new Jerusalem: 1, light became all-encompassing; 2, the heavenly water
disappeared creating a conjoined heavenly-earthly realm; earthly seas
disappeared creating an exponentially enlarged promised land; 3, the sun and
moon became God and the lamb within this new city; 4, plants disappeared
except for the primordially preserved Tree of Life; 5, birds and sea-life
disappeared since there was no place for them—no sky or sea; 6, animals
disappeared so as not to tempt the new Adam.

Part of the effect of bad things being forgotten was a unification of good
elements. Thus, unity was one of the themes throughout John of Patmos’ vision
of the new Jerusalem: heaven and earth united, land united, and God united with

his bride. Even the Sabbath was united.
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There were two Sabbaths outside of mundane time: the primordial one
and the eschatological one. These two supernal Sabbaths were in a sense one
and the same Sabbath. Even the weekly Sabbath day was celebrated as a time
outside of mundane time. It was set apart. Its origin was based on primordial
Edenic time. Part of its holiness was based on its connection to eschatological
transcendent time. Thus, it was in the weekly Sabbath that one connected to
eternal time which touched both the beginning and the end of time.

In Revelation, all six days of creation found their culmination in the one
final Day of creation, a day that lasted forever as an eternal Sabbath. While in
this eternal Sabbath, the other days themselves were “not remembered”, some of
the good created on them did remained or was transformed: light remained while
darkness was forgotten; heaven, earth, and land remained but unified without the
chaotic water; God and the Lamb were the new celestial lights but within the
heavenly-earthly realm rather than outside of the land; tempting animals
disappeared; sacrificial animals also disappeared; and the Tree of Life remained
without any other toil over the plants.

From the creation of the Sabbath in Genesis to bridal imagery in Isaiah to
rabbinical elevation of the Sabbath as bride, John developed a new Jerusalem
with the characteristics of a Sabbath bride. Like the Sabbath bride, this bridal
Jerusalem symbolized union with God in the sacred time of the last day--the
eternal Sabbath with God. Also, as the Sabbath was treated as a bride in Jewish

ritual, so too was this ultimate Sabbath a wedding celebration.
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This final Sabbath, however, was not just a time and a person, but a
place. The ideas and imagery surrounding the Sabbath bride were applied to the
holiest city, the pied a terre of God. God’s presence was in the earthly temple-city
and the seed of Israel inherited this space with God. God’s presence was also in
the heavenly temple-city. In John’s vision, this heavenly temple-city became
God’s new place on earth which became his only place. His heavenly tabernacle
descended onto the earth, thus creating heaven on earth.

The passages on the new Jerusalem found in the last two chapters of
Revelation were a conflation of written and oral Jewish ideas that were compiled,
translated, and re-ordered into an account of the end of days. Each term that
John used had connotations within the biblical text and within early Jewish
interpretation. The terms John used were found within midrashic texts; however,
the use of midrash for understanding John’s new Jerusalem visions has been
undervalued.

With regard to the new Jerusalem bride, midrash offers us a glimpse into
the dual Jerusalem cosmos, how these two Jerusalems came to be, and why the
new Jerusalem was described as a bride. Thus, although with midrash we cannot
know precisely what was said originally, the oral tradition preserved a general
background of John’s late first century text.

Similarly, but in reverse, John’s vision of the divine feminine provided early
corroborating evidence for orally transmitted rabbinical ideas not written down
until later centuries. John described Jerusalem as a woman, a bride, and a

tabernacle. In rabbinical writings, the feminine aspect of God appeared as his
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presence, but often conflated or associated closely with the feminine Jerusalem,
Sabbath, and Torah. In the Hebrew Bible, a feminine aspect of God was his spirit
or ruah. The Sekinah, the presence of God, developed in later Kabbalistic thought
as the feminine form of God; however, John’s portrayal of the new Jerusalem
miskan, tabernacle, as a bride was an early precursor. The shared etymology of
miskan and Sekinah, as well as the similar visions of the celestial bride
descending, point to early attestations of the divine feminine.

This new Jerusalem was also described as God’s tabernacle in which he
tabernacled with the people. The Hebrew equivalent of the Greek word for
tabernacle was miskan. This word shared its root with Sekinah. If this new
Jerusalem was describing God tabernacling with the people, it was a feminine
physical depiction of God’s Presence. God’s presence filled Solomon’s temple
and surrounded him as a crown when he entered the temple. R. Hanina
welcomed the Sabbath as his “bride,” his “queen.” He brought her into his home
and spent the night and day intimately with her.

The new Jerusalem was the presence of God and it was the people of
Israel. The Jerusalem bride as God was a precursor to the idea of God’s Sekinah
presence. God’s Sekinah later became associated with the Sabbath bride. Thus,
rabbinical scholars and theologians can find an early Jewish tradition within
John'’s visions.

Early rabbinical interpretations of the biblical texts shed considerable light
on the meaning on John’s new Jerusalem visions because John, even though he

was writing in Greek was a Jew, was steeped in first century Jewish
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interpretations of the biblical books. Unlike later Christians, first century Jewish
“Christians” read the Hebrew Bible through the lens of early Jewish thought (to
varying degrees in all Judaism’s varieties).

Previous scholarship generally regarded John’s new Jerusalem visions as
apocalyptic. However, placing his visions in the genre of midrash uncovered how
John, (and whoever he was borrowing from) developed the new Jerusalem. By
suspending (for the time being) objections to using midrash, it became possible
to explore the midrashic aspects of John’s visions. Some scholars presumed that
John was just writing down dreams or visions, but the midrashic lens suggested
that what he was actually doing was more intentional. A midrashic lens pointed to
John’s visions being a result of sophisticated theological exegesis. Moreover,
John’s myriad of allusions to the Hebrew biblical books confirmed that he was not
just writing down a vision, but that he was interpreting biblical verses. Thus, the
scientific principle of usefulness would argue that the midrashic approach was
more useful than the apocalyptic approach.

This sixth approach to John’s new Jerusalem, the midrashic approach,
can be combined with the other five approaches: theological, biblical-critical,
literary, post-modern, and theory of religion, in ways more useful than the
apocalyptic approach.

It has rhetorical usefulness for theologians. For example, the polysemic
aspect of John’s new Jerusalem is assumed with the midrashic approach. Thus,
the so-called problem of the various and contradictory images in John'’s vision is

no longer a theological problem since midrashim held many interpretations within
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them that contradicted each other. In midrash, each opinion was included and
there was no final say—even God himself did not have the last word. Thus,
midrashic perspective on truth was similar to the scientific principle of “quantum”
reality—the cat can be both alive and dead at the same time. We do not know
which of the opinions was the final one, if any, yet the contradictions do not
create a problem of errancy in the text. Rather than John’s vision being treated
as solely a divinely inspired dream-vision of the eschaton, it could be given credit
as a laborious compilation of biblical texts, midrashic traditions, and midrashically
developed connections.

However, while the polysemic aspect of the midrashic approach can be
used by theologians to highlight the thought process behind John’s new
Jerusalem text, it can also be used by critics to undermine the text. The tenets of
faith claim that God’s biblical writers were divinely inspired (even if their human
senses filter the inspiration). If John were creating harizot of verses from the
canonized texts (of the Hebrew biblical books), then one could argue that he did
not develop the new Jerusalem through a vision; rather, his imagery was
interpretation.

The midrashic approach can be used by feminist scholars. The midrashic
approach highlighted the feminine nature of God as the new Jerusalem bride. It
highlighted the vision of the final Sabbath-city descending in her finery for the
final wedding. It allowed gender fluidity between God and her/his people. It
elevated the feminine nature of God, of the city, of the temple, of the people, and

of time. It also highlighted the disappearance of Eve from the new Garden.
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Midrashic polysemy can also be used by post-modern environmentalists.
One non-polysemic interpretation of John’s visions is that it predicts the end of
this world. Thus, if this world will pass away, we do not need to preserve it. A
polysemic ecological application of the midrashic view on reality would be that
John’s vision did not definitively say that this earth will be destroyed to make way
for a new earth. Rather, in one vision, John was on a mountain that existed on
the current earth viewing the descent of the new Jerusalem; in another vision,
John was witnessing a new unified heaven and earth which was different than
this one which had “passed away.” Therefore, the earth should be preserved in
case the new Jerusalem needs a place to land!

A modern kerygma, or salvific message, can mitigate the problematic
aspects of hoping for a new Jerusalem. Thus, the longing for a new world can be
balanced with a message to preserve the sanctity of this world. Both future
worlds could be hopeful improvements, idyllic Edens. However, any real change
to actions, especially religious actions, must be led by religious leaders. Thus,
the environmental approach may be more successful if combined with a
theological approach. Having a theological epiphany about John’s new
Jerusalem and its purpose for modern Christians could help with the lack of care
for this world. However, only by working with pastors, preachers, rabbis, and
muftis can there be a transformation of approach to the environment, to
preserving this world, in the hope of God’s paradise on this earth.

While scholars may disagree on the meaning of the symbols in their

original context, they can agree on a vision of the new Jerusalem which
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considers the current need for ecological awareness of their message and they
can agree on a rejection of anti-Judaic theology. Having an unbiased perspective
can then lend itself to creating a message for today. The rabbinic principle of
pikuah nefes--to live and not die by the commandments, would also imply living
and not dying by prophesy—another reason the midrashic approach is more
useful than the apocalyptic. The midrashic approach to the book of Revelation
can arise only in this day and age when two historically separate departments of
scholarship—rabbinical studies and Christian theology—can come together.
Unity in research allows deeper reflection on Jewish and Christian interpretations
of canon. Thus, to put it bluntly, a pro-Jewish methodology helps the modern
scholar to bridge the divide between John’s world and our own, and hopefully,

preserves this world for the future.
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