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ISRAEL'S LAND PROIISES UNDER THE NEW COVENANT

John T. Towmsend

Within the New Testament there is no discugsion of the land
promises made to Israel under the Old Covenant. Such an omission,
however, is not surprising. In the first place, Israel's land
promises were of primary concern to the sons of Israel, but the
New Testament in its present form seems largely addressed to gentiles.
The mere fact that the books of the New Testament were written in
Greelr, susgests that its intended readers were either gentiles or

G-

hellenized Jews,

Secondly, during much of the Hew Testament period, the land
promises would have presented little problem to many Jews because
‘to a certain extent the Jews did possess the land. It was not until
the final Jewish revolt against Rome (C. E. 132-135) that Jews were
excluded from the Holy Citv, and there is evidencz that even after
the destruction of the Temple in C. ©. 70 sacrifices continued to be
offered on the holy site.2 Of course, there were certain Jews who
regarded foreign domination in any form as contrary to their religion,
but others were less nationalistic.? The Sadduceces, for example,
generally cooparated with the Roman occupation forces in Palestine;
and even certain Pharisees, such as Yohannan ben Zakkai, were willing
to reach at least a tegporary settlement with Rome that left Palestine
under foreign control.
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Thirdly, we should not expect the New Testament writers to stiess
the matter of land promises because to have done so would have invited
Roman persecution. Of course, these writers could have rejected the
land promises of the Old Covenant with Roman approval; but for a
Christian to argue for Jewish rights in Palestine, especially Jewish
political rishts, would be seen as a deliberate provocation of Rome.
Thus the silence of the New Testament on the matter of land promises
micht indicate a positive attitude tovard them rather than siwmply a
lack of interest, K

Since the New Testament lacks significant positive evidence
concerning the Old Testament land promises, any conclusions about
early Christian attitudes toward them must be problematic. %hat we



can do, howaver, is show that at least certain parts of the New
Testament reveal attitudes sucgesting a certain acceptance of the
land promises as a still valid heritage belonging to Israel katd
sdrka. '

: First let us look at the writings of Taul., The matter here
appears to be settled., The Apostle explicitly states that it is
not the Jews but the Christians who are the true heirs of Abraham
and that therefcre any blessings or promises given '"to Abraham and
his sced" apply to those whe are '"in Christ'" bzcause Christ is the
seed of Abraham (Gal. 3:6-9, 16, 29; 4:21-31; Rom, 4), Logically,
therefore, Paul must have concluded that the rromises of Jland 'to
Abrahom and his seed" (e.g., Gen. 12:7; 13:15; 17:83; 2h:7) applied
only to the Clristians, probably in some spiritual manncr.

'fhis view, that the Church receives the blessings promised
under the Old Covenant, seemg confirmed by Gal. 6:16 where according
to the usual interpretation,® Paul refers to the Church as "The
Israel of God," lioreover, throuchout the Paulinz Corpus there are
statements that in Christ the distinction between Jecw and gentile
exists no more. Ilypical of such statements is Gal. 3:28, according
to which '"there is meither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave
nor frec man, there is neither male nor female; for you all are one
in Christ Jesus" (cf. Rom, 10:12; I Cor. 12:13; Col. 3:1ll).

We must use caution, however, in drawing such '"logical con-
clusiong'' from Faul's interpretation of scripture where, as in the
cace of land promises, the Apostle neglects to draw such conclusions
himself, Ancient writers did not always follow our logic in assess-
ing the import of their scriptural interpretations. An example of
such a writer is Philo of Alexandria._ The fact that he allegorized
-the sagrificial lerislation in Torah,’ the high priest,8 and the
temple® might lead one to conclude that this exegete did not intend
the cultic sections of the Law to be understood literally;l0 never-
theless, contrary to such a '"logical conclusion,'" Philo actually
denounces those who were treating the literal observance of Torah
with "easy-going neglect," and he specifically mentions those precepts
that concern the sanctity of the temple as commandments which must be
externally obscrved,ll As for his own devetion to the sacrificial
legislation in Torah, this devotion is clearly demonstrated in his
De lecatione ad Gaium, 12

Similarly the Apostle Paul does not always carry his arguments
to what we ni-ht regard as '"logical oo nclusions.'  Although in
Gal. 3:28 he affirms that there is no distinction between Jew and
Greek, between slave and freceman, between male and female; he coes
in fact expect such distinctions to be observed, at least in the
present age. He clearly affirms the traditionzl, distinctive roles
for men and women (I Cor. 11:2-16; l4:34; Col, 3:18f.); and he just
as clearly accepts the traditional relation of master and slave
(I Cor. 7:20-24; Col. 3:22-4:1; cf. Philemon 10-18). Thus we should
not be surprised if Paul is somewhat inconsistent regarding the
relationship of Jew and Greek, and in fact the Apostle does at times
affirm that there remain certain significant distinctions between the
two.



Paul discusses the relation between Jew and gentile most fully
in his Epistle to the Romans. As early as chapter three he affirms
that the Jew has much advantage over the gentile, at least because
“the Jews have been entrusted with the oracles of God,'" even though
both share the same’ bondage under Sin (vss. 1-2, 9). Then in
chapters nine through eleven the place of Israel in God's plan for
salvation btcomes the major theme, Early in this section he again
affirms Israel's special position as possessing 'the sonship, the
glory, the covcnants, the giving of the law, the worship, the pronises,
. . « the patriarchs, . . . and the Christ td kata sérka" (9:4f.).

He also affirms that by "Israel' he means his kinsmen by race' (S:3)
although he quickly cautions that not every son of Abraham (e.Z. Esau)
is an Israelite (9:6-14). Then, after twice declaring his angulched
desire for Isracl's salvation (9:1-3; 10;1£.), the Apostle cutlines
Isracl's place in God's salvation plan in chapter eleven. He begins
with the assurance that "God has not rejected his people whom he
foreknew," a peovle to which Paul himself belongs (1ll:1££f.); but their
salvation will not come apart from the gentiles. In fact the gentiles
accordinz to God's plan will be the means for saviny Israel. The
gentiles in sharing God's blessing will provoke Israel to jealousy
and so insure salvation for the Jews (11:11f£.), and Paul through his
gentile mission is actively bringing this jealousy about CLL%1 35D

In the allegory of the olive tree (11:17-21) and in the verses that
follow, we sece the full outline of God's salvation plan. In the
Apostle's own words, "A partial hardening has come upon Israel until
the full rcentile world enters (into salvation), and in this way will
Israel be saved." Thus it seems clear that for Paul, while both Jew
and Gentile are equally in bondege under Sin and equally in need of
salvation, they are treated quite distinctively in God's salvation
plan.l3 tould not a similar separate-but-equal plan in regard to
land promises for this age or the age to come be fully in agreement
with Pauline theology? Under such a plan in the age to come mizht
not Israel possess Canaan, and the gentiles, the world?

It is now necessary to return to Gel, 6:16 and the expression,
"Israel of God." If the majority of commentators are correct in
assuming that the expression refers exclusively to Christians, then
it would secem that in Galatians rFaul fails to prescrve the careful
distinctions between Israel and the gentiles which we find in Romans.
However, it is by no means necessary to identify "Israel of God" with
Christians. The whole of Galatians 6:16 recads as follcws: "And for
as many as wallk by means of this rule, peace upon them and mercy also
upon the Israel of God." This bznediction concerns two divine bless-
ings, peace and mercy, but we should expect then to be mentioned in
the reverse order., Elscwhere in the New Testanent "mercy' precedes
"peace,'" and theolowically God's peace should come after and recsult
from his mercy. Horeover, we should expect that the two‘blessings
apply to both "thcm" and "the Israel of God." However, 1f we assume
that''the Israel of God'" refers to Jews, the passage makes cgood sense.
So understood, Faul in this verse is asking for peace upon Christians,
who know God's peace, and mercy upon Jews, who have yet to know the
fulness of divine peace. Thus Paul, in adding this verse to Galatians
as part of the postscript in his own hand, would be correcting any
impression from the body of the epistle that he regarded Israel as
being outside God's plan for salvation.l



Since Paul's theology does not rule out the possibility that
he regarded the Old Covenant land promises as still valid for
Israel katd sdrka, let us now look for some hint that he might
actually have done so. Such a hint may be found in his use of the
word "temple," (nads) because in Rabbinic thoucht all the Land of
Isracl was yegarded in_a sense as an extension of the courts of:
the Jerusalem Temple.ls Thus, what Faul, who was educated in the
Pharisaic-Rebbinic tradition,i says about the templa should indicate
his attitude towards the whole territory. The Paulin2 corpus,
includin~ Ephesians, contains eight uses of the word naocs (in
I Cor. 3:16f., 6:19; II Cor. 6:16, Eph. 2:21, and I1 Thess 2:4).17
Those writers ulio have discussed the subject of nacs note that Faul
generally uses the word metaphorically and ariue that he thought of
the Church as replacing the Jerusalem Temple,=™® However, there are
certain errors in this assumption. In the first place, Paul is
inconsistent in his metaphorical usage. Wihile he certainly can speak
of the Christian cowmnunity as forming a temple, in I Cor. 6:19 he
also speaks of the individual Christian as a temple, Furtheriore,
ntemple' is but one metaphor used by Paul to describe the Church.
Finally, while Paul uses naos metaphoricallg, he never uses it in a
symbolic sense with the article (ho nags),L? :

The one significant place where Paul refers to the temple of
Jerusalen is II Thess 2:4 where he can still call it "The temple of
God."20 A few commentators argue that the verse is mentd oning a
heavenly temple; but they offer 1ittle evidence, aside from the fact
that the Old Testament mentions a heavenly temple and a heavenly
throne. Several other commentators argue that the temple here is
the church on anzlogy with Paul's me taphorical uaage,zz but the
exegésis is quite doubtful. 1In the first place, nads appears here
with the article although the Apostle appears to avoid the article
.in metaphorical usage. Secondly, where Paul uses ggﬁs metaphorically
_elsewhere, he explains this usage to his recaders. Thirdly, the words
ton naon are grammatically governed by kathisai, a verb suggesting a
definite place, not an institution., Finally one must concider that
IT Thess. 2:4 is part of a passage reflecting Dan. 11:31-36 (cf.

Dan. 9:27; 12:11); and the temple mentionad in Dan. 11:31-36 could
only bz the temple at Jerusalem. It is doubtful whether raul would
have changed the meaning of the temple in II Thess. 2:4 without
indicating that he had done so. Therefore, there scems little

reason to doubt that the temple of II Thess. 2.4 is indecd the temple
at Jerusalem.

This reference to the Jeruszlem Temple f£211s within an apoca-
lyptic context in vhich Paul is explaining what must take place
before the porcusia. Following the apocalyptic concept of history,
paul tells the rnessalonians that the forces of evil will become
more and more powerful until they recach a climax in their inicquity,
at which time the Lord Jesus will return. ‘First the katéchon will
be removed; then the lawless one will be revealed; and, as the climax
of his evil work, he will 'take his seat in the temple of God, pro-
claiming himself to be God."23 Since Paul sets the desecration of
the temple at Jerusalenm beside the ultimate blasphemy of proclaiming
oneself to be God and since he regarcs these acts at the climax of
the evil which is to precede the parousia, there can be little doubt
of Paul's veneration for this temple.,



What was the significance of Jerusalem temple? It was
traditionally a temple, not only of the Jews, but to a certain
extent of the gentiles as well,.~ This gentile participation was
to be intensified in the a7e to come (cf. Is, 56:7 Ceited in
Mk, 11:17); Zech. 14:16-19),25 Hovever, at least in this present
ace, Jews worshiped in a court separated from the court of the
gentiles by the "dividing wall of partition' (cf. kph. 231073
Such a view of the temple would arree with raul's general portrayal
of the Jewish-gentile relationship, according to which both parties
have sirnificant, but different, roles in God's salvation plan.

In a sinilar manner the Apostle would view God's extended sanctuary
on earth. For the present age Palestine remains the special prevince
of Isracl althourh the gentiles can share in its blecsinss; but in
the iinminent, coming age cuch distinctions will dissolve as will ttre
distinctions between slave and free man, between male and female,

At the beginning of this essay we noted that the Jews themselves
were in disagreement over the nature of the land promises. While
some regarded any form of foreign domination as contrary to these
pronises, others were more flexible toward Roman rule, In regard
to Paul, whatever his e:tact attitude to the land promises may heve
been, he was certainly no ultranationalist. Ilis moderate position
can be seen in Rom. l3:1-7; and however we interpret the passage as
a whole,2/ verses six and seven clearly support the payment of taxes,
presumably to Rome, While he is not speaking dircctly of Roman
levies in Palestine, the general tone of these verses would have been
anathema to those nationalists working for an end to the Roman domi-
nation of the promised land.

Although Paul was no ultranationalist, there have exzisted for
many yearg a series of scholars who have insisted that Jesus himself
was one,? In recent years this position has been identified with
‘'S. G, F. Brandon.? If Brandon is correct in his assessment of the
historical Jesus, then clearly we ought to concider the implications
of this assessment, that our Lord considered the political freedom
of Israel a matter of some importance. Unfortunately, the works of
Brandon and those of his predecessors lack any defined me thodology.<0
Thus, while they present much evidence for their position, their con-
clusions are undermined, i

In studying the historical Jesus the present author uses a
method that stresses five criteria for separating what accurately
depicts Jesus from what rcpresents the evangelists or gther early
Christians who helped form our traditions about Jesus. 1l rirst we
should recoznize that we cannot deternine what Jesus may have intended
if his disciples wisunderstood him. They kncw him better than we.
Therefore, we should ask how Jesus appeared to his contemporaries
who personally encountered him and not try to reconstruct some hidden
messaze that his contemporaries did not understand. Secondly, we
should begin with what Paul tells us about Jesus instead of the
Gospels. Ve know much more about this author and his biases than
about any of the evancelists. Besides Faul wrote long before the
earliesct gospel, andhe testifies_that he knew some of Jesus' closest
followers including Peter (Gal, 1:18-2:14), Thirdly, 1t 1s batter to
rely on the events in Jesus' life rather thean on his sayings and



parables. Sayings and parables vere handed
down orally apart from the particular contexts in which Jesus may
have used them. Thercfore, such teaching, even where it may
accurately represent the actual words of Jesus, can prove mislead-
ing.32 A saying like, '"Blessed are the meck, for they shall
inherit the earth" (ift. 5:5), tells us little about Jesus' message
because, assuming the words are from Jesus, we do not know the use
he made of them; however, cvents, such as the cleansing of the
temple, have their contexts partly built into the account. Fourthly,
it is preferable to use material attested by two or more unrelated
sources. Lxampled of such material are the accounts of the Last
Supper, which appecar in the Synoptic Gospels, in John (without the
Eucharist), and in I Corinthians; the feceding miracle, which appears
twice in liark as well as in John; and the fact that Jesus was a
miracle worker, a matter attested many times in the biblical tradi-
tions about him. TFifthly, we should be able to relate wiat we find
about Jesus to what we know about the early Church. For example, if
Jesus taught his followers, who were Jews, that observance of the
Jewish Law was unnecessary, it is difficult to explain why some who
claimed to follow him expected such observance on tle part of gentile
Christians (cf. Gal. 2:2ff.); however, if Jesus expected his Jewish
disciples to be observant of Torah, we can easily understand why
there would be a division awmong his followers after his death con-
cerning the relation of gentile Christians to the Jewish law..

There is one commonly-used criterion of gospel criticism that
seems quite misleading, the criterion of dissimilarity.33 This
criterion assumes that no one would ever invent a teaching of Jesus
contrary to what h2 or his contemporaries belicved. Therefore, what-
ever .in the Gospels can be distinsuished from the teachings of the
carly Church, first-century Judaism, and hellenistic culture could
not stem from any of these sources and must have arisen from Jesus
‘himself. One reason that this criterion is untenable is that our
tnowledge of first-century Christianity, Judaism, and hellenism is
too incomplete to decide what was not taught in such circles,  Iliore-
over, the knouledge that we do possess of them presents so varied a
picture that it is doubtful whether anything in the Gospels can be
called unique. Another criticism of this criterion is that, even
if we succeed in isolating some remark of Jesus that differs from
other first-century thought, we cannot assume that such a teaching
is an important element in his message. Is it likely that a central
element in any man's teaching is that which his followers choose not
to adopt?

Following our five criteria, we first consider the historical
Jesus as depicted in the Pauline Epistles. They report that he was
a Jew (Gal, 3:16; 4:4) "of the seed of David" (Rom. 1:3);3% that he
ministered to his own people, the Jews (Rom. 15:8; Gal. 4:5); and
that he had a brother named James, whom Paul had met in person
(Gal. 1:19). The Apostle also records certain picces of information
relating to Jesus' death. These include an account of the Last :
Supper with the statement that ''he was being hgnded over' by comeone
presumably to the authorities (I Cor. 11:23),3° the repeated assertion
that he died on a cross, and a charge that the Jews had %illed hin
(I Thess. 2:15). In addition Paul mentions various titles b which
Jesus was known in the early Church, some of which may have been used
by Jesus during his lifetime.



The assertion that Jesus died by crucifixion appears to con-
tradict the assertion that the Jews had killed him, Crucifixion
was a roman punishment inflicted by xoman authorities upon one
guilty under koman law, Jewish e:xecutions were by stoning, burnéng,
“or bzheading, possibly by strangulation, but not by crucifixion.>®
Whether or not Roman authoritizs had to approve all death sentences
in first-century Palestine,3/ Jesus would have suffered a Jewish
punisiment such as stoning had he merely becen guilty of some gguish
crime such ac blasphemy (cf. Lev. 24:16; Acts 6:1l; 7:56-58).°°
Since the deatli of Jesus on a Roman cross is so strongly attested
that it can scarcely be doubted, this execution must have resulted
from some breach of Roman Law,

Vhy then does Paul blaim the Jews for the erucifixion? 1In the
first place, certain Jews probably did play a role in Jesus' death
because certain Jews, such as the High Priest, were appointed by
the Roman governor and owed allegiance to Rowme, lioreover, Paul lived
and precached in a world at the mercy of Roman pover. To admit that
Jesus had been guilty under Roman Law would have invited Roman per-
secution of the Apostle himself and of anyone. else who folloed Jesus.
In fact from the earliest days of the Church until the conversion of
Constantine three-hundred years later, Christians continued to shift
the responsibility for the crucifixion from Roman to Jew, 1In somg
circles the wife of Pontius Pilate even became a Christian Saint. 9
Still, the fact that Jesus suffered a Roman punishment suggests that
he died for an offence against Rome, not for some crime against the
laws and customs of his fathers.

vhat that crime was we can deduce from the titles by which Jesus
was known in Pauline circles. The two titles by which Paul commonly
refers to Jesus are "Christ" and "Lord." Iyrios, or 'Lord," ias used
‘by Greck-speaking Jews as the equivalent of YilZli, Thus to call Jesus
wlord" was to call him by God's name.*0 However, the Christological
hymn in Phil, 2:6-11 indicates that for its author and probably for
Paul the title "Lord" was given Jesus after his resurrection,tl

The title which Paul most frﬁauently applied to Jesus is "Christ,"
i.e. "liessiah'" or "Anointed one." In fact by the time that the

Apostle was writing his episztles, ''Christ' had become more a proper
name than a title. Contrary to popular opinion, however, "Chﬁgst-
Messiah'" vwas not a2 common title in the Judaism of Jesus' day. AS
far as we know, it was used by none of several so-called messianic
pretenders who at verious times tried to free Palestine f£rom foreign
rule. "hen the title is used it never desirmates someone superiuman
or senidivine but a ling or ruling high priest. This usace conforms
to the use of "ilessiah," '"The Lord's Anointed,' in the Hebrew
Scriptures. There the title nearly always designates the ruler of
God's people, Israel (e.z., I Sam. 24:6, 103 11l Sam. 22:51 // Pa. 18:50;
Ps. 80:38).%% Thus, "hessiah" in Jesus' day was a title associated
closely with Jewish kingship; and such a title, applied to Jesus
during his lifetine, would have been more than enourh to cause his
crucifixion by the Romans as someone aspiring to be '"king of the Jews."
Furthermore, since the title would have invited Roman persecution, 1t
is unlilely that the early Church invented the title. Rather it scecms
that "Christ-licssiah" was so associated with Jesus during his lifetiune
that the carly Church was stuck with it and could not avoid the title
after the crucifixion and resurrection.



_What in fact the Church did was to chanve the weaning of
Miessiah-Christ." Thus, for cxanile, the fourth evangelist com-
posed a private dialogue between Jesus and Pilaote in which Jesus
maintains that his kingship is not of this world (15:36). liovever,
if Jesus' kingship vere really not of this world, we must ask why
so dangerous a title was applied to him in the first place, lore-
over, cince the title was comparatively rare in the Judaism of
Jesus!' doy, it would not have been apnlied to Jesus casually, but
deliberately and with forethoursht. Therefore, it seems probable
that the titlz would have carried much of its original, politicel
meaning for Jesus and his followers. Certainly it would have carried
such a meaning for most of Jesus' contemporaricc.

From the Pauline epistles we can hypothecize that Jesus was
crucified. by the Romans for claiming to be '"king of the Jews."
This crucifixion was neither voluntary nor duc to recklessness. |
Rather someone handed Jesus over to the authorities. Now when ve
turn to the rospels, the picture appears-somevhat differcent. In
spite of sayings like "I ceme not to bring peace but 2 sword"
(1it. 10:34), sayings about loving enemies and turning the othar
cheecl:, etc,, appear predominant. Ve must remecnber, however, that
Jesus!' teachincs, even when genuine, do not necessarily reflect
the context in which they may have been spoken; and, if we concen-
trate on what the Gospels report Jesus did, then the gospel picture
of Jesus matches more closely what we have learned from the rauline
Epistles. ; :

First of all, the gospels agrec that Jesus met his death om a
Roman cross. Roman soldiers nailed him there (see Ik, 15:39 & //€);
and Pontius Pilate, the Roman govarnor sentenced him (1iz, 15:15 & //s;
Jn. 19:16). They also agree that the charge against him was claiming
kingship (k. 15:2 & //s; Jn. 18:33), and they report thot this very
charge was nailed to his cross (Mk. 15:26 & //s; Jn. 19:19).

That Jesus was regarded as politically dancerous can be seen -
from his inquest. according to ik, L4:15-59 (// lit. 26:69-61) this
hearing took place at the house of the High Priest. That_wan bhas
gathered his council, perhaps a small group of advisers. First

they f£ind witnesses who testify that Jesus had threatened to destroy
and rebuild the Wewple. 1In order to understand the significance of
such testimony, we must realize that throughout the Anci ent Near East
generally and among the Jews in particular it vas the king, and the
king alo&c, uho was responsible for a national shrine and 1ts func-
tioning.7® Chief priests had authority to act only under Royal

orders. In Jesus' day it was the Romans who ruled Israel, and the
Roman governor represented Caesar. Pontius Pilate exercised his
control over the temple, not only by appointing and deposing hih
priests at will,™/ but also by keeping the high priestly vestments

in his own possession.”*® Thus any attempt by Jccus to interfere

with the temple would have been seen as the usurping of royal authority.

The witnesses do not agree. Then the High Priest asks Jesus
directly about his kingship: 'Are you the liessiah, the son of the
Blessed (= God)?" Jesus replies, "I am." Again the s@gnlficancc
of the testimony is not obvious. TFor Christians the title, "Son of



God," had come to have a special divine meaning, but the words had

a different implication during Jesus' lifetime, Like "liessiah,"

"Son of God" was also a title given to the kings of Ferack " “In %the
Hebrew Scriptures it is the king who is generally meant by the
designagion nSon of God" for it was he who representad God to his
peOple.’9 Since the claim to be Son of God is more seditious than
blasphemous, it is difficult to explain the Hizh Priest's cry that
Jesus has committed blasphemy. Nor cen we find much that is blas-
phemous in the other elements of Jesus! answer. The words, "I am,"
simply indicate an affirmative answer,=" and when Jesus adds the

Son of lian prophecy from Dan, 7:13, he gives no indication that he

is that Son of llan, & possible source for the cry of blasphemy may
lie in a false assumption of the early Christian comunity. &fter
the resurrection, Christianscame to understand the title, "Son of
God," in a far more literal sense than a mere designation of kingship.
For a reader who understood Son of God in a divine literal sense, the
High Priest's cry of blasphemy would have been expected. Therefore,
it would not have been too long before some Christian changed the
text to fit the expectation. -

1f we grant that Jesus was condemned for cedition against Rome,
we must then ask whether he was guilty. Do the gospels preserve
indications that Jesus really claimed the kind of kingship that was
a threat to the Roman occupation of Palestine? Or did Jesus, as the
Church came to believe, regard himself .as the spiritual king of a
non-earthly kingdom who deliberately chose the way of the cross?
Certainly his actions on the night of his arrest do not suggest that
the crucifixion was vwoluntary, If the events as reported in 1flc. 14:23-
52 appeared in a modern newspaper the account might read as follows:

"W OTED 'HMESSIAH CAPTURED

"Last nicht the Temple Police acting for Governor
Pontius Pilate, carried out a surprise raid in
Gethsemane., They were aided in finding the rebzls
by a former follower, Judas, alias Long Knife.
After surprising three sleeping guards, there wvas

a short skirmish in which one of the Temple men was
wounded; but the fighting ended when the royal pre-
tender ordered his men to ccase resisting against
hopeless odds. It is expected that the cebel will
be crucified sometime today."

Vhile this report accurately records the larcan events, ve do
not read the stousy in this way, perhaps because of a prayer added to
+he account in which Jesus indicates his willingness to die (14:36).
However, the prayer cannot have come from Jesus because he was alone
when he supposedly uttercd it, and he died before he could have revealed
the text. Since the authorities nceded a traitor to £ind Jesus and
vfinger”" him (1h:b4£.), we must assume that Jesus was unwilling to
supply the nceded information. Finzlly, the fact that Jesus had posted
guaras (1lb:23, 37f£., 41), at least onc of whon was armed (l4:&7), ;
sugrests that those closest to Jesus were preparcd for action involving
violence., Of course, these followers may have misunderstood Jesus;
but, assuming they did, are we in a better position to uncarth Jesus'!
weal intentions' with our own limited resources?



Two other events of significance for understanding Jesus'

kingship appear in more ‘than ome strand of tradition: the cleansing

of the Temple and the feeding of the multitude. At Jesus' inquest

it was testified against him that he intended to replacc the

Jerusalem Templc andin doing so was claiming a royal perogative.,

Both the Synoptic Gospels (Mk. 11:15f, & //s) and the Gospel of Joim
report that beyond talking about temple reform, Jesus actually
atteupted to berin them and set about "cleansinz" the Temple by over-
turning the tables of the money-changers and the geats of the dove-
sellers. lark adds that he also prohibited anyone from carrying a
bundle throurh the temple court. Huch of the significance in thesze
acts lies not ins'he reforms themselves., Many Pharisees advocated
" siniler reforns. What was more important than the refora: then-
selves was that Jesus asserted hic authority to make them and in doing
so publically proclaimed his kingship.

The niraculous feeding of a multitude appears in tvo versions in

Marl: (k. 6:23-h4 & //s3 k. 8:1-10 // Mt, 15:32-32), and in John
(6:1-15) as well. The gZospels have tended to stress various aspects
of the actual feedinrs; but Roman authorities would have been far wore
concerned about zeveral thousand males (k. 6:44; Jn., 6:10), divided
into military companies of hundreds and fifties (k. 5:40);53 gathered
in the desert, the traditional place for Jewish revolutionaries to
gather since the time of David. Only a few yearc earlier Pontius
Pilate had surprised a far smaller band in Samaritan territory.
Although they. had committed no gft of violence, Iilate's soldiers
slauchtered them without mercy. * Fadus, Pilate's successor, similarly
surp;ised another Jewish leader in the desert with only four hundred
men.2d 1Two centuries earlier the Maccabees had _begun their successful
war of liberation with only three thousand men,®® Even today certain
governments would oppose a few thousand men gathered in a remote place,
' say in the mountains of Cuba. o -

These are not the only acts of Jesus that would have had messianic
-sirmificance to his contenmporaries,_ Events like the triumphal entry
(k. 11:1-30 & //s: Jn. 12:12-19),°7 and perhops the anointing at
Bethany (1. 14:3-9 // iit. 26:6-13; cf. Lk. 7:36-50; Jn. 12:1-8) would
have encourazed people to sec in Jesus one who night free the land
from Roman occupation. Even the simple story of Jesus and his
disciples going through the wheat fields and plucking crain on the
Sabbath was probably seen as a kingly act. Accordin~ to the liarcan
version (2:23, Greek text only) the main point of the story is that
Jesus and his disciples made a way through the grain fields, end the
part about plucking the grain is merely a participial phrase, perhaps
indicating how the way was made. Since in the Ancient Near East
generally and according to Jewish lay_in particular only a king nizht
walk throush sonegne's grain fields,28 this act was another proclama-
tion of kingship.2?

Thus far we have been primarily concerned with what Jesus did
rather than what tradition says he taught. ‘“here are, however, tvo
arcas of Jesus! teaching that we must consider because of their impli-
cation for Jesus' views re~arding the Lond of Israel, These areas are
the teaching about the Kingdom of God (or Heaven) and the saying about
paynent of taxes to Caesar (k. 12:13-17 & //s).
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Ehe Gospels nowhere explain what Jesus meant by "Kingdom of
God."00  on the contrary, "Kincdom of God" seems to occur cuite
casually throuchout the teachings of Jesus as a term readily under-
stood.by his hearers. Jesus, therefore, probably ucsed the term in

ssentially the same way as his Jewish contenporarics. Ilad he not
done so, h;i teaching would have been unintellicible to those wio
heard hiw,° Since there is no laclk of evidence that the Jews of
Jesus? _day thought of the Kingdom at leagi partly in political
terms®4 that included freedom from Rome,BJ we should expect that
Jesus' use of the expression, "Kingdom of God," carried a similer
connotation. GConfirmation that Jesus' uge of Kincdom of God'" carried
political imnlications is found in what we have already learned of
his nessiahship. Tt seems unlikely that Jesus would have done co
much to proclainm a kingship that included the political if he regarded
hi.s Kingdom as essentially nonpolitical. :

Regarding taxation, the gospels seem to reprecsent Jesus as
having relatively moderate views, Taken at face value, the saying,
tRender unto Caesar the things that are Caesar's," scems to indicate
that Jesus recognized certain Roman rights in Palestine, at least for
the present age. However, such an interpretation does not seem to
agree too well with the fact that the Romans exxccuted Jesus for
opposing their rule. %We must also remember that we are uncertain
that he uttered esactly these words in the same context as they
appear in the Gospel. Even though as skeptical a critic as R. Bultmann
appears to regard the immcdiagﬁ contexzt (apart from vs,., 13) as
inscparable from the saying, . Daube has shown that the whole
of e, 12:13-37 // lt. 22:15-46 may ywell have been formed as part of an
early Christian Passover Haggadah,”>

We should probably interpret the saying on taxes to Caesar in

.light of the fact that the Gospels represent Jesus as intimate with

tax collectors. That Jesus associated with such men is firmly planted
in the tradition end would be hard to refute. In fact even the ‘Iwelve
included one (k. 2:13-17 & //s; Mt. 10:3, cf, //s; cf. elso Acts 1:13).
Thus it seems clear that no matter what Jesus' attitude may have been
toward Rome he welcomed tasx collectors into his following. Therefore,
even if we raise questions about the saying regarding paying taxes to
Caesar, we must admit that Jesus probably was far more tolerant about
paying Roman taxes than many of his more nationalistic contemporaries.

In summery, Jesus certainly acted in ways that encouraged his
contenporaries to see in him one who would aid in fulfilling the
l1and promises of the old covenant by restoring the land fully to
Isracl, and there is little rcason to assume that Jesus must have
been wholly out of sympathy with such an interpretationof his message.
e must, however, also remember that Jesus never actually began any
armed revolt as did many other nationalists. He.even seemed willing,
at least for the present, to take a moderate view of Roman taxation.
Perbaps he was awaiting the appointed time when God would intcrvene

to establish the fullness ofhis Kingdom.



Of course, Paul and the traditions about Jesus do not male
up the whole New Testament, but there is a limit to what one paper
can discuss even lichtly. It is possible, however, to discuss
briefly two further passages with relatively obvious implications
about the land prowises. First of all, the hymns in the first two
chapter of Luke seem quite nationzlistic in their view of the
promises. They stress the restoration of the Pavidic throne in
Jesus and promise that his reiem will last forever i e ) RIS 15
also affirm that Israel will be delivered from her enemies (1:71-74)
and receive the glory (2:32) in accordance with God's promise to
Abraham (L:55, 73) and in accordance with the prophets of old (1:70).

The Stephen Speech of Acts seven represents an alternate
emphesis. While vss. 5 and 7 affirm that God promiscd the land
to Abraham and his posterity and vs. 45 mentions that Israecl
received the land under Joshua, the rest of the speech appears
hostile to Israel and to certain themes associated with the promises
made to Abraham. The author reminds us that Abraham himself received
none of the land (vs. 5), except for a single tomb (vs. 16), that the
giving of the Law took place outside Canaan on Sinai (vs. 30), and
that the holy sanctuary at Jerusalem is unnececssary (vss. 45-50).
Avart from these verses the speech as a whole reads .like a catalorue
of Israel's sins., In order to understand the relation of the stress
on Isracl's sinfulness, we must understand that in early Rabbinic .
tradition certain of the scriptural promiscs were granted condlitionally.
God gave Isracl the Book of Torah and the saronic covenant uncondi-
tionally; but ghe Temple, the land, and the Devidic Kingdom were civen
conditionally. 0 Against such a Jewish understanding of the promises,
the Stephen speech seems to be declaring the temple and the land pro-
mises null and void.

What siemificance do the writings of the Mew Testament hold for
us today on the subject of land promises? Of course the answer to
this question wmust depend on our hermencutic., However, in view of
what has been said above, it will be difficult to claim the whole
New Testament for any one viewpoint., The views range from the national-
istic statements in the Lucan birth narratives and what seens to be
the somewhat loss nationalistic views of Jesus to the relatively
moderate views of Paul and the apparently anti-national view of the
Stephen Speech. Although we have not dizcussed Hebrews. and Relevation,
it would seem that Hebrews regards the land promises as suparceded
whilz Revelation assunes a relatively mationalistic, certainly anti- .
Romzn view. Thus on a scale reading f£rom nationalistic views rcgarding
the land promises to views that are antinationalistic we nicht rate
the evidence of the New Testament as follows: the Lucan hytns (and
Revelation), the historical Jesus, Paul, Acts seven (and Hebrews).
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