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Jerusalem as the Centre of Blessing in Isaiah 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2 

Stefan Green 

 

Introduction 

The Zion tradition has a central place in the Hebrew Bible which continued to develop in the literature 

of the second temple period. In this latter group of texts, God had chosen Jerusalem, even before the 

beginning of time, to be his abode on earth for communion with all creation.1 The vision of a New 

Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 is one of the clearest examples of this development. The Isaianic speech 

associates the presence of God with the eschatological city and equates it with both Eden and the 

temple. 1 Enoch developed this vision of the city in full so that it reflects resistance to the Hellenistic 

empire of that time. The poor state of Zion, encountered by the Jews who returned from Exile at the 

beginning of 538 BCE, may explain the hope of an eschatological Jerusalem. The yearning for a new 

Zion, triggered by dreams and hopes,2 remained unfulfilled. The failure of the Davidic dynasty for 

those who returned home was fact,3 and maintaining the Jewish identity and faith resulted in 

reinterpretations of covenant promises about the eternal kingdom of David. The relationship of 1 

Enoch 26:1–2 with Isa 65–66 is an example of this reorientation towards the future. 

There is a developing Zion tradition in both 1 Enoch and the Book of Isaiah which, in Thomas 

Renz’s words, “is concerned with YHWH’s responsibility for the maintenance of the cosmic and 

historical order of his creation.”4 In the light of Renz’s definition, I shall, in this article, discuss and 

compare the visions of Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2, a post-exilic prophetic text and 

an apocalyptic text. The aim of this comparison is to exemplify what kinds of thematic relationships 

existed between the genres in these two texts about Zion. 1 Enoch 25:2–7 and 27:1–4 surround the 

                                                 

1. See Lois K. Fuller Dow, Images of Zion: Biblical Antecedents for the New Jerusalem (NTM 26; Sheffield: Sheffield 

Phoenix Press, 2010), 111–114 where she refers to 4Q380 1 I; T. Mos. 1:17–18; 3 Macc. 2:9 and 4 Ezra 10:45–46. Fuller 

Dow argues that this tradition is also present “in an undeveloped form” in passages for example Ex 15:13, 17; 23:20; Ps. 

87:1–2. She concludes: “Second Temple literature, then, bears witness to a body of tradition that gives Jerusalem a 

theological significant primitive history” (Ibid. 116). See Ps. 78:69–70, which traces God’s choice of the temple and 

Jerusalem to primal times, before the election of David. Concerning this see Jon D. Levenson, Sinai & Zion: An Entry 

into the Jewish Bible (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1987), 106. 

2. See for example Isa 49:14–23; 54:1–17 and Ezek 40–48. 

3. See 2 Sam 7; Ps 89; Isa 55:1–5. 

4. Thomas Renz, “The Use of the Zion Tradition in the Book of Ezekiel,” in Richard S. Hess and Gordon J. Wenham, 

eds., Zion, City of Our God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 77–103 esp. 84. 
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vision in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 with motifs from Isa 65–66.5 Hence, how does the visionary in 1 Enoch 

26:1–2 make use of the Isaianic text when reimagining Zion as “a blessed place” in the middle of the 

earth? To answer this question, I offer a threefold approach. First, I present the concept of the New 

Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 from the perspective of its creation and impact on the environment in 65:17–

25. Second, I analyse two key concepts in 1 Enoch 26:1–2, namely “the center of the earth” and “a 

blessed place.” Third, I identify possible common denominators in these two texts about Jerusalem. 

The article will end with concluding remarks. 

 

The New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 

One of the central ideas in the Book of Isaiah as a whole is Zion. Many scholars have observed this 

unifying theme within the book. For example, Antti Laato, for example, discusses Isa 1 as an 

introduction not only to 2–39 but also “to the great expectations concerning the future of Zion 

presented in Isaiah 40-66.” Further, in his view, Isa 56–66 explains “why this marvellous time of 

salvation has not yet come to pass in Zion.” Thus, Laato concludes that 65:16–25 “contains many 

allusions to the texts in Isaiah 1–55 where the glorious future of Zion is described” and that “Isaiah 

66 emphasizes the whole aim of the Book of Isaiah […] the new future of Zion […].”6 David M. Carr 

notes that the Book of Isaiah has “a significant focus on Zion, which is presented as God’s special 

city and the ultimate locus of redemption […].”7 Barry G. Webb regards the transformation of Zion 

as the key to “the formal and the thematic structure of the book [of Isaiah] as a whole.” More 

specifically he states: “The key to the transformation of Zion is purifying judgment.” Webb also 

states, that at “the end of the book” there emerges “an eschatological royal community.”8 In the 

                                                 

5. George W. E. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 1–36; 81–108, ed. Klaus 

Baltzer, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 315–316, 318–319. 

6. Antti Laato, “About Zion I Will Not Be Silent”: The Book of Isaiah as an Ideological Unity, ed. N. D. Mettinger and 

Stig I. L. Norin, ConBOT 44 (Stockholm, Sweden: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1998), 171, 206. See also William 

J. Dumbrell, “The Purpose of the Book of Isaiah”, TynBul 36 (1985): 111–128, who presents a similar view on the 

importance of Zion for the Book of Isaiah. 

7. David M. Carr, “Reading Isaiah From Beginning (Isaiah 1) to End (Isaiah 65–66): Multiple Modern Possibilities,” in 

New Visions of Isaiah, ed. Roy F. Melugin and Marvin A. Sweeney, JSOTSup 214 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 

1996), 188–218 esp. 202. 

8. Barry G. Webb, “Zion in Transformation: A Literary Approach to Isaiah,” in The Bible in Three Dimensions, JSOTSup 

87 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 65–84 esp. pp. 67, 72, 83. See also Richard Schultz, “The King in the 

Book of Isaiah,” in The Lord’s Anointed: Interpretation of Old Testament Messianic Texts, ed. Philip E. Satterthwaite, 

Richard S. Hess and Gordon J. Wenham (Carlisle: Paternoster, Baker Books, 1995), 141–165 esp. 161–162. Schultz 
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following section, I shall highlight the central role that the New Jerusalem plays in Isa 65–66 and also 

emphasize the place of Zion in the prophecy demonstrating how the text implies the covenantal aspect 

of the Zion tradition. 

 

The Creation of a New Jerusalem 

The prophet’s announcement in Isa 65:17–18 of a new world epoch and a New Jerusalem forms a 

vision of a cosmic transformation. Following the themes of judgement and salvation in vv. 1–16, the 

remainder of Isa 65 is about restoration by God. The restoration starts from Zion and will renew the 

whole creation, but it excludes the rebellious people who are condemned earlier in the chapter for 

their idolatrous behaviour.9 The keywords that explain this transformation are בורא (“create”) and חדׁש 

(“new”) in 65:17 and 18. God will sovereignly “[…] create (בורא) new heavens and a new earth, […] 

create (בורא) Jerusalem […],” by transforming the present into something חדׁש (“new”) which implies 

made fresh or renewed.10 There is no sign of any destruction that precedes בורא in vv. 17 and 18. So, 

even if the text promises that the transformation will be profound and radical, it is not about rebuilding 

creation and Jerusalem. This eschatological perspective is similar to how the translator of LXX seems 

to understand v. 17, which reads: ἔσται γὰρ ὁ οὐρανὸς καινὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ καινή, […] (“For the heaven 

will be new [renewed] and the earth new [renewed]”).11 Because Jerusalem in v. 18b is parallel to v. 

17a, this creative renewal involves Jerusalem, and not merely in a metaphorical sense of the word. 

The combination בורא and חדׁש in vv. 17–18 describes an alternative cosmos, where, in contrast to 

current one, the New Jerusalem is the centre of the earth. A question is, however, how בורא and חדׁש 

in Isa 65:17–18 can be perceived as pre-apocalyptic when YHWH will restore and renew an existing 

creation and Jerusalem, rather than creating them anew after the destruction of the world.12 

This idea in Isa 65–66 of a new reality in the form of a transformed epoch is dependent on 

Deutero-Isaiah. Of the 21 uses of the root ברא (“to create”) in the Book of Isaiah, sixteen of them 

occur in Isa 40–55, one in 4:5, and remaining four in 57:19 and 65:17–18. Its participle form בורא 

                                                 

thinks that Webb et al. have demonstrated convincingly that “The dominant theme of the book of Isaiah is not the Messiah 

but Zion’s present sinful state and future glorification, […].” 

9. See 65:20 and 25b, and the promises to the faithful in 65:8–15 support the idea of a world without evil. 

10. The Hebrew verb חדׁש means “make anew, restore” (piel) and “renew oneself” (hitpael). The functional meaning of 

the adjective in Isa 65:17; 66:22 is, therefore, “renewed” or “transformed.” 

11. The Greek adjective καινὸς can mean “renewing” of person(s) (BDAG), and people together with Jerusalem are the 

object of God’s transforming בורא in Isa 65:18b. 

12. Destruction of the current evil world is a theme in 1 Enoch 1:9; 10:9, 15–16; 45:6; 76:4; 80:8; 84:5; 89:60–63; 99:16. 



 

4 

(“create”) in 65:17a (x1) and v. 18 (x2), in connection with a New Jerusalem and her people, bears 

witness to this dependency on Isa 40–55 even more.13 However, among the thirteen occurrences of 

 in the Hebrew Bible, and particularly when compared to Deutero-Isaiah, it is only in 65:17–18 בורא

that the term is used in a future sense.14 Thus, even if Isa 65:17–18 is dependent on Deutero-Isaiah 

for its use of 15,בורא the application of the term is unique in Isa 65. As such, this does two things in 

the text. First, בורא marks a progression from a “new exodus” for Israel in Deutero-Isaiah to a final 

cosmic-creative redemption.16 In this new setting, the New Jerusalem becomes the centre of the earth 

for universal salvation as it will also, according to 66:18–24, include the Gentiles. Second, בורא 

signals that God will create a new world of order and security, in short, new conditions for habitation 

(65:19–25). Thus, the author of Isa 65–66 has transferred the idea of creative redemption in Deutero-

Isaiah to his vision of a new epoch. Moreover, Jerusalem will play a central role in this future 

eschatological transformation of cosmic proportions. Therefore, Hanson is correct when he states that 

Isa 65:17–25 “represents a very significant development beyond Deutero-Isaiah.”17 However, even 

if this development is a movement towards the apocalyptic genre, Isa 65–66 is still a prophetic speech 

dependent on Deutero-Isaiah. 

When the phrase כי הנני בורא (“For here am I, creating”) introduces the vision of a New 

                                                 

13. Out of thirteen occurrences in the Hebrew Bible (Isa 40:28; 42:5; 43:1, 15; 45:7 [2x]; 45:18; 57:19; 65:17, 18 [2x]; 

Amos 4:13; Eccl 12:1), בורא is used seven times in Deutero-Isaiah and four times in Third Isaiah, three of them alone in 

65:17–18. Risto Nurmela, in his analysis of the term, concludes that בורא describes a sovereign divine activity and is 

“characteristic of Isa. 40–55” (Risto Nurmela, The Mouth of the Lord Has Spoken: Inner Biblical Allusions in Second and 

Third Isaiah, Studies in Judaism [Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2006], 125). 

14. A participle in Hebrew can refer both to the present and future; when the participle comes after a הנה, like in Isa 65:17, 

it is quite common with the meaning “I am going to…”, which denotes certainty and immanency (futurum instans 

participle). The function of the word הנה at the beginning of v. 17a thus calls attention to a near future event. See Bruce 

K. Waltke and Michael Patrick O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, USA: Eisenbrauns, 

1990), § 37.6f; see also Nurmela, Mouth of the Lord Has Spoken, 125. 

15. Isa 65:17–18 is alluding in particular to 42:5–9; 43:18–19 and 45:18. All three of these texts present God as creator, 

and in 42:9 and 43:19 of something “new” (חדׁש). See also Caroll Stuhlmueller, Creative Redemption in Deutero-Isaiah, 

AnBib 43 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), 67–70, 205–207, 152–157 for a good discussion of these references. 

16. See also Konrad Schmid, “New Creation Instead of New Exodus. The Innerbiblical Exegesis and Theological 

Transformations of Isaiah 65:17–25”, in Continuity and Discontinuity: Chronological and Thematic Development in 

Isaiah 40–66, ed. Lena-Sofia Tiemeyer and Hans M. Barstad, FRLANT 255 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 

2014), 175–194. 

17. Paul D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical and Sociological Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology 

(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), 157. Hanson includes v. 16c, but I differ here from him in how to divide Isa 65 into units. 
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Jerusalem in v. 18b, it repeats the first words in v. 17a. This parallelism, and the transition in v. 18a 

that repeats בורא, demonstrate that the creation of “new heavens and a new earth” and the creation of 

a new “Jerusalem” are not only understood as imminent but that they are also functionally related to 

each other. The “new heavens and a new earth” in v. 17a is cosmic, a perspective Levenson calls a 

macro-temple, but this new creation also has a microcosm, which in v. 18b is a temple-city.18 In that 

capacity, as a temple-city, the New Jerusalem is imagined as central to the “new heavens and a new 

earth.” Furthermore, as a unique location for God’s presence in a future world sanctuary,19 she will 

reflect the whole and function as the Axis Mundi between the heavens and the earth. The image of the 

city as a mount for God’s enthronement in 65:25b and 66:20,20 to which people from all nations will 

pilgrimage (66:12b, 18–23), confirms that of the future Zion as the centre of the earth. 

The idea of a New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 also adds to the stark contrasts between the current 

world and the new one. The references to idolatry in “gardens” in 65:3 and 66:17, and “mountains” 

and “hills” in 65:7 had been sites of במות since pre-exilic times.21 In contrast to these images stands 

the symbolic eschatological language about God’s holy mountain in vv. 65:9, 11 and 25, which in 

65:18 and 66:20 is the New Jerusalem. The contrast reinforces the impression that a new temple-city 

was not only a symbol of hope for a brighter future, but also an ideology of resistance against the 

current situation in Jerusalem under Persian hegemony, the cultic gardens, and the defiled second 

temple. It declared a situation juxtaposed to the current one. In a new world, Zion will be the centre 

of everything and the faithful remnant, those who stand behind Isa 65–66, will no longer experience 

sorrow. Hence, it seems natural to assume that people perceived the vision of a New Jerusalem in 

65:18 as a restored Davidic and Solomonic Jerusalem. Isa 65–66, however, does not mention any 

temple building in connection with the new Zion.22 That implies a Zion tradition which is not 

                                                 

18. Jon D. Levenson, Creation and the Persistence of Evil: The Jewish Drama of Divine Omnipotence (Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 1994), 86–91, 99. 

19. Even if John Goldingay tends to view Isa 65:17–18 as metaphorical, he is correct when he says that the prophet refers 

in those verses “to a whole new world for this city.”  See John Goldingay, The Theology of the Book of Isaiah (Downers 

Grove: IVP Academic, 2014), 116. 

20. See also 66:1–2b, 6. I agree with Levenson that contemporaries must have understood the re-creation of temple-city 

“as a reenthronement of YHWH after a long period in which his palace lay in ruins.” Moreover, “The reconstruction of 

the temple-city was not only a recovery of national honor, but also a renewal of the cosmos, of which the Temple was a 

miniature” (Levenson, Creation and the Persistence of Evil, 89–90). 

21. Susan Ackerman, Under Every Green Tree (HSM 46; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 175. 

22. Regarding the mention of the temple in Isa 66:20, the compound כאׁשר is used in that verse for comparison, not as 

temporal to indicate that something else occurred simultaneously. See Ronald J. Williams, Williams’ Hebrew Syntax, ed. 
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dependent on the Davidic covenant as expressed in 2 Sam 7:1–16 and 1 Chron 17:1–15.23 This 

discontinuity suggests, in turn, that the Davidic tradition is not prominent in Isa 65–66. 

Conversely, the creation of the New Jerusalem, as the centre of a world-sanctuary, is a 

manifestation of God’s kingship.24 The concept of God’s holy mountain in Isa 65-66 is a kingdom, 

which in 65:25 has expanded and has become the source of order in the whole creation. The New 

Jerusalem in v. 18 is this cosmic mountain from which God will reign in a “new heavens and a new 

earth” (cf. 66:1–2, 6). The transformed Jerusalem is, therefore, not only the Axis Mundi but also the 

Axis Gloria in the new world-temple. God residing in the New Jerusalem as king, together with the 

people who have responded to the call, is another sign of a shift of ideology within the text. The 

emphasis is not on the Davidic tradition but rather on God as the only king and creator. Hence, the 

absence of a messianic agent in 65:17–25 tells us two things. First, the author points back to the 

creation stories in Gen 1–2 and God’s enthronement on the day of rest, which ברא in vv. 17–18, עׂשה 

in v. 22, and ברכ in v. 23b also strongly imply. Second, v. 23b (see vv. 8, 16b) alludes to God’s 

unconditional promises of blessing to Abraham (Gen. 15:1–21; 17:1–8). In other words, Isa 65:17–

25 imagines a restart of God’s Heilsgeschichte, which is promised to develop faster and to be more 

successful than what came before. 

The Abrahamic covenant has had a significant influence on the form of the Davidic covenant.25 

One reason for the return to the promises of Abraham in post-exilic time would be the disappearance 

of the Davidic dynasty, due to the Babylonian exile and destruction of Jerusalem. The return of the 

Jews from Babylonian exile is a parallel event to the patriarch coming to the promised land (cf. 41:8–

                                                 

John C. Beckman (Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press, 2007), 104, §264. Therefore, I translate the closing 

clause in Isa 66:20 as follow: “…, just as (כאׁשר) the sons of Israel bring the grain offering in a clean vessel to the house 

of the Lord.” See also, for example NRSV (1989), NASB (1995), and CSB (2017). 

23. See Renz, “The Use of the Zion Tradition in the Book of Ezekiel”, 84–86., where he writes: “[…] while the Davidic 

tradition seems to be dependent on the Zion tradition (cf. Ps 2:7; 1 Kings 11:32, 36), the Zion tradition can be imagined 

without the Davidic tradition.” (p. 85). 

24. Lawrence E. Stager points out that the Israelite kingship is closely linked to this political and cosmological symbolism, 

for example Ps 2. Lawrence E. Stager, “Jerusalem and the Garden of Eden,” ErIsr 26 (1999): 183–194 esp. 183, 188. 

25. R. E. Clements, Abraham and David: Genesis XV and its Meaning for Israelite Tradition, SBT 2/5 (London: SCM 

Press, 1967), 15–22, 47–78. See further Jerome F.D. Creach, “Like a Tree Planted by the Temple Stream: The Portrait of 

the Righteous in Psalm 1:3”, CBQ 61 (1999): 34–46 esp. 43–46. Clements shows that Gen 15:18c, 20–21 enlarges the 

Abrahamic covenant to include the extent of the Davidic empire, which disappeared with the Babylonian exile. So, at the 

time Gen 15 was edited, the redactors anchored the Davidic tradition in the Abrahamic tradition. Clements also points 

out the echo of Gen 12:3; 22:18; 26:4; 28:14 in Ps 72:17. 
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9).26 During the Exile, the people grew conscious of returning to where Abraham came from, that is, 

the land of the Chaldeans. When the time had come, they, like the patriarch, responded to the call to 

return to the land.27 This remembrance of Abraham in early Judaism appears in Isa 63:16 and is 

detectable in Isa 65–66. After the “Abrahamic intercession” in 65:8, the voice of God explains in vv. 

9–10 that the descendants of Jacob and Judah (the seed of Abraham, Isa 41:8) will inherit God’s 

mountain and the land. Those verses reflect what Bernard Gosse describes as a transfer (v. 9) from 

David to Abraham and his descendants. In other words, the patriarch substitutes king David.28 That 

this transfer concerns the New Jerusalem becomes clear when God’s mountain and the land in vv. 9–

10 are the New Jerusalem and the paradisiac world in 65:17–25 (66:20). Moreover, the theme of 

blessing29 in 65:16c is a bridge to the unit (vv. 17–25) where the “former things” are forgotten when 

God creates new heavens and a new earth (vv. 17–18). Thus, the divine creation of the New Jerusalem 

and her people allude to Gen 1–2. However, the context also points to the covenantal promises of 

                                                 

26. Abraham came from “Ur of the Chaldeans” (Gen 11:28, 31), and Gen 15:7 claims that God brought him out with his 

family from “Ur of the Chaldeans” to give him the land of Canaan. This tradition about Abraham’s original homeland 

and the wandering to the promised land was strong in the early post-exilic period when the Jews returned from Babylon, 

the kingdom of Chaldean (Neh 9:7). In Gen 15:7 it had been decreed by God, in Ezra 1:1–4 it had been decreed by God’s 

agent Cyrus (cf. Isa 45:1–3, 13). Because of God’s righteousness (Neh 9:8), the returning people appealed “to unfilled 

aspects of the original promise” to Abraham. For this, see Hugh G.M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah, WBC 16 (Waco: 

Word Books, 1985), 313). Moreover, the name “Chaldeans” in Gen 11:28, 31 and 15:7 is anachronistic, likely from the 

post-exilic era when redactors edited the story of Abraham. 

27. A movement away, at least temporarily, from the Davidic tradition, is also found in the Book of Ezekiel. Renz (“Use 

of the Zion Tradition in the Book of Ezekiel”, 84–101) has shown in his discussion of Zion in Ezekiel that the Zion 

tradition is not dependent on the Davidic tradition. See Ezek. 8–11 with 43, see also Ezek 33:23–24. However, the Davidic 

dynasty is also foretold a glorious future in Ezek 17:22–24, even if it is the only instance in Ezekiel where the Davidic 

line and Zion are brought together. See Daniel I. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, NICOT (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1997), 551. 

28. Bernard Gosse, “Abraham and David”, JSOT 34 (2009): 25–31. Gosse argues that Isa 65:9 conforms with the promise 

in Gen 15:4 (see ירׁש and יצא, also ירׁש and זרע in v. 3, and זרע in v. 5), but there are also thematic connections regarding 

the promise between Isa 65:9 and Ps 105:6, 42–43 (the exodus); 106:45 (the return from Exile). As Gosse implies, the 

only covenant (ברית) mentioned in Ps 105–106 is the Abrahamic (105:8, 10 and 106:45), which signals a transfer to 

Abraham (cf. Ps 89:4, 39–40).

29. As a theme, the term ברך (“to bless” or “blessing”) is repeated in Isa 65:8, 16, 23, pointing to the promises of God. In 

Isa 65:8 the message changes from judgement to also include salvation, but only for the faithful, as a result of what looks 

like an Abrahamic intercession (see Gen 18:22–33; Isa 1:9). From Isa 65:8, there are promises in Isa 65–66 related to 

blessings, but also to the land (65:10; 66:8), to the holy mountain (65:7, 9, 11, 25; 66:20), to God’s servants (65:8, 9, 13–

15; 66:14), and to a miraculous birth of a boy (66:7–8). All these themes are associated with the Abrahamic covenant. 



 

8 

blessing that God gave Abraham, among other places on a mountain in the land of Moriah (Gen 

22:15–18). That mountain had become identified with God’s holy temple-mount in Jerusalem during 

the post-exilic time (2 Chron 3:1). In sum, one of the theological foundations for the hope of a New 

Jerusalem in Isa 65:18b–19a is the unconditional relationship between God and Abraham. The 

prospect in Isa 65:17–25 for the faithful ones is that the previous distress will be forgotten and instead 

there will be a restoration of life and relationships. The New Jerusalem is central to such redemption, 

and the promise of blessing through her is an essential part of that hope. The author brings up this 

notion again in 66:7–14a, when Zion is a fertile mother once more, and God’s blessings of comfort 

will flow through her to her children as nourishment for a new life (v. 13b). 

 

The Environment of the New Jerusalem  

The cosmic transformation and a new epoch foretold in Isa 65:17–18 are promised to have a profound 

effect on the environment for the elect people of Zion. One such effect described in vv. 18–19a is the 

joy and gladness the New Jerusalem and her people will epitomise.30 What follows next in Isa 65 are 

the continuing effects the temple-city will have on the environment. The effects are the reason for the 

joy in Jerusalem (v. 19b), turning the whole creation into a paradise once again. In the paradisiac 

environment of vv. 19b–25 there will no longer be any “weeping” and “cry of distress” of the old 

world. The past will be forgotten and remembered no more. Instead, the vision speech talks about 

how the restoration of life and relationships will replace all the disappointment that has so far 

hampered joy and harmony. 

The vision of the New Jerusalem in Isa 65:19–25, as a centre for God’s renewal of the whole 

creation, has several sources of inspiration. First, there are the broader contexts in the Hebrew Bible, 

such as the garden of Eden, the temple of Solomon, and the temple mount/Zion as cosmic symbols 

for a realisation of heaven on earth.31 The new post-exilic temple did not live up to those expectations, 

                                                 

30. Shalom M. Paul, Isaiah 40–66, ECC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 603.

31. In addition to Levenson, Creation and the Persistence of Evil, see also for example Victor Avigdor Hurowitz, 

“YHWH's Exalted House – Aspects of the Design and Symbolism of Solomon's Temple,” in John Day, ed, Temple and 

Worship in Biblical Israel, LHBOTS 422 (London; New York: T & T Clark, 2007), 63–110 esp. 87–88. L. Michael 

Morales, ed, Cult and Cosmos: Tilting Toward a Temple-Centered Theology, BTS 18 (Leuven: Peeters Publishers, 2014). 

However, Daniel I. Block questions the idea that the Garden of Eden in Gen 1–3 was originally thought of as a sanctuary. 

Daniel I. Block, “Eden: A Temple? A Reassessment of the Biblical Evidence,” in Daniel M. Gurtner and Benjamin L. 

Gladd, eds, From Creation to New Creation: Biblical Theology and Exegesis (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2013), 3–29. It is, 

however, also Block’s view that the Garden of Eden functioned as a model for the tabernacle and the later temples, both 

the earthly and the eschatological ones (Ibid., 26). 
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however. Rather, Isa 66:3–4 explains that the rebellious had defiled the sanctuary soon after it was 

rebuilt.32 Second, specific texts such as Ps 1:3; 36:9–10; Ezek 47:1–12; Joel 3:18; Zech 14:8 

functioned as models of inspiration.33 Third, because of the Exile in Babylon, the Mesopotamian city 

could also be taken as a model. Ancient Eastern cities functioned as centres of religion and learning,34 

and the gardens around the temples were perceived of as heavenly paradises on earth.35 In Isa 65:18, 

there is no mention of living water flowing from the New Jerusalem. Nonetheless, the impact that the 

city will have on the new world makes her into the centre of renewal and thus as an Edenic source of 

life. God’s creative restoration will expand from Jerusalem, to the enjoyment of both the faithful 

remnant and the creation as a whole. 

The first sign in the text that conditions in the New Jerusalem will also have an impact on life 

outside the city is the change of preposition, from “in” the city (בה “in her”) in v. 19b to “from there” 

 in v. 20a.36 The repeated promise “no longer” in these two lines implies that the present world (מׁשם)

will pass away. Instead, a Jerusalem will be the source of new life. The author returns to this theme 

in 66:7–9, 14a, when he speaks metaphorically about the New Jerusalem as a fertile and capable 

mother. So, the prepositional phrases in v. 19b and 20a have a mediating function. Instead of the 

current miserable life, a New Jerusalem will channel the blessings of God (see v. 23b), which impact 

                                                 

32. Stefan Green, “The Temple of God and Crises in Isaiah 65–66 and 1 Enoch,” in Tommy Wasserman, Greger 

Andersson and David Willgren, eds, Studies in Isaiah: History, Theology and Reception, LHBOTS 654 (London and 

New York: Bloomsbury, 2017), 47–66 esp. 50–53. 

33. In Ps 36:9–10 the garden of Eden is, by allusion, identified with the house of YHWH in Jerusalem, from which the 

fountain of life flows. Both Ezek 47:1–12 and Joel 3:18 depict a flow of life-giving water from the sanctuary, turning the 

land into a very fertile garden. In Zech 14:8 the flow of living water is applied to Jerusalem as the source of cosmic water. 

Jerome F.D. Creach shows that Ps 1:3 is most likely dependent on Ezek 47:12, which connects Zion and the temple with 

paradise. However, Ps 1:2–3 implies that תורה began to be regarded as an alternative to the temple in post-exilic Israel 

(“Like a Tree Planted by the Temple Stream”, 34–46). See also Isa 51:3 and Ezek 36:35, which predict that a desolate 

Judah would become like Eden, “the garden of YHWH.” 

34. For a discussion about the Mesopotamian urban culture and their temples in the cities, see for example M. Van de 

Mieroop, The Ancient Mesopotamian City (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 215–226. See also J.N. Postgate, 

“The Role of the Temple in the Mesopotamian Secular Community,” in P. J. Ucko, R. Tringham and G. W. Dimbleby, 

eds, Man, Settlement and Urbanism (Cambridge, MA: Schenkman, 1972); Gwendolyn Leick, Mesopotamia: The 

Invention of the City (London: Penguin, 2002). 

35. See Kathryn L. Gleason, “Gardens,” in Eric M. Meyers, ed, The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near 

East (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997). and Stager, “Jerusalem and the Garden of Eden,” 183–194. 

36. In Gen 2:10 the preposition מן is also used to describe how a river flowed “from Eden” (מעדן) to water the garden, and 

from there it divided and became four rivers. 
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the people, land, and animals according to vv. 19b–25. Thus, Isa 65:20 begins a series of examples 

that explain why there “will no longer be” any “sound of weeping or the cry of distress” (v 19b).37 

The New Jerusalem is the source of these blessings that flow out from the temple-city into the land, 

transforming everything including even the dangerous wilderness. 

The examples of the new paradisiac environment in Isa 65:20–25 fall into two related groups: 

restoration of life (vv. 19b–23) and restoration of relationships (vv. 24–25). These examples contrast 

in full the contemporary world of the author (65:1–7; 66:1–6; 14b–17) with the envisioned utopian 

world of Zion in 65:17–25. They also supplement 66:7–14a; 18–24. The new environment illustrates 

that the cosmic events in 65:17–18 are prophesied to have consequences on both a general and 

specific level. The subthemes related to the restoration of life are in short as follows: 

1. Lifespan (Isa 65:20) – reflects anticipation regarding the extent of life in the new epoch. The 

transformation includes the absence of infant mortality, and that all will live the full length of their 

lives. The lifespan will extend far beyond the average age in the current world. There will no longer 

be any distress regarding life. The vision of the new life conditions aims to recall the lifespans of 

people during the biblical antediluvian period (Gen 1–11), in particular the great ages of the 

patriarchs. Mortality still seems to be part of life in the new creation, compared with the destruction 

of death in Isa 25:8. Thus, Isa 65 never refers to the idea of the afterlife, in contrast to Isa 26:19 and 

Dan 12:1–2.38 

2. Justice (Isa 65:19b–20) – the promise of restored lifespan also contains a call for justice.39 

The author depicts this with the repeated phrase עֹוד…לֹא  (“no longer”), a mediation of justice from 

the New Jerusalem that will put things right in the land. There will “no longer” be any weeping and 

distress, which is a vision of a perfect paradise and a hope of salvation for those who suffer from 

                                                 

37. See John N. Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters 40–66, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 658, for this idea 

that v. 20 begins a series of concrete examples. 

38. A major dividing line between apocalypse and biblical prophetic tradition is, according to John J. Collins, the view 

on the afterlife. In Isa 65 life is still “this-worldly” and “finite”, while the judgement and resurrection language in for 

example 1 Enoch is more transcendent and mystical. John J. Collins, “The Place of Apocalypticism in the Religion of 

Israel,” in Patrick D. Miller, Paul D. Hanson and S. Dean McBride, eds, Ancient Israelite Religion (Minneapolis: Fortress, 

2009), 539–558 esp. 548–551. idem, The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic Literature 

(Grand Rapids and Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1998), 24–25; idem, Daniel with An Introduction to Apocalyptic Literature, 

FOTL 20 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 13. However, if the purpose with Isa 65:17–25 is to contrast the current world 

with a utopian paradisiac world for the sake of repentance, then these verses want to make a point without giving the full 

picture of life and death. 

39. See also Isa 57:1–2 and Jan L. Koole, Isaiah 56–66, HCOT 2 (Leuven: Peeters, 2001), 456–457. 
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injustice. When God has created a paradisiac environment and restored justice, according to vv. 19b–

23, then there is no place for the rebellious in the new world that Isa 65–66 envisages. Leslie J. Hoppe 

says about the context leading up to v. 20, “The prophet has come to realize that this world will not 

be the place of the ultimate triumph of God’s justice.”40 

3. Freedom (Isa 65:21–22) – the restoration of life also includes freedom from oppression. The 

allusion to Deut 28:30, 32 in Isa 65:21–22 implies that the text is not primarily about prosperity. It is 

about people’s freedom or their right to live in the houses they have built, and to eat the fruits from 

the vineyards they have planted. The freedom-value that vv. 21–22 expresses is important for the 

author. The tragedy of a worthless vineyard in Isa 5:1–7, a fruitful vineyard of YHWH in Isa 27:2–6, 

and the new wine in Isa 65:8 as metaphors of God’s restoration, confirm that the vineyard is an 

important feature in the Book of Isaiah. When the vineyard is again used symbolically in 65:21–22a, 

it becomes a hope for restored freedom and a bright economic future, with God reigning from the 

New Jerusalem. 

4. Widening Quality of Life (Isa 65:21–22) – the effect a New Jerusalem will have on the quality 

of life widens in vv. 21–22. The building of houses and the planting of vineyards take place outside 

the city, in its vicinity, and is organised into communities. The creation of “new heavens and a new 

earth” and the creation of Jerusalem are, therefore, also about quality. The New Jerusalem is a source 

from which blessings continue to flow out into the land, and the Tree of Life (כי־כימי העץ) is its sign. 

The divine and merciful recreation of life benefits God, nature, and humankind. After the creation of 

new heavens, the new earth, and the New Jerusalem, the earth is no longer cursed (see Gen 3:17–19; 

5:29 and Isa 65:22b). 

5. God’s blessing (Isa 65:23) – the author reconnects to themes of blessing in Isa 65, by alluding 

to various events of redemptive creativity in the biblical history which include God’s blessings. Verse 

23b says: “For they [the faithful] are an offspring blessed by YHWH (כי זרע ברוכי יהוה המה), and their 

descendants with them (וצאצאיהם אתם).” This line reflects a view of continuity based on the blessing 

that begins in the paradise of the antediluvian creation, restored with Noah after the flood and 

recreation, and renewed with Abraham after the confusion at the tower of Babel.41 These restarts also 

have the births of children and descendants in common. There is, however, an emphasis in 65:23 that 

distinguishes the promise of blessing in v. 23 from the other instances. Verse 23a explains: “They 

[the faithful] will not labour in vain or bear children for disaster” (cf. Gen 3:16–19; 5:29). The 

                                                 

40. Leslie J. Hoppe, The Holy City: Jerusalem in the Theology of the Old Testament (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2000), 

130. 

41. Gen 1:22, 28; cf. 9:1; 12:2–3; 17:16; 18:18; 22:17–18; Isa 65:8–10, 16, 23b. 
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multiplying of offspring had resulted in failure in the past, but that will end with the New Jerusalem. 

That is also the message in Isa 66:7–14a, where the eschatological Zion will give birth to her true 

children and comfort them. Isa 65–66 grounds the vision of life and a better world in God’s 

faithfulness through a New Jerusalem as the centre of blessing. This time it will not lead to disaster, 

but instead will cause a global movement towards her (66:12b, 18–23). 

The revelatory vision in Isa 65:17–25 begins with God’s creative transformation of the cosmos. 

The part about the restoration of life (vv. 19b–23) ends with an allusion to God’s exhortations and 

promises of blessing in the Book of Genesis. The vision now continues with the restoration of 

relationships (vv. 24–25), which illustrates the impact the creation of the “new heavens and a new 

earth” for a New Jerusalem in vv. 17–19a is promised to have on the paradisiac environment in vv. 

19b–25. This theme about restored relationships is traceable to Isa 65:1, where God cries out: “‘here 

I am, here I am,’ to a nation that did not call (לא־קרא) on my name.” In v. 12 the rebellious ones are 

accused of not answering the call of God (קראתי ולא עניתם), and in v. 15 God will “call” the faithful 

remnant “by another name” (ולעבדיו יקרא ׁשם אחר). Then, in v. 24, God promises that he will answer 

even before they call upon him (טרם־יקראו ואני אענה). Thus, the author of Isa 65 has moved the focus 

progressively from the contemporary world, where the people neither call upon God – even when 

they are exhorted to do so – nor answer when God calls them, to the New Jerusalem and its promised 

world-sanctuary where God will answer even before the elect call upon him.42  

Thus, the emphasis in Isa 65–66 is on the contrast between different worlds. The visualized 

restored paradisiac relationships in 65:24–25 are another way to strengthen this contrast. The 

examples of relationships in vv. 24–25 are intended to show how the author imagines them in an 

environment with the New Jerusalem as its centre. They are, in short, as follows: 

1. Fellowship of Intimacy (Isa 65:24) – the blessing from the New Jerusalem will result in 

reconciliation between God and Israel, although Isa 66 widens the scope to humanity. The phrase, 

“before they call (יקראו), I will answer (ואני אענה); while they are still speaking (מדברים), I will hear 

 implies a close relationship of friendship and trust where one partner knows what the ,”(אׁשמע ואני)

other partner wants and thinks before the wish or thought is pronounced. This fellowship in Isa 65:24 

                                                 

42. The contrasts in Isa 65 are the basis for Edwin C. Webster’s rhetorical approach to the text. Webster finds a triadic 

structure which contrasts the righteous and the wicked. The first unit concerns the rebellious (vv. 1–7), and the last the 

chosen (vv. 17–25). In between are two contrasting pairs of clusters which compare the faithful and the rebellious (vv. 8–

16). It is, among other things, the term קרא (representing “call” and “response”) that outlines Webster’s triadic structure. 

Edwin C. Webster, “The Rhetoric of Isaiah 63-65”, JSOT 47 (1990): 89–102. 
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reflects a hope grounded in the following: a. The ideal covenantal relationship,43 where God’s Law 

is written on people’s hearts and they acknowledge that YHWH truly knows them;44 b. The covenant 

formula, “I will be their God, and they will be my people” (והייתי להם לאלהים והמה יהיו־לי).45 The 

phrases עבדי (“my servants”) and עמי (“my people”), repeated ten times between 65:8 and 22, suggest 

that the author had the formula in mind in 65:24. The first time the first part of the covenant formula 

appears in the Hebrew Bible is in connection with the Abrahamic covenant (Gen 17:7–8). In Isa 65:24 

it is a follow-up from v. 23 about God’s blessing; c. The theme of calling, therefore, brings to mind 

Abraham’s obedient response to God’s call in the Book of Genesis, and the description of him as 

God’s friend (Isa 41:8 and 2 Chron 20:7); d. The Original Edenic paradise, where God after the fall 

had to search and call (קרא) for man. The vision in Isa 65:24 is that God and Israel will again have an 

intimate fellowship with one another, secured in permanent covenantal promises and friendship. 

2. Peace in Creation (Isa 65:25a) – while v. 24 reminds the reader of the fellowship that was 

lost in Eden but which humans can regain, v. 25a is parallel to the harmony in the garden of Eden.46 

In 65:25, the restoring influence of the New Jerusalem reaches the wildlife. Moreover, it includes the 

relationship between predator and domestic prey. The environment in v. 25 is distant from Zion, 

which means that the transformation in vv. 17–18 also has an impact on those areas which in antiquity 

were perceived of as dangerous and evil for humans and their livestock. This restoration of peace in 

the animal world alludes to the results of God’s righteous reign in Isa 11:6–9, even if there is no 

mention of children in 65:25a. However, 65:25a presupposes humans because of the domestic 

animals. Another difference between Isa 11:6–9 and 65:25a is the absence of a messianic agent in Isa 

65–66, which makes God alone responsible for the peace in 65:25a. In the new epoch, this peace from 

the New Jerusalem will restore even the relationships between enemies in an environment perceived 

as evil in the current world. 

3. Cosmic Order (Isa 65:25b) – God’s holy mountain is the symbol of order in the new epoch, 

a theme with which we are already familiar in Isa 65. It is a place for God’s presence and his kingdom, 

where the faithful remnant will live (65:9). It is apparent from 65:9, 11 and 66:20 that “my entire holy 

mountain” in 65:25b is the new Zion or New Jerusalem – a central symbol of hope for a future 

                                                 

43. Most of the key terms in 65:24 are associated with divine covenants in the Hebrew Bible. See: “call” (קרא), Isa 42:6; 

“answer” )49:8 ,(ענה; “speaking” (דבר), Exod 24:7, Hos 10:4; “hear” (ׁשמע), Exod 2:24, 6:5, Deut 6:4, Jer 11:2, 6, 10. 

44. See Deut 6:6–7; 10:12; 30:6; Jer 31:31–34; Ps 37:31; 40:9; 139:1–6. 

45. Gen 17:7–8; Exod 6:6–7; 19:4–5; Lev 11:45; Deut 4:20; 29:13; Ezek 34:24; Jer 24:7; 31:33; 32:37–38; Zech 2:11; 

8:8. 

46. See Gen 1:29–31; 2:18–20. 
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paradise and an assurance against evil, including the threat from the wild and untamed animal world. 

Thus, in v. 25b the mountain of God is the centre of order in the world and the source of restored life 

and relationships.47
 

In my analysis of Isa 65:17–25, I have discussed the restoration of paradisiac life and 

relationships on the basis of the New Jerusalem. The theme restored relationships in vv. 24–25 is the 

climax of the vision. These two verses not only end the chapter, but they express hope for a covenant 

fulfilment that will endure. Further, they place God’s holy mountain as the New Jerusalem in the very 

centre of such a covenant relationship. In that capacity, the influence of the mountain-temple city in 

Isa 65–66 is an expanding kingdom that will encompass the whole of creation. A parallel is a stone 

cut out without the use of hands in the apocalyptic dream of Dan 2:34, 44–45. The holy mountain in 

Isa 65:25b is more than a metaphor for the author.48 As a description of Jerusalem, it makes the 

temple-city a real place and a hillock for creative transformation, because the paradisiac environment 

in the text is literal and visualised in contrast to the reality of idolatrous gardens, mountains, and hills 

in 65:1–7. The vision of 1 En. 26:1–2 reveals another Jerusalem, which also functions as the centre 

of blessing on earth, and to which we now turn. 

 

The Jerusalem in 1 Enoch 26:1–2  

Before I look closely at the Zion tradition in 1 Enoch 26:1–2, it should be noted that 1 Enoch does 

not use the name Jerusalem or Zion when referring to the city. There are, however, other references 

to, or associations with, Zion in the apocalypse. Such identifications are, for example, “the center of 

the earth” (26:1), “a holy mountain” (26:2), “house” (90:28–29, 33–34, 36), and of course “city” 

(56:7). Also, T. Levi 10:5 refers to 1 Enoch when it speaks about Jerusalem: “For the house which 

the Lord shall choose shall be called Jerusalem, as the Book of Enoch the Righteous maintains.” 

There is, however, no known direct parallel to this prediction about the city in the Enochic literature.49 

James L. Kugel explains this reference to the writings of Enoch as not to “any specific, known text 

attributed to Enoch, but seems simply to be an all-purpose store of divinely imparted knowledge, 

                                                 

47. See also Richard J. Clifford, Cosmic Mountain in Canaan and the Old Testament, HSM 4 (Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 

2010), 179. 

48. See Isa 11:6–9, which is more metaphorical than 65:17–25. The prophecy in 11:6–9 continues from vv. 1–5 about a 

coming king and messiah at a time when the first temple and Jerusalem were not yet destroyed. When Isa 65 explains in 

vv. 17–18, that God will create (ברא) anew, the need is as real for the author as the original creative act was in Gen 1. 

H.C. Kee, “Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” in James H. Charlesworth, ed, Apocalyptic Literature & Testaments 

(New York: Doubleday, 1983), 788–795 esp. 792, footnote d. 
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including, […] a knowledge of future events […].”50 Nonetheless, one of the visions about Jerusalem 

in 1 Enoch is in 26:1–2. This passage belongs to the Book of Watchers (1 Enoch 1–36; henceforth B. 

Watch), written in the third century BCE. The Hellenistic imperial influence that dominated the time 

compelled the author of B. Watch to resist its influence upon Jewish culture and religion. The vision 

of Zion in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 portrays the city as the centre of the earth and as a place for blessing (“a 

blessed place”). I shall explore these two aspects below, and thereafter discuss how they compare 

with the description of the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66. 

 

The Centre of the Earth 

In 1 Enoch 20–36, the visionary is on an angelic journey that takes him to “the ends of the earth” in 

the east (33:1–4; 36:2–3), a trip that also concludes the B. Watch. The highpoint of this trip is the 

arrival in 26:1 “to the center of the earth” (der Mitte der Erde).51 The purpose of the journey so far 

has been to witness in visions aspects related to the final judgement.52 The centre of the earth in 26:1 

is an important pause which concludes a series of visions.53 It is also the starting point for the rest of 

the journey to the east. At this middle of the earth location, the accompanying archangel Michael 

grants the visionary the sight of “a blessed place” (v. 1) and “a holy mountain” with a spring (v. 2).54 

The former is an antediluvian Jerusalem, the latter a temple mount, and it is likely to be the spring of 

Gihon that flows from the east side of the hill. What then follows in vv. 3–5 is a topographical 

description of Jerusalem with two other mountains and valleys.55 Before the visionary comes to the 

middle of the earth, the archangel tells him about the tree of life and the eschatological Jerusalem 

                                                 

James L. Kugel, “Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” in Louis H. Feldman, James L. Kugel, Lawrence H. 

Schiffman, eds, Outside the Bible: Ancient Jewish Writings Related to Scripture, vol 2, (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication 

Society, 2013), 1697–1855 esp 1720. 

Siegbert Uhlig, Das Äthiopische Henochbuch, JSHZ 5 (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn, 1984), 562. 

This would include places of punishment, rewards, and the mountain of God. Anathea Portier-Young, Apocalypse 

Against Empire: Theologies of Resistance in Early Judaism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 289. 

Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1, 318. 

The visionary and writer of 1 Enoch 26:1 regards Jerusalem as the centre of the earth. But Gehenna (“an abyss… full 

of fire”) is “the middle of the earth” in 90:26. The text locates this “abyss” to the south of Jerusalem, so the centre of the 

earth is still associated with the city or its vicinity. 

J. T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave 4 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), 36. 

Matthew Black, The Book of Enoch, Or, I Enoch: A New English Edition with Commentary and Textual Notes, SVTP 7 

(Leiden: Brill, 1985), 172. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1, 318; Fuller Dow, Images of Zion, 114. 
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(25:5b) called “the holy place” (vv. 5b–6a). This city would be a New Jerusalem. However, unlike 

the first Jerusalem mentioned in 26:1–2, the new Zion will have a temple building and a replanted 

tree of life. With those institutions in place, the city will be the future home for both God and the 

righteous ones (25:4d–6a, 7). 

Scholars trace “the center of the earth” in 1 Enoch 26:1 to texts that describe Jerusalem as the 

middle of the earth, for example Ezek 5:5; 38:12; Jub. 8:12, 19, and rabbinic writings.56 However, 

both Ezek 5:5 and 38:12 in the MT are not unproblematic for that purpose. First, Ezek 5:5–17 is 

a prophetic judgement speech against the current Jerusalem,57 the city that 1 Enoch 25:5–26:1 

overlooks without mention. The reason for the trial is Jerusalem’s response to her election as a “center 

of the nations” ( תוך הגויםב , Ezek 5:5), a position that gave the city a certain status to the surrounding 

nations (v. 7, 14). Nevertheless, she is not a cosmic centre as in 1 Enoch 26:1–2. Next, Ezek 38:12 is 

more complicated, where the common rendering “navel of the earth” adopts ὀμφαλὸν from the LXX,58 

figuratively understood as “the center of the earth.” But such an interpretation of טבור הארץ in 38:12 

is uncertain because טבור is attested only twice in the Hebrew Bible, namely in Ezek 38:12 and Judg 

9:37.59 Therefore, Block translates טבור הארץ as “top of the world” and Talmon suggests that טבור 

means “plateau” (see Judg 9:36f). While Ezek 38:12 is obscure in MT, ὀμφαλὸν in the LXX means 

that Jerusalem is “the navel of the earth.” 1 Enoch 26:1 and Jub 8:12, 19 could thus allude to the 

latter.60 

Hellenistic imperial ambitions are part of the background of the vision accounts that imagine 

Jerusalem as the centre of the earth.61 Portier-Young has that in mind when she develops Carol 

                                                 

Levenson, Sinai & Zion, 115–122. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1, 318. Miryam T. Brand, “1 Enoch,” in Feldman, Kugel, 

and Schiffman, eds, Outside the Bible, vol 2, 1359–1452 esp. 1386. 

57. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, 197. See also Walther Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1: A Commentary on the Book 

of the Prophet Ezekiel, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979), 177. 

58. S. Talmon, ַהר, in G. Johannes Botterveck and Helmer Ringgren, eds, TDOT, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 

427–447 esp. 438. 

59. Daniel I. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 25–48, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 447–448; Talmon, 

 However, see Levenson, Sinai & Zion, 116–122, where he is not convinced by Talmon’s suggested translation .438 ,ַהר

because of the Talmudic rendering of the phrase. 

60. For an analysis of ὀμφαλὸς in the Hebrew Bible, see Samuel Terrien, “The Omphalos Myth and Hebrew Religion”, 

VT 20, no. 3 (1970): 315–338. 

61. See also Green, “Temple of God,” 47–66. John J. Collins says, “much of Jewish apocalyptic literature was inspired 

by three major crises that befell Jerusalem and its temple” (Jerusalem and the Temple, 4). In my discussion, I propose 

four significant crises, not three, that befell the city and its sanctuary. Besides that addition, I agree with Collins. It was 
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Newsom’s comparison between the heavenly journey in 1 Enoch 17–19 and an earthly king’s tour of 

his “royal dominion” with the purpose of demonstrating its value to an ally or its might to an enemy.62 

Likewise, the second journey in 1 Enoch 20–36 is a mapping of God’s “royal dominion” to the ends 

of the earth, where the author identifies Jerusalem in 26:1 as the eternal centre of the kingdom. As 

Portier-Young points out, “This cosmic cartography exceeds the limits of imperial space, […] The 

cosmic vision subordinates all other modalities of organising space, including the efforts of the 

empires.”63 The heavenly journeys in 1 Enoch 17–36 are “alternative geography,” to counter human 

imperial ambitions and ideology of dominance.64 Thus, the mapping during these journeys visualises 

the universal dominion of God, with its places of punishment and reward. It is free from imperial 

control, resisting Hellenism, and identifies Jerusalem as the very centre and capital of the cosmic 

realm. 

Thus, 1 Enoch 26:1–2 presents Jerusalem as the literal centre of the earth. Further, in this 

description, there are implicit references to the prophets in the Hebrew Bible. The epithet also has 

ideological undertones and is a special place in a paradisiac environment. Next, I shall discuss this 

antediluvian city as “a blessed place” in the middle of the earth. 

 

A Blessed place 

At the centre of the earth, the visionary in 1 Enoch 26:1 “saw a blessed place,” 65 an expression that 

Uhlig translates more fully from the Ethiopic version as “sah einen gesegneten, fruchtbaren Ort.”66 

                                                 

these crises that inspired the major part of Jewish apocalyptic literature. 

62. Carol A. Newsom, “The Development of 1 Enoch 6–19: Cosmology and Judgment”, CBQ 42 (1980): 310–329. 

63. Portier-Young, Apocalypse Against Empire, 289. 

64. Ibid., 290. 

65. English translation by George W.E. Nickelsburg and James C. Vanderkam, 1 Enoch: A New Translation Based on 

the Hermeneia Commmentary (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004). 

66. Uhlig is following the Ethiopic version of 1 Enoch and adds “fruitful” (fruchtbaren) to “blessed” (Das Äthiopische 

Henochbuch, 562). R.H. Charles, in his translation of professor Dillmann’s Ethiopic text, does the same. R.H. Charles, 

The Book of Enoch: Translated From Professor Dillmann's Ethiopic Text (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1893), 99. However, 
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commentary that all Ethiopic manuscripts, except one, read “blessed planted place.” R.H. Charles, The Apocrypha and 

Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), 205. The Greek version of 1 Enoch only has “a 

blessed place”, which makes “fruitful” or alternatively “fertile” a probable gloss (see also note on “blessed” in 

Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1, 317). The Aramaic 4Q205, which contains 1 Enoch 25:7–27:1, is fragmented and has lost most 

of 26:1, but Milik has reconstructed the part where the visionary saw a blessed place as וחזית אתר מתברך (Milik, The Books 
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Matthew Black understands this blessed place as Israel, and the centre of the earth as Jerusalem. In 

support of such an identification, he refers to the description of the land as blessed in 1 Enoch 27:1.67 

However, in 26:1 the word for “place” in the Greek version is τόπον and in the Aramaic version אתר. 

In this verse the word implies an inhabited geographical place like a city, because of the way in which 

the word is applied in 25:5b (τόπῳ ἁγίῳ) where it refers to the eschatological Jerusalem. So, when 

the visionary surveys the land (γῆ/ארעא) in 27:1, he observes how blessed it is (except for a cursed 

valley) due to the water flowing from the “holy mountain” via the “blessed place” (τόπον 

ηὐλογημένον/ ברךאתר מת ). Therefore, I understand “a blessed place” to be a city. Moreover, the 

context demonstrates that the city in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 is the antediluvian Jerusalem. The primary 

reasons for such identification are the absence of a temple building and people in vv. 1–6. Instead of 

a temple, there is a holy mountain that suggests a prospective temple mount, and the water of life 

flowing forth beneath it (v. 2) brings to mind Eden and its garden in Gen 2:10, whose river spread 

out into the world. In short, 26:1–5 depicts a transcendent and otherworldly city long before the 

current Jerusalem.68 

The vision in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 associates “blessed place” with the creation, where the streaming 

water from within the holy mountain sustains life in the city, the land (26:1–27:1), and by implication 

the rest of the world. The identification of Jerusalem with paradise in the Hebrew Bible has common 

roots in the mythic tradition of the ancient Near East, particularly in the Canaanite idea of a cosmic 

mountain.69 This ancient backdrop, together with statements in, for example, the Book of Psalms, 

forms the background to the function of the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 and the description of the 

antediluvian Jerusalem in 1 Enoch 26:1–2. According to Ps 36:9, God in the temple is giving the 

humans “to drink from the [cosmic] stream of your delight“, and Ps 46:5 says “[there is] a river whose 

streams make the city of God rejoice, the holy dwellings of the Most High.” The epithet “blessed 

place” in the Enochic text also implies that its holy mountain in v. 2 is a hillock, arising as the 

bridgehead of creation. Similarly, in Egyptian cosmology, there is a “primal hill”, from which 

creation took place and spread out – a centre of cosmos or a hillock which emerged from the 

                                                 

of Enoch, 220–221). Yet, Black questions if tetula is a gloss, by asking: “Could it be original?” on the basis that τόπος 

πίων (“fertile place”) is biblical (LXX) and found in all Eth. MSS (Black, The Book of Enoch, 171–172). 

67. Black, Book of Enoch, 172. 

68. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1, 318. Fuller Dow, Images of Zion, 114. 

69. Clifford, Cosmic Mountain, 34–97. Levenson, Sinai & Zion, 131. Stager, “Jerusalem and the Garden of Eden,” 183–

189. 
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primordial waters. Moreover, as a rule, this “primal hill” or centre was connected with a holy city.70 

In late Judaism, some regarded the stone supporting the holy of holies in the temple as the rock upon 

which all the world was based and the point from which God had created the world in the beginning.71 

While the Hebrew Bible does not explicitly state that Zion is the primaeval hillock from which life 

arose and spread outward,72 in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 this tradition has developed further to make Jerusalem 

and its mount the centre of blessing from which God presumably created the whole earth and 

sustained it. 

What then has an antediluvian Jerusalem to do with a new eschatological Jerusalem? There is 

a connection, as the text refers to both cities within the space of five verses (25:5–26:2) without any 

references to a historical Davidic Jerusalem. The archangel Michael’s answer in 25:5b–6a to the 

visionary, about the eschatological Jerusalem with a temple in a post-judgement setting, implies a 

creative73 restoration of the city and its people. Next, the visionary arrives at the centre of the earth 

and the “blessed place.” That place is the holy mountain Jerusalem, the world in essence from which 

everything receives its meaning. So, what is revealed by Michael in 26:1 is not a contrast but an 

archetype of the New Jerusalem in 25:5b–6a.74 If we bear in mind the context (1 Enoch 12–16) and 

the Hebrew worldview, we can also presuppose a heavenly temple-city that functions as a cosmic 

archetype.75 This notion is also detectable in Isa 65–66, as revealed by the following parallel phrases: 

“creating new heavens and a new earth” (65:17), “creating Jerusalem (65:18), and “The heavens are 

my throne and the earth is my footstool” (66:1). Still, the Jerusalem in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 is not a 

                                                 

70. Clifford, Cosmic Mountain 25–29. John M. Lundquist, “The Common Temple Ideology of the Ancient Near East,” 

in Truman G. Madsen, ed, The Temple in Antiquity: Ancient Records and Modern Perspectives (Provo, UT: Religious 

Studies Center, Brigham Young University, 1984), 57. 

71. R.E. Clements, God and Temple: The Idea of the Divine Presence in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965), 

62. Levenson, Sinai & Zion, 118, 133–135. 

72. For examples in the Bible of this notion, see Michael A. Fishbane, “The Sacred Center: The Symbolic Structure of 

the Bible,” in Paul R. Mendes-Flohr, ed, Texts and Responses (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 6–27 esp 20–21; Lundquist, “The 

Common Temple Ideology of the Ancient Near East”, 59–61. Levenson, Sinai & Zion, 111–137; idem, Creation and the 

Persistence of Evil 74–75. 

73. See “prepared” and “created” in 1 Enoch 25:7. 

74. For a similar, but shorter summary, see Fuller Dow, Images of Zion, 116. 

75. See Levenson, Sinai & Zion, 137–142; idem, “The Temple and the World”, JR 64, no. 3 (1984): 275–298. Levenson 

applies this Hebrew mindset regarding sacred space on the temple in Jerusalem by referring for example to Ps 11:4; Ex 

25:9, 40, and Isa 6:3. In 1 Enoch 26:1–2 it is also applicable to an antediluvian Jerusalem with a prospective temple 

mount. 
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blueprint of the New Jerusalem in 25:5b–6a. The presence of a temple in the latter is indicative of it. 

The difference implies extraordinary conditions in 26:1–5, while the temple is for the redeemed 

people in 25:5b–6a. However, since 25:5–26:2 does not mention the Davidic Jerusalem, the visions 

still imply a critical position against the current city and temple. Although there is reference to “the 

house of God” in 25:5, the emphasis in vv. 5–7 is not on a temple but rather on the Tree of Life. 

Hence, the hope of a New Jerusalem is not set in the Davidic tradition, but in the restoration of the 

perfect conditions in 26:1–2. 

Since 1 Enoch 26:1–2 makes no reference to the temple, Nickelsburg comments that this 

absence “reflects his [the author’s] fictional antediluvian setting rather than a value judgment on the 

situation in Jerusalem during his own time.”76 The combination of implied criticism of priests in 1 

Enoch 12–16,77 the mapping in 20–36, and the vision of a restored eschatological Jerusalem in 25:5b–

6a, however, shows something different. 1 Enoch 26:1–2 is a critique of the current and not so blessed 

Hellenized Jerusalem, and it promises that God will restore the city to its rightful functional status as 

the chosen place in his realm in order to be a blessing to the world. Ezek 47:1–12 throws some light 

on this issue, as it is a source of inspiration for both 1 Enoch 26:1–2 and 25:5b–6a. In turn, both Ezek 

47:1–12 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2 have Gen 2:9–14 as a template for the portrayal of Zion, even if the 

settings are not identical. In Ezek 47:1–12, living water “from under the threshold” flows eastward 

from the city and the new temple, and blesses the land and its people. The visual scene has the exiled 

Jewish people in mind. In the particular historical situation in which they lived, they needed to hear 

a promise of renewal of everything, including the sanctuary and the land.78 Similarly, 1 Enoch 26:1–

2 and 25:5a–6a seek to convey a hope about Jerusalem and its land, which God will restore so that 

once again they will be pleasant for all life. 

The term “blessed” in 1 Enoch 26:1 and 27:1 makes the point that the antediluvian city and its 

land are pleasant for living. Enoch marvelled when he saw it (26:6). Both the Aramaic and Greek 

word for “blessed” (ברך and εὐλογέω) in the Enochic text79 correspond to the Hebrew ברך and the 

Greek word ηὐλὸγησεν that characterise God’s creation in Gen 1–2.80 In the creation story, the word 

                                                 

76. Nickelsburg, 1 Enoch 1, 318. 

77. Martha Himmelfarb, “Temple and Priests in the Book of the Watchers, the Animal Apocalypse, and the Apocalypse 

of Weeks,” in Martha Himmelfarb, Between Temple and Torah: Essays on Priests, Scribes, and Visionaries in the Second 

Temple Period and Beyond‚ TSAJ 151 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 79–92 esp 79–86. 

78. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 25–48, 700–701. 

Milik, Books of Enoch, 220–221. 

80. Gen 1:22, 28; 2:3; see also Gen 5:2; 9:1. 
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means “to bless” in order that everything would be pleasant.81 In 1 Enoch 26:1 and 27:1 it refers to 

the “consecrated”, but the context extends the meaning to imply that the place and land are pleasant 

for life. In Gen 1, God also saw that what he created was “good” (טוב), and towards the end of the 

sixth creation day noted that everything was “very good” (1:31). In other words, “good” is used in 

parallel to “blessed”, and thus extends the meaning of טוב to mean “pleasant.”82 This is what Enoch 

saw in 1 Enoch 26:1–6, a pleasant place and a magnificent land with sprouting trees, in contrast to 

the cursed and very unpleasant valley in 27:1–4. 

The combination “a blessed place” and “a holy mountain” in 1 Enoch 26:1–2, where the latter 

is a prospective temple mount, also indicates a primal cult. The water coming forth beneath the 

mountain from the east is then the cult’s communion with creation. The trees “that abide and sprout” 

in the blessed city (26:1) and fill the land (27:1) imply that the living water from the holy mountain 

continuously renews the land to the glory of God. The cursed valley (27:1–4), or Gehenna (the valley 

of Hinnom), receives no water from Zion, that is, it had no communion with God (see Isa 66:22–24). 

By extension, therefore, Zion in 26:1–2 symbolises the presence of God in the world. Again, we see 

that Gen 1–2 is a source of inspiration here. Although there was no temple in the garden of Eden, the 

Jewish tradition still regarded it as a sanctuary.83 It was a place for God’s presence and communion 

with humanity. Jerusalem and the temple are also synonyms in the Hebrew Bible, for example, in 

Zech 14:8 and Joel 4:17–18 (3:17–18), where both entities are foretold to be a source of living water. 

In sum, 1 Enoch 26:1–2 presents Zion as a primal cult, the place from which the presence of God 

communed with the creation. It was there that the Axis Mundi connected heaven with earth. 

Since Jerusalem in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 symbolises the presence of God on earth, we also have to 

consider whether the word “blessed” is a covenantal term, particularly in connection with “a holy 

mountain.” First, all major divine covenants in the Hebrew Bible are associated with a mountain.84 

                                                 

81. When the subject is God, and the form is piel as in Gen 1:22, 28, “blessed” means “to endue” someone or something 

“with special power” (HALOT, II ברך). In the creation story, every living being is blessed, so that they can be “fruitful 
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parallel to “sanctified” (piel) with the meaning to consecrate or “to declare holy” (HALOT, קדׁש). When combined with 

“very good” in 1:31, it portrays God viewing the whole creation from his heavenly throne and finding his work pleasant 

to the eye (see Isa 66:1–2). 

82. See also HALOT, I טֹוב and DCH, טוב. 
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Garden of Eden and Jubilees 3:1–31”, BTFT 57 (1996): 311–312, 315–316. 

84. The Noachian and the mountains of Ararat (Gen 8:4; 9:9); The Abrahamic and the mountains of Moriah (Gen 15:18; 

22:2, 14); The Sinaitic and Mount Sinai (Ex 19:2–3, 5–6); Davidic and Mount Zion (2 Sam 7:13; 23:5; Ps 132:11–13); a 
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Second, the term “blessed” is a covenant term pronounced or used when visiting those mountains.85 

So, the combination “blessed” and “holy mountain” foreshadows the enduring promises of God that 

would secure a future New Jerusalem for her people. Which covenant does the author of 1 Enoch 20–

36 then lean upon, giving him the hope of a future and motivation to resist the current situation? The 

Davidic tradition is basically ignored in 1 Enoch 25:5–26:1, regarding both Jerusalem and a messianic 

agent. Further, there is no mention in 1 Enoch 25:5–26:1 of the Torah, although there could be an 

allusion to Ps 1:3 because of the living water and an implied temple garden. There is, however, no 

reference to the temple with which to associate a garden in 1 Enoch 26:1–2, only to the holy mountain. 

Therefore, we have to look for an alternative covenant that connects with blessing, land, and a 

mountain. I argue here that the Abrahamic covenant assured the Enochian author that there is a 

continuation from the antediluvian Jerusalem to the eschatological Jerusalem, despite the 

shortcomings of the Davidic tradition. 

The problem we run into about “blessed” being a covenantal term, and its connection to the 

eschatological Jerusalem, is that neither King David, nor the Torah, nor Abraham are mentioned in 1 

Enoch 25:5–26:2. What covenant then, is most likely implied by the author? The following arguments 

support the Abrahamic tradition as a basis for continuity between the antediluvian Jerusalem and its 

future restoration in 1 Enoch 25:5–26:1. In addition to the association of blessing and land with the 

Abrahamic covenant, the confirmation of God’s promises to Abraham finally took place on a 

mountain in the land of Moriah (Gen 22:2, 17–19). In 2 Chron 3:1, the Chronicler also links Abraham 

with Zion by identifying Mount Moriah with Solomon’s temple site in Jerusalem.86 Hence, this 

identification was well established in the early post-exilic period (see Gen 22:14) and continued as a 

post-biblical idea. It could, therefore, be one of the traditions behind 1 Enoch 26:1–2. If this is correct, 

then the author of 1 Enoch 25:5–26:2 is referring implicitly to God’s unconditional promises to 

Abraham: his seed will be blessed, and his descendants will receive the land of Canaan as an 

inheritance. That would include Mount Zion as an everlasting possession. 

In short, it is the combination in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 of an antediluvian Jerusalem as a “blessed 
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place” with “a holy mountain” in the centre of the earth, and the blessed land in contrast to a cursed 

valley in 27:1–4, that give Zion the theological functions discussed above. In summary, they are: 

 

1. The Enochic primaeval Zion is a unique and transcendent city and a holy mountain. It implies 

a hillock from which God created everything. As such, the vision presents Jerusalem in an 

immaculate condition, for a typological purpose. The aim is to justify resistance against the 

present Hellenized city. 

2. In contrast to the current city, the perfect version of Jerusalem is the place for the presence of 

God on earth. Her streams of blessing make the place and the land utterly pleasant. 

Furthermore, she is the sign of the eternal covenant relationship between God and his creation. 

 

1 Enoch 25:5–26:1 moves from one vision of Jerusalem to another in reverse order, with no references 

to Jerusalem during the first and second temple periods. This implies a New Jerusalem that has been 

renewed with the antediluvian city in mind as its archetype (26:1–2). This movement marks a 

resistance against any development during the author’s own time. It also proclaims the hope that God 

will restore Jerusalem, with the creation story in Genesis as a model, and in faithfulness to the 

Abrahamic promises. Such a restoration would mean the reinstallation of Zion as the centre of the 

earth, as God originally intended it to be. 

 

Jerusalem in Isaiah 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2  

The basic idea of Jerusalem as God’s special election comes first of all from texts like Deut 12:11.87 

However, her universal significance as the centre of the earth in 1 Enoch 26:1 has to do with the holy 

mountain in verse 2 (see also 25:3). This affiliation means that Jerusalem’s cosmic importance as the 

centre of the earth derives from texts such as Isa 2:1–4 and Isa 65–66, both of which put considerable 

emphasis on the holy mountain of God. Ezek 5:5 and 38:12 could, of course, have influenced 1 Enoch 

26:1. In those texts, however, there is no mention of a holy mountain; they are about a doomed 

Davidic Jerusalem, not an undefiled antediluvian city or a new eschatological Zion. It is true that 

there is no such phrase as “the center of the earth” in Isa 65–66. Nonetheless, the vision in Isa 65–66 

pinpoints the city as the place through which the Axis Mundi passes, connecting heaven and earth. 

Thus, I contend that the idea and function of Jerusalem as the centre of the earth in 1 Enoch are 

comparable to the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66. Even if 1 Enoch 26:1 reflects how great cities in 
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antiquity expressed their self-understanding as unique and central to their particular culture or 

empire,88 Isa 65–66 is still a Hebrew source of inspiration for a Jewish apocalyptic worldview about 

Zion. 

Another aspect that makes Isa 65–66 comparable to 1 Enoch is the latter’s resistance to 

powerful empires. In Isa 65–66, the Persian empire forms the political background to the vision of a 

New Jerusalem. God will create “new heavens and a new earth” in 65:17 for a New Jerusalem (v. 

18), and in 66:12b the author imagines the city as the capital and centre of a new world. In both 

passages, the Persians are no longer the dominant power. Thus, Isa 65–66 is a prophetic speech of 

resistance that envisages, like 1 Enoch, a New Jerusalem as both the political and the religious centre 

of the earth. Even if there is no mapping of God’s dominance in Isa 65–66, as in 1 Enoch 17–36, the 

vision-speech presents New Jerusalem in various functional ways as the centre of a new epoch and 

of God’s royal dominance. The global effects which the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 has on life, 

relationships, and creation correspond to the mapping of God’s royal dominion in 1 Enoch 17–36. 

Newsom explores the issue of the inner structure of the journey in 1 Enoch 17–19, stating “that what 

is most at issue for the author of this passage is not Enoch’s wisdom but God’s”, and that “the logic 

of his vision moves from cosmic wonder to royal power, just as in Isaiah.”89 She refers to Isa 40:22–

23, but we find the same kind of movement in Isa 65–66. There is a progression from meaningless 

human efforts (65:1–7) to the exhortation of worshipful rejoicing in appreciation of what God is 

“about to create” (אׁשר אני בורא) in his wisdom (65:18); and from the joyful wonder of the new creation 

with a meaningful life (65:19–25) to the royal power of God (66:1–4, 6; 18–24). The journeys go via 

oracles of both judgement and salvation. In the centre of these movements, as in 1 Enoch 20–36, we 

find Jerusalem and the Mountain of God as the Axis Mundi between heaven and earth. 

Motifs from Isa 65–66 surround 1 Enoch 26:1–2. It can, therefore, be assume that the author 

also had in mind, among other things, the themes in the Isaianic text when imagining Zion as the 

centre of blessing on earth. Biblical texts such as Gen 1–2 (the beginning), Ezek 47:1–12 (the end 

time), Isa 2 and 11 have also inspired the Enochic vision of an antediluvian Jerusalem. However, here 

I consider Isa 65–66 about a New Jerusalem to be another important source of inspiration for 1 Enoch 

26:1–2. In other words, Isa 65–66 describes a creative restoration that is comparable to how 1 Enoch 

26:1–2 presents Zion as the “blessed place.” The following aspects are discernible themes in 1 Enoch 
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26:1–2 that confirm this connection with Isa 65–66: 

1. A blessed place and land – the word “blessed” (ברך/εὐλογέω) occurs in both texts, and in 

both cases it is a description: in 1 Enoch 26:1 and 27:1 where it characterises a special place and land, 

whereas in Isa 65–66 it characterises the faithful people (Isa 65:8, 16, 23). Yet, in Isa 51:16 Zion is 

not only a place or land, it is also the people of God. The New Jerusalem and “her people” in Isa 

65:18b are also more or less synonymous because of the parallel cultic terms “rejoicing” (גילה) and 

“gladness” (מׂשוׂש). In short, Isa 65–66 identifies the faithful with the New Jerusalem and with God’s 

holy mountain in 65:9, 25, and Jerusalem is the temple mount in 66:20. See also 66:7–8, where Zion 

gives birth to her children. Moreover, after God’s renewal of Jerusalem for her people in 65:18, the 

people and the land in vv. 19b–25 are described as “blessed” (see v. 23, ברוכי יהוה) as a result of the 

implied streaming of joy from the New Jerusalem (vv. 18–19a). In 1 Enoch 26:1–2, “a blessed place” 

is a city to which “the righteous” (27:3) will gain access in the future as a home (“holy place”, 1 

Enoch 25:5). In Isa 65:16, 23 the faithful are blessed because of the creative renewal and inheritance 

of a New Jerusalem and its land. 

2. The blessed place as the centre of the earth – while 1 Enoch 26:1–2 explains that an 

antediluvian Jerusalem is “a blessed place” in “the center of the earth”, Isa 65–66, in an equally 

explicit way, exemplifies that a creative renewed Jerusalem will be such a centre once again. The 

examples in Isa 65:19–25 have their source of life in the New Jerusalem for the following reasons: a. 

The New Jerusalem is the Axis Mundi for the “new heavens and a new earth” in 65:17–18; b. The 

New Jerusalem is the source of blessing in 65:18b (“creating Jerusalem for rejoicing and her people 

for gladness”); c. God’s holy mountain as the New Jerusalem will be the centre of cosmic order in 

65:25b; d. The New Jerusalem will be the centre of life, mercy, comfort, and even the political and 

spiritual capital of the world in 66:7–14a, 18–24. Thus, both 1 Enoch 26:1–2 and Isa 65–66 portray 

Jerusalem as the centre of the earth because of the positive impact it has and will have on the whole 

creation. 

3. The contrast between the blessed and the cursed – in 1 Enoch 26:1–27:4 and Isa 65–66 there 

are stark contrasts between the blessed and the cursed places. In the Enochic text, the antediluvian 

Jerusalem and her land are blessed, while a valley is cursed and intended for “the godless” (27:3).90 

In the Isaianic text, a New Jerusalem and her people are blessed, including the transformed land, 

while “gardens” and “secret places” are locations (for example Hinnom valley 65:3–4, 66:17; see also 

65:7b and 57:5–6) for condemned cultic activities. Also, in Isa 66:24, the redeemed people will “go 
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out” (outside the New Jerusalem) and “look” (down, into the Valley of Slaughter) “on the corpses of 

the men who rebelled against” God. Thus, both 1 Enoch 26:1–27:4 and Isa 65–66 differentiate 

between what is righteous/faithful and unrighteous/rebellious. The people representing the latter are 

condemned and are destined for the cursed place outside the city in full view of the righteous (1 Enoch 

27:1–4; Isa 66:24).91 In short, striking dualism is characteristic to both texts. 

4. A temple-city – the “blessed” Jerusalem in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 and the “rejoicing” New Jerusalem 

in Isa 65:18b–19a are places for the presence of God. In that capacity, they are microcosms in a macro 

sanctuary that symbolises the universal kingdom of God. The settings distinguish between the two 

cities (antediluvian and eschatological), yet both texts nevertheless equate Jerusalem with Eden and 

a temple/cult, and both associate them with a holy mountain and a blessed land. Thus, in both texts 

the cities function as temple-cities in the same way. While the holy mountain in 1 Enoch 26:2 

produces living water for the city and the land, the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66 is also a “holy 

mountain” that produces living joy (65:18b–19; 66:10, 14a) for the restoration of life and 

relationships in the world. So, both holy mountain-cities are sources of blessing and order in creation. 

Also, they have no special temple building. In the case of the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–66, the absence 

is due to the critique against the defilement of the current temple (66:1–4, 6). In 1 Enoch 26:1–2 it is 

due to the need for a new beginning because of the earlier critique of priests (chap. 12–16), the 

mapping (chapt. 20–36), and the lack of a necessity for a temple for a place to be “blessed” (26:1–2). 

The temple returns in 1 Enoch 25:5, however; a return which indicates a reverence for the temple and 

a conviction that there would be no further crises in the eschatological Jerusalem. Even if there is no 

explicit connection between the New Jerusalem and a temple in Isa 65–66, things associated with a 

sanctuary are also revered in that text, signified by the comparative particle כאׁשר (”just as”), as well 

as the references to offerings (מנחה) and the priesthood (לכהנים ללוים) in 66:20–21. Furthermore, just 

as the temple-city will no longer cause divisive crises in 1 Enoch, so also in Isa 66. 

5. A place and land pleasant for life – Jerusalem and its land in 1 Enoch 26:1–2; 27:1 and Isa 

65:18–25; 66:7–14a are both presented as delightful places for life. When their authors use the word 

“blessed”, the contexts also give it the functional connotation “pleasant.” However, Isa 65–66 

describes the new environment in much more detail than is the case with the antediluvian environment 

in 1 Enoch 26:1–27:1. Furthermore, in the Enochic text, the emphasis after 26:1–2 is more on the 

cursed valley as a place of punishment. However, to label Jerusalem “a blessed place” in 26:1 is one 

way of saying that the centre of the earth is very pleasant because of God’s mercy and his intention 

for it. It is a place of life for sprouting vegetation and for the future righteous ones. In contrast, there 

                                                 

91. Nickelsburg (1 Enoch 1, 319) sees an allusion to the Hinnom Valley in both Isa 66:24 and 1 Enoch 27:1–4. 
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is the cursed valley for “the godless” (27:1–3), which is a dry, cavernous, and rocky place without 

trees. In Isa 65:18–25 both the New Jerusalem and the land are paradisaically pleasant, and in Isa 

66:7–14a the New Jerusalem is again presented as pleasant. The place for the transgressors in 66:24 

is anything but pleasant, however, but instead forms a parallel to the cursed valley outside Jerusalem 

in 1 Enoch 27:1. Although the description in Isa 66:24 is more graphic, the authors reflect the same 

concept. In short, Isa 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–27:4 differ in both details and scope about Jerusalem 

as a pleasant place, but nonetheless both texts locate the cities and their land on earth, both reflect a 

literal place, and both probably reflect heavenly archetypes. 

6. Construction and creation – 1 Enoch 26:1–2 implies that Jerusalem is prehistoric, 

constructed as the centre of the earth, and parallel with the creation of the world. The holy mountain 

in v. 2 can, therefore, be understood as a hillock from which God created everything on earth. In Isa 

65:17–18, the recreation of a “new heavens and a new earth” and that of eschatological Jerusalem as 

a holy mountain are parallel events. Thus, they relate to each other in function and together symbolise 

a whole new world. They are for each other a macro sanctuary and a temple-city. However, in Isa 

65:17–18 it is not explicit as to whether its author understood the New Jerusalem as a hillock for a 

“new heavens and a new earth.” On the other hand, in 65:9, 25 and 66:20 God’s holy mountain 

Jerusalem stands in the centre of a new epoch after a cosmic transformation. This has a profound 

effect on the whole creation. Such radical renewal and restoration imply a hillock whose function is 

comparable to that in 1 Enoch 26:1–2. In the latter passage, the source and streams renew not only 

the land, but in a broader context also the whole earth (28:1–30:1). 

7. Covenantal relationship – the term “blessed” is a covenantal term in both 1 Enoch 26:1–2 

and Isa 65–66. Although it refers to the place and the land in the former text and the faithful people 

in the latter, “blessed” expresses a relationship with God in both contexts. 1 Enoch 26:1–2 

presupposes it and Isa 65–66 states it. Both texts combine this covenantal term with the “holy 

mountain,” something which suggests a covenantal relationship with the whole of creation. The 

combination of “blessed” and “holy mountain”, in 1 Enoch 26:1–2 and Isa 65–66, goes back to the 

creation stories in Genesis (see also the Tree of Life in 65:22b and 1 Enoch 25:4–5). In Isa 65–66, 

however, they also allude to the Abrahamic promises (see for example promise of land in 65:9–10, 

“blessed by YHWH” in 65:23b, and the “holy mountain” in 65:25b). Thus, the point of contact is that 

the Davidic tradition retreats in Isa 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2. This indicates that the Zion tradition 

in both texts is not dependent on the Davidic covenant, but on God’s eternal and unconditional 

covenant with Abraham. 
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The dualistic perception created by the vision speech in Isa 65–66, particularly the contrast between 

65:1–7 (condemnation-judgement) and 65:17–25 (transformation-restoration), is an early form of a 

new worldview typical for the Jewish apocalyptic literature. In this article, the focus has been on the 

place of the New Jerusalem in this dualism; and also on how that concept is a source of influence for 

the author who imagined an antediluvian Jerusalem in 1 Enoch 26:1–2. Many themes in Isa 65:17–

25 have made their way into the apocalyptic texts of 1 Enoch. For example, cosmic transformation 

and a new epoch, creation of new heavens and a new earth, the rejoicing in the new creation, and 

restored paradisiac life and relationships. These themes converge with the New Jerusalem in Isa 65–

66 as the centre of blessing on earth. Such a vision seeks to give the oppressed listener a hope of a 

better life, something which is also the aim of 1 Enoch 26:1–2 and its context, as it resists Hellenistic 

imperialism. Both texts declare, by visualising an undefiled Jerusalem, the global dominion of God’s 

kingdom. From here, other conclusions can be drawn about the thematic relationship between Isa 65–

66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2. 

The similarities that this study has detected in Isa 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2 about Jerusalem 

as a place of blessing in the centre of the earth are in some respects more general than specific. In Isa 

65–66 there is no explicit mention of water flowing out of the Mountain of God or Jerusalem.92 

Further, no metaphor in 1 Enoch describes Zion as a mother made anew as a place of life, mercy, and 

comfort (66:7–9, 11–14a).93 In both texts, however, the place of life is the centre of the earth. If we 

expand 1 Enoch 26:1–2 to include 25:2–7 and 27:1–4 as well, then there are specific details that 

connect the visionary’s journey and the visit to the centre of the earth with Isa 65–66. In any case, the 

difference in specifics when comparing 1 Enoch 26:1–2 with Isa 65–66 is in fact due to the two texts 

presenting Jerusalem as belonging to diverse epochs and settings. Despite this dissimilarity, however, 

the seven above mentioned points, based on 1 Enoch 26:1–2, agree in general with themes in Isa 65–

66 and together imply a robust Isaianic influence upon the Enochic text. 

Based on the general similarities between Isa 65–66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2, six additional aspects 

of Jerusalem being “a blessed place” connect the two texts in an even more specific way: 1. Both 

Zions are blessed places that function as the centre of the earth; 2. Both Zions generate a dualism of 

contrast between what is blessed and what is cursed; 3. Both Zions are temple-cities without a temple 

building; 4. Both Zions are pleasant places for all life; 5. Both Zions as hillocks have profound effects 

on the creation; and 6. Both Zions are symbols of a covenant relationship associated with God’s 

                                                 

But Isa 66:12b explains that peace and wealth will flow to Jerusalem “like a river/wadi.” 

93. Zion as a mother is not a common metaphor in either the Pseudepigrapha or Apocryphy, but see 4 Ezra 2:40; 10:7, 

44; Jub. 1:28; Pss. Sol. 11:2; 2 Esd 10:7. 



 

29 

unconditional and eternal promises to Abraham. These aspects show that Jerusalem, in both Isa 65–

66 and 1 Enoch 26:1–2, is not thought of as a secluded place. Instead, both texts imagine Zion as 

accessible for all redeemed people. Such an openness agrees with the Abrahamic covenant. In sum, 

there are enough parallels between 1 Enoch 26:1–27:4 and Isa 65–66 to conclude that Jerusalem 

functions in those texts as the centre of blessing in similar ways. 


