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PREFACE TO THE NEW EDITION

Pseudepigrapha Research at the End of
the Second Millennium

Texts devoid of an historical context have little meaning or, worse, can
mean whatever someone wants them to mean. Texts reveal their author’s
meaning (or range of meanings) when we understand their original con-
texts. The context of the writings in the New Testament is the world of
Early Judaism; that is so because Jews composed almost all the writings
collected into the New Testament. To perceive what Jesus may have
meant, according to Paul or the authors of the gospels, requires studying
what he reputedly said and did within his context; that is, within the world
of Early Judaism.

If we seek to understand the origins of Christianity, then we must
recreate for perception and understanding the Jewish world of Jews who
lived before the burning of Jerusalem by the Romans in 70 C.E. and espe-
cially within ancient Palestine. How do we do that? And, how do the Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha help us in recreating first-century Judaism?

For centuries scholars created a unified system called “Normative
Judaism” and attributed it to first-century Palestine. They worked the New
Testament, Josephus, and the Mishnah as if these collections were mines
from which one could easily extract details from pre-70 Judaism. This too
facile construct is recognized as corrupt and misrepresentative. Why? Vir-
tually all of the New Testament, all of Josephus, and all the tractates in the
Mishnah were written after 70 C.E., and that was when Judaism changed
significantly.

After 70 the numerous groups and sects disappeared. Only two groups
survived. One would develop into Rabbinic Judaism by jettisoning much
that had been essential to earlier Jews, notably eschatology, messianism,
apocalypticism, and especially searching for meaning by recasting history
as story. The other Jewish group to survive 70 was eventually to be called
Christianity, and it emphasized and developed many of the aspects of
Early Judaism rejected or diminished by Rabbinic Judaism.

As a reaction to this old traditional approach some scholars boldly
claimed that Early Judaism did not exist. These scholars claimed that we

vii



Preface to the New Edition viii

must talk about Judaisms not a Judaism. They claimed that the world of
early Jews before 70 was chaotic. This construct focused on the diversity
of the Old Testament Psecudepigrapha and failed to learn from carly tradi-
tions in the New Testament, Josephus, and the Mishnah. These three
sources are essential in recreating and understanding Early Judaism, but
the vast amount of early traditions preserved in them need to be sifted so
as to remove later interpretations or alterations to them.! Judaism became
chaotic in 68 C.E. when Jews revolted against Roman oppression. The
Jews were without an organized front, a standing army, or a recognized
leader. In fact some Palestinian cities joined the Romans and others joined
the rebellion; thus Sepphoris survived to bequeath us eventually the so-
called Mona Lisa of the Middle East, and Gamla lies in the ruins left by
Titus and Vespasian.2 In the late sixties, and not before, Judaism was inter-
nally divided and in chaos.

If Early Judaism is a concept, and if it was neither normative nor
chaotic, then what unified Jews and how do we learn about their religion?
First, we learn from them by reading primarily what they wrote and left
for us to digest. That is the Jewish writings in the Old Testament Pseude-
pigrapha (devoid of later additions that can be isolated) and the Dead Sea
Scrolls (all of which antedate 68 or 70 C.E.). Second, we study the New
Testament, Josephus, and the Mishnah, searching for traditions that help
us recrcate Early Judaism.

We should resist the temptation to create a systematic or “orthodox”
Judaism. That would be tantamount to projecting back into an earlier time
later concerns; and many of these are often the domain of Christianity.
There is no evidence that pre-70 Jews were united in wanting to develop
a system or orthodoxy. Variety and diversity were not only tolerated but
usually desired, as we learn from reading the Mishnah. The carliest evi-
dence of Jews secking one right teaching among diverse groups appears
in the carliest New Testament documents, and in Paul’s writings that pre-
date 70.

What unified Jews prior to 70 so that I and others can talk about a con-
struct called Early Judaism? No answer will be devoid of some subjectiv-
ity, and the answer is not to be found in one document or in one collection
of early documents. I wish now to make only two points: (1) what schol-
ars often claim to be unifying clements arc almost always catalysts for
diversity; (2) Jews were united by worship and creeds. The axiom to be
used is surely that if we want to see all of Judaism prior to 70, or 135
(when the final revolt against Rome was squelched), then we must include
all of it for review. To focus on one part is to be blind to the totality. To
select one group as more important is to impose on history a later personal
criterion.
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(1) What experts highlight as unifying elements within Early Judaism
were also causes for diversity. The Temple certainly unified almost all
Jews, and virtually all Jews would have agreed that Jerusalem was the
center of the world (the axis mundi; cf. Jubilees). The Temple and its cult,
however, also caused diversity, causing the exodus to Qumran and the
anti-Temple rhetoric found in many documents composed at Qumran (the
Dead Sea Scrolls). The Samaritans must be included in any assessment of
Early Judaism, and they vehemently rejected both Jerusalem and the Tem-
ple as the place in which to worship God. Also, there were thousands of
disenfranchised priests and anti-Temple groups within the Land. Pilgrim-
ages to Jerusalem were not only signs of some unity but also the scenes of
disturbances and even murders by those who were Jews opposed to any
pilgrimage to Jerusalem.

The Land was surely a source of pride and unity, especially when read
in light of the promises to Abraham. Yet, Philo had to urge his fellow Jews
to revere old Abrahamic traditions and he surely did not make the manda-
tory pilgrimages to Jerusalem (he apparently went to the Temple perhaps
only once or twice). The Qumranites withdrew into the wilderness to
atone for the Land. There was in antiquity no mass return to the Land;
most Jews lived outside the Land. Moreover, defining the Land would not
have unified Jews living in Samaria, Galilec, and Judea.

Race and common ancestry were unifying factors. But race was not a
criterion in antiquity. Herod could claim to be a Jew, although he was an
Idumean. Jews of mixed races made claims to being fully Jewish, and
such claims led to legislations within some groups that excluded such
Jews; yet there was the often annoying recognition that David, the great-
est king in the history of Israel, was of mixed race.

Scripture surely did unify most Jews. But some Jews certainly would
have claimed that the Temple Scroll was equal to and perhaps superior to
Deuteronomy. And the Qumranites probably claimed that their collection
of the Psalms was superior to other collections. Recognizing that before
70 C.E. Jews read so many divergent versions of the documents widely
(but not universally) recognized as Scripture reveals that Scripture unified
but also divided Jews. The groups represented by Sirach would have dis-
associated themselves from groups that adhered to traditions found in the
Wisdom of Solomon. The Samaritans, the Enoch groups, and the Qumran
group would have denigrated the concept of Scripture demanded by the
reigning priests in Jerusalem.

It is tempting to claim that opposition and oppression from outside
Judaism unified Jews, and there is anti-Judaism in antiquity. But the evi-
dence reveals that opposition sometimes highlighted diversity. Pompey
and the Romans were invited into the Land by two feuding Jewish rivals
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at war. There is no cvidence that the Parthian invasion of 40 B.C.E. uni-
fied Jews. The Roman siege of Jerusalem in the late sixties certainly did
not unite the rivals John of Gischala and Simon Bar Giori. How to resist
Rome elicited responses of toleration (Jesus and the Testament of Moses)
and open conflict (the Zealots, Sicarii, bandits, etc.).

To hear the charge, “What text can you cite to prove your point?” only
reveals the speaker as onc who is too focused on texts, and hence inca-
pable of understanding the past. The past must not be reconstructed from
literary sources alone. We must also study archacological artifacts and the
iconography of antiquity. For example, mystical Jews interested in magic
and Hellenistic culture would violate Torah—according to some
Jews—by perhaps portraying Yahweh with anguipedes (serpents as feet).
Such reflections can lead to the acquiescence that Judaism was chaotically
diverse before 70 C.E. I am persuaded that we have missed something in
making that move. What then unified Jews so that we can talk about Early
Judaism (ca. 250 B.C.E. to ca. 200 C.E.)? I can only briefly summarize
my own thoughts.

(2) Jews were united in some ways and in some times. That observa-
tion allows us to talk about “Jews” and “Early Judaism.” I am convinced
that Jews were united by a passion for study. Galileans, Samaritans,
Judeans, and Qumranites have left us evidence that study was to be
devoted to God and his Word as represented in the Pentateuch. Study led
to debates in which meaning came alive through divergent points of view.
Agreement and orthodoxy was not the norm; rather, passion and devotion
to understanding Wisdom and living according to the precepts of Wisdom
were unifying forces. Worship of only One God, the Creator who is still
creating, was a norm that helps us talk about Early Judaism.’ The need to
praise God—the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob—was widely recog-
nized by Jews as diverse as the Qumranites, the Samaritans, the disenfran-
chised priests at Bethel (and elsewhere), and the ruling priests in Jerusalem.

Finally, I find a unifying force in the creeds shared by most Jews.
Galileans, Samaritans, Qumranites, Judeans, Idumean Jews, the conserv-
ative Sadducees in thc Temple would all reveal their common bonds as
Jews by reciting the Shema (Deut. 6:4-5).° This creedal formula in Scrip-
ture, acknowledged by all Jews as divinely inspired, was, as [ see that
time, the centripetal force that enables us today to talk about early Jews
and Early Judaism.®

The Jewish writings in the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha thus do not
portray nothing that has no construct. They reveal Early Judaism. This
religion (if that is an appropriate concept) was obviously not a unified sys-
tem. Early Judaism was something like a powerful hurricane; it had strong
winds blowing in all directions but it also had a center. Yet, as all analo-
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gies arc misleading, we should not seck to isolate the center or core. We
should not think about Early Judaism as a unity despite diversity. It evi-
dences a unity bound up with diversity. That is, the winds and the center
demarcate the whole.

Having attempted to explain what I mean by Early Judaism, and why
I am convinced we can talk about some unity within diversity, we may
now move on to the texts that are the focal point of the present book. What
then is the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha?

The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha is a modern collection of early
Jewish writings, some of which have been expanded by Christians, and
early Christian compositions. All documents included in this category arc
formed by the Torah, the Book of the People.

The Pseudepigrapha as a collection must not be confused with ancient
collections defined by the place in which documents were discovered.
Thus, it must not be confused with ancient collections like the Dead Sea
Scrolls, which are over seven hundred documents found in caves north-
west of the Dead Sea, or the Nag Hammadi Codices, which are over fifty
documents found near the Nile in Upper Egypt.

The modern collection highlighted here is the most extensive one
available, namely, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2 vols. (Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1983-85 {= OTP1). This collection of books (edited
by J. H. Charlesworth) is similar to other current collections, such as the
following: the German edition (edited first by W. G. Kiimmel and then H.
Lichtenberger) titled Jiidische Schriften aus hellenistisch-rémischer Zeit;
the Spanish five-volume collection (edited by A. Diez Macho et al.) titled
Apocrifos del Antiguo Testamento; the French volume (edited by A.
Dupont-Sommer and M. Philonenko) titled La Bible: Ecrits Intertesta-
mentaires; and the Italian two volumes (edited by P. Sacchi) titled Apoc-
rifi dell’Antico Testamento.

By what criteria have modern scholars sclected the documents
included in such collections; that is, how are such documents to be distin-
guished from other, somewhat similar, writings? How does onec go about
defining or describing a modern collection of ancient writings? The task
is complicated because the documents to be considered for inclusion are
preserved in an abundance of languages (e.g., Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek,
Latin, Syriac, Coptic, Slavic, Ethiopic, Armenian, and Georgian); more-
over, the documents have been discovered not in one place but in numer-
ous monasteries, libraries, museums, and private homes. What definition
or description helps guide the forming of a collection?

Along with other experts I am convinced that a definition of “Pseude-
pigrapha” is not possible; one can only describe its contours. Thus, I
would define the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha as ancient documents
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composed by Jews (and sometimes by Christians or expanded by them)
that date from approximately 250 B.C.E. to about 200 C.E. While the
provenicnce of most of the works in the Pscudepigrapha is uncertain,
many were certainly composed in ancient Palestine. Within that group 1
would include the following: Books of Enoch, Jubilees, Psalms of
Solomon, and Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. Unlike some other
carly Jewish compositions, the Pseudepigrapha usually claim to preserve
fresh revelation and to be like other writings in the so-called Old Testa-
ment (or Hebrew Scriptures). Usually, they are attributed to Old Testa-
ment figures like Adam, Enoch, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses,
David, Solomon, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Baruch, and Ezra. While modern
research has shown that such attribution is pseudepigraphical (that is,
inaccurately attributed to Adam or other prominent persons in the Bible),
the ancient authors (and their communities) believed in the sacredness of
these writings. Many Jews most likely assumed that the work derived ulti-
mately (perhaps through dreams or visions) from the person to whom it
was attributed. Such Jews also assumed that David had composed and col-
lected the Davidic Psalter and that Solomon had composed Proverbs,
Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Songs. Pseudepigraphical attribution is thus
typical of so-called extracanonical and intracanonical works—but one
must be careful not to give the impression that we can talk about a closed
“canon” before 70 C.E.

It should be helpful to clarify the genres represented in the major cat-
egories employed in the Pseudepigrapha. There are five subcategories: the
expansions of biblical narratives, psalms or odes, testaments, apocalypses,
and wisdom or philosophic literaturc. What follows are selections from
cach subcategory; the succinct illustrations introduce the student to each
of these subsections of the Pseudepigrapha.

1. Expansions of Biblical Narratives. The Life of Adam and Eve (Vita
Adae et Evae) was written by a Jew, probably in ancient Palestine, in the
first century C.E. in order to expand upon and explain problems with or
issues raised by the biblical story concerning Adam and Eve. This docu-
ment describes the life of Adam and Eve after their expulsion from the
Garden of Eden. The work is extant in Latin, but a recension is preserved
in Greek (the misnamed Ascension of Moses). This work contains one of
the rare references in early Jewish literature to the concept of the imago
dei (chap. 13-15). The author focused on the concept of sin and gave
prominence to repentance (chap. 1-8). An attractive interlude is the story
of the futile attempt by Eve and Seth to obtain “the oil of mercy” from
Paradise so that they might anoint a sickened and dying Adam (chap.
40-44). Reflections on what our predecessors thought about the horrors of
seeing—for the first time—a human being age and then die is mirrored in
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this early Jewish story. The account also reflects Jewish introspection and
the scarch for meaning in a time so frequently devoid of meaning.

The Lives of the Prophets—extant in numerous languages, including
Syriac and Latin and especially the original Greek—describes the lives
and deaths of the three major and twelve minor prophets as well as Daniel.
In addition it includes the seven non-literary prophets mentioned in the
Hebrew Bible. Since the work is extant only in manuscripts that show
Christian influences, it is conceivable that a Christian composed the work.
It is not impossible that it is a fifth-century C.E. composition. Many
experts, however, tend to favor a Jewish original, since most of the pas-
sages are conspicuously free of Christian ideas and phrases. Also indica-
tive of Jewish composition and a date prior to the second century C.E.
may be a reference to Elijah coming from “the land of the Arabs” (21:1).
This aside seems to indicate that Transjordan still was part of Arabia and
not a Roman province as it became under Trajan in 106 C.E. If so, then
the work is Jewish and was composed prior to 106. Typical of this pseude-
pigraphon is the following excerpt: “Isaiah, from Jerusalem, died under
Manasseh by being sawn in two, and was buried underneath the Oak of
Rogel, near the place where the path crosses the aqueduct whose water
Hezekial shut off by blocking the source” (OTP 2:385).

2. Psalms or Odes. The Psalms of Solomon are seventeen psalms com-
posed, probably in Hebrew, in the latter half of the first century B.C.E. in
Jerusalem by a group of Jews similar to, but probably not identical with,
the Pharisees. One of the most important references to the Messiah in pre-
70 Jewish literature occurs in the last two psalms. Note Psalms of
Solomon 17:32:

And he will be a righteous king over them, taught by God.
There will be no unrighteousness among them in his days,
for all shall be holy,
and their king shall be the Lord Messiah. (OTP 2:667)

The Odes of Solomon is properly recognized as the earliest Christian
hymnbook. It consists of forty-two odes attributed to Solomon. The author
was obviously a convert from Judaism to “Christianity,” and conceivably
he may have once been an Essenc (primarily because the author seems to
have memorized sections in the Qumranic Thanksgiving Hymns). The
date is not certain, but sometime around 100 C.E. is likely. The numerous
links with the Gospel of John (especially in the Logos Hymn) indicate that
the document was most likely composed within the Johannine Commu-
nity.” Note Ode 7:7~8:
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The Father of knowledge
is the Word of knowledge.
He who created wisdom
is wiser than his works. (OTP 2:740)

Has the author of this ode used the expression “Father of knowledge”
because in Essene lore the Creator was memorized as “the God of knowl-
edge” (1QS 3:15)?7

It is obvious that the Jewish hymns, prayers, and odes are essential
sources that must be comprehended and appreciated by New Testament
students who are interested in the origins and meaning of their faith. Only
then will the student really understand the hymns found in the New Tes-
tament, especially in the Gospel of Luke and in the Revelation of John.
Most of these early Jewish hymns are found cither in the Pseudepigrapha
or in the Dead Sea Scrolls.?

3. Testaments. The Testament of Adam is trifurcated into a Horarium
(hours of the day and night), the Prophecy, and the Hierarchy (angelol-
ogy). The first two sections are Jewish and probably date from the first
two centuries of the common era. The Hierarchy was composed by a
Christian sometime between the second and fifth centuries C.E. Syriac is
probably the original language of each section. The work is important
because it illustrates again how and why Christians were inheriting and
yet editing considerably carly Jewish writings. The document illustrates
the pervasive carly Jewish concept that there is a determined and proper
order to the universe and that cosmic events have assigned times and sea-
sons (cf. 1 Enoch). Most importantly, in the Christian addition Adam is
promised deification; and despite the Fall he shall ascend to his appointed
place. Note 3:4 (which seems to be composed ex ore Christi): “And after
three days, while I am in the tomb, I will raise up the body I received from
you. And... I will make you a god just like you wanted” (OTP 1:994).

Three pseudepigrapha, namely, the Testament of Abraham, the Testa-
ment of Isaac, and the Testament of Jacob are organically related; that is,
the first composition, the Testament of Abraham, gave rise to the second
document, and they together to the third work. Each was most likely com-
posed in Greek, perhaps evolving from traditions, even a written source,
left by an Egyptian Jew of the first century C.E. In their present form,
however, the latter two works are Christian; each contains Christian
embellishments.

The most important aspect of the Testament of Abraham is its univer-
salism and avoidance of distinctly Jewish concepts such as Torah and
covenant. The author seems to define Judaism generically as a religion of
morality. Typically Egyptian is the account of the weighing of souls at
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judgment (chap. 12). Jewish humor and lore is found in the account of
Death’s visit to Abraham (chap. 16-20). Regally attired and disguised,
Death comes to take his soul to God. Abraham asks to see Death’s real
appearance. Death then reveals his ugliness, and immediately seven thou-
sand of Abraham’s servants die. Abraham remains alive, only to be even-
tually tricked by Death. Michael and other angels bury his body but take
his soul to heaven.

While the Testament of Isaac may have been composed originally in
the first century C.E., it is preserved only in late manuscripts, so one can-
not discern its original date of composition. In its present form it seems to
emanate from the Coptic Church, since one of its purposes is to specify
the dates of the deaths of Abraham and Isaac according to that church. The
universalism of the Testament of Abraham is continued in the Testament
of Isaac. For example, note 2:9: “Thus you shall be fathers to all the world,
O faithful elder, our father Isaac” (OTP 1:905).

The Testament of Jacob, preserved only in late manuscripts, seems in
its extant form to be at least a century later than the Testament of Isaac.
The blessing of only Manasseh and Ephraim, the use of only Genesis, and
the importance of Jacob (called many names, including Jacob-Israel) all
indicate possible Samaritan influences. Jacob is said to have “seen God
face to face” and to have beheld the ladder and “the Lord sitting at its top
with a power which no one could describe” (2:14-16) (OTP 1:914-15).

The Testament of Moses (= Assumption of Moses) is preserved
incompletely in only one Latin manuscript (indeed a sixth-century
palimpsest). It purports to contain Moses’ last words to Joshua. It may
have been composed in the early second century B.C.E., but it more likely
reached its present form in the early decades of the first century C.E. It
was most likely composed in Hebrew or Aramaic, and in ancient Pales-
tine. This document focuses on the conquest of the Land under Joshua, but
stresses that overt action against pagans will come only from God, who
will come to avenge Israel (10:3, 7). Passages such as these may have
been intended to cool the zealous anger of Palestinian Jews who in the
decades prior to 66 C.E. hated the Romans for occupying the Land and
oppressing God’s chosen race. The document intends to convey a message
of hope for the oppressed living in ancient Palestine during the Roman
conquest.

The Testament of Job was written either in the first century B.C.E. or
the first century C.E. It was probably composed in Greek somewhere in
Egypt, and conceivably by Jews close to the Therapeutae. The work high-
lights patience and endurance among ali the virtues. Note the stoic char-
acter of Job: “I am your father Job, fully engaged in endurance” (1:5)
(OTP 1:839). This testament also shows special interest in women, includ-



Preface to the New Edition xvi

ing a unique portrayal of his first wife, Sitis, and his daughters. Poignant
is the story of Sitis. Once she was wealthy but now penniless. Thus, she
must sell her hair so as to purchase three loaves of bread. She shares them
with Job. Satan, disguised as a bread seller, is the villain who cuts her hair,
while a crowd in the marketplace marvels (chap. 23-24). Note the lament
for Sitis in 25:6:

Sece one who used to have a foot basin of gold and silver,
and now she goes along by foot:
Even her hair she gives in exchange for loaves! (OTP 1:850)

4. Apocalypses. Only two apocalypses appear in the Christian Bible:
Daniel and the Revelation of John. Most of the full-blown apocalypses
now are collected together within the Pseudepigrapha. The most important
are the well-known Books of Enoch, Fourth Ezra, and the Apocalypse of
Baruch. Less well known is the Apocalypse of Abraham. It was probably
composed in Hebrew, by a Jew, about the time of the Revelation of John,
and possibly in ancient Palestine.

One must be cautious in working historically on the Apocalypse of
Abraham. It is extant only in latc Slavic manuscripts. The apocalypse is
confused and contains visions difficult to understand. Like the work’s
contemporaneous apocalypses, namely, 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, it preserves
evidence that pagan Roman soldiers had burned the Temple (chap. 27).
The author offers a vaguc explanation for this catastrophe. The reason for
the loss of the Temple is apparently because Abraham’s descendants con-
tinuously provoked God to anger (20:6-7; 25:6-7; 27:7; 28:4) due to their
idolatry (25:1-6) and murderous deeds (27:7). Obviously humorous is
Abraham’s first person discourse on how his father’s idols were crushed
by the uncontrollable action of an ass.” Abraham’s plight is settled by Syr-
1ans. They willingly pay for both smashed idols and the gods that remain.
Thence Abraham flips the three broken gods into a river in which they
sank “and were no more” (2:1-9) (OTP 1:690).

The Apocalypse of Zephaniah is of uncertain date; it appears to have
been composed by a Jew, in Greek, sometime in the first or second cen-
tury C.E., conceivably in Alexandria. Indicative perhaps of a pre-70 date
is the pro-Edomite sentiment of 3:1-2, “‘Come, let me show you the
{place (7)] of righteousness.” And he took me [up] upon Mount Seir....”
(OTP 1:510). Important for a better perception of the far off city of the
Letter to the Hebrews (13:14) is the description of the beautiful city in
chapter 5. Like the Apocalypse of Abraham, the Apocalypse of Zephaniah
contains the concept of weighing souls: “It is necessary that the good and
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the evil be weighed in a balance” (8:5). The leitmotif is the judgment all
humans must face. While angels with trumpets (9—12) are reminiscent of
the Revelation of John, the depiction of suffering sinners recall the much
later Divine Comedy of Dante.

The Apocalypse of Elijah is preserved only in Coptic (both the
Akhmimic and Sahidic seem to derive from a Greek Vorlage) and Greek
fragments. The work is composite and can be divided into five extensive
chapters: a discusston of prayer and fasting (chap. 1), the time before the
coming of the Antichrist (chap. 2) and a depiction of him (chap. 3), three
martyrdoms (chap. 4), and finally, oracles concerning the end of time
(chap. 5). This document is not casy to date. It may have been composed
sometime between the first and fourth centuries C.E. by a Jew or a Chris-
tian. It is possible that this pseudepigraphon was composed in third-century
Egypt by a Christian scribe who inherited much earlier Jewish traditions
or even sources. But while it is clearly Christian in its final and only extant
form, many experts conclude that it derives from a lost Jewish composi-
tion. Scholars have speculated on the date of this lost Jewish work, con-
cluding that it may be as early as the carly postexilic period, or date to the
time of the Alexandrian Jewish revolt of 116-117 C.E. Numerous spe-
cialists today think that the Jewish document may have been written in the
first century C.E. Origen, Clement of Rome, and Clement of Alexandria
may have known it. Though the document is not a full-fledged apoca-
lypse, it does contain apocalyptic perspectives; note, for example, this
excerpt: “Everyone who will obey me will receive thrones and crowns....
They will walk with the angels up to my city” (1:8, 10) (OTP 1:736-37).

5. Wisdom or Philosophic Literature. Fourth Maccabees was most
likely composed by a Jewish philosophical theologian, in Greek, between
63 B.C.E. and 70 C.E., perhaps in Alexandria, more likely in Antioch (in
which there was a cult of the Maccabean martyrs), but even conceivably
in Palestine. The recurring theme is that reason enables humans to over-
come passions. The heroes are Joseph, Moses, Jacob, David (with refer-
ence to 2 Sam. 23:13-17), and especially the famous martyrs of the Mac-
cabean age, particularly, Eleazar and the seven brothers with their mother
(1:8). The author knew that he had to define both “reason” and *“‘passion.”
The latter concept is rather casy to define, but the former is difficult and
reveals the author’s Jewishness. He grounds his definition of reason in
Torah: “But we have to define what reason is and what passion is.... Rea-
son, I suggest, is the mind making a deliberate choice of the life of wis-
dom. Wisdom, I submit, is knowledge of things divine and human, and of
their causes. And this wisdom, I assume, is the culture we acquire from the
Law, through which we learn the things of God reverently and the things
of men to our worldly advantage” (1:14-17) (OTP 2:545). If 4 Maccabees
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was composed in Palestine, then the following observations are appropri-
ate. The document was perhaps intended as a commemorative address to
be read aloud at the site where the Maccabees were buried; that is, actu-
ally at Modein in the hill country to the west of Jerusalem. This hypothe-
sis fits well with what is known about the monumental tombs and pyra-
mids built at Modein by Simon the Maccabee in honor of his father and
brothers. These monuments were well known when 4 Maccabees was
composed (1 Macc. 2:70; 9:18-21; 13:25-30; Josephus, Ant. 12.210-12).

It is evident that the Pseudepigrapha, especially the clearly Jewish
writings that antedate 135 C.E., when Bar Kokhba was defeated, must be
comprehended in the attempt to define and describe Jewish thought and
life during the Second Temple Period. Along with the Apocrypha, the
Dead Sea Scrolls, Josephus, the early Jewish traditions in the New Testa-
ment, and the early Jewish portions of the tractates in the Mishnah, the
Psecudepigrapha are requisite reading for understanding and reconstructing
Early Judaism. They provide the student and scholar with data from which
to recreate the context of the historical Jesus of Nazareth and the move-
ment that eventually became divorced from Judaism, receiving the epony-
mous label “Christianity.”

It is now clear that to understand a text demands perceiving its con-
text. The noun “context” has two meanings. First, there is the historical
context that allows us to comprehend the reasons why authors wrote, what
they may have intended to communicate, and how some of their readers
would have understood or misunderstood them. Second, there is the liter-
ary context. This allows the exegete to grasp what words mean and what
meaning seems to have been poured into the text. Both the historical and
literary contexts of passages in the New Testament appear in a new light,
and sometimes with uncxpected meaning, thanks to insights obtained
from reading the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha.

New Developments

What is new and challenging in the study of the Pseudepigrapha since the
present book appeared in 1985, thirteen years ago? Many answers are
forthcoming, such as the abundance of new texts regarding the Messiah
found among the Dead Sea Scrolls.'" These will help us better understand
the messianism in such Jewish documents as the Psalms of Solomon, 4
Ezra, and especially the “intracanonical” gospels. Among possible reflec-
tions, I have chosen to focus on only four of the most important answers.

1. Full Collection. The expanded nature of the Pseudepigrapha, which
characterizes the OTP, is now certainly justified. We even need to think
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about other documents that are possible candidates for inclusion within
this corpus; that is, works that were not included in the OTP and in The
Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research.' Three writings alone may now
be mentioned. "

The first book to be considered for inclusion in the Old Testament
Pscudepigrapha is the Apocalypse of Elchasai. It dates from the early part
of the second century C.E., was composed by a Jew or a Jewish Christian,
and is an apocalypse.'? The debate over the definition and understanding
of such terms as “Jewish,” “Jewish Christian,” and “Christian,” as well as
“orthodoxy” and “heresy” will be enriched by a study of this document.
The writing is also important for a perception of the origins of Christian
baptism."* The understanding of the origins of the Odes of Solomon and
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs involve categories and method-
ologies that are encountered in studying this book claimed as authentic
revelation by the Elkesaites, a “Jewish-Christian sect” that congregated
just east of the Jordan sometime beginning around 100 C.E.

The second book that is important to discuss when considering the
scope and nature of the Pseudepigrapha anew is the so-called Apocalypse
of Pseudo-Methodius. This is an apocalypse, but a late work, perhaps dat-
ing from the seventh century C.E., which was attributed to the famous St.
Methodius of Olympus (died ca. 311 C.E.) whose works are mostly lost.
The Apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius is extant in Greek, Latin, and Syr-
iac, but it contains many old traditions."® Some of these could be impor-
tant and perhaps Jewish, since the work purports to be the history of the
world from Adam until the end of time. Thus, this apocalypse may be
helpful in discerning some early Jewish traditions.

The third book is the Book of the Giants. The work was known before
the discovery of the documents in the Qumran caves; it was known to the
Manicheans and partly preserved in the Midrash of Shemhazai and
Azazel." Now we have the original Aramaic from documents preserved in
the Qumran caves.'” Unfortunately, the work is now preserved only in
extremely small fragments. The Book of the Giants is related to the Books
of Enoch, probably dependent on the Enochic Book of Watchers, contains
traditions and concerns similar to those found in Pseudo-Eupolemus, is
clearly Jewish, and obviously antedates 68 C.E.;" hence, it is a strong can-
didate for inclusion within the OTP."

2. Qumran Pseudepigrapha. Scholars and scrious students interested
in the production of pseudepigraphical compositions by Jews before the
burning of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. must master the pseudepigraphic works
preserved among the Dead Sea Scrolls. The Old Testament Pseude-
pigrapha (works in the OTP) are similar to the Qumran Pseudepigrapha.
The latter are pseudepigraphical compositions known from fragments
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found in the eleven Qumran Caves; that is, works not found in the Bible,
the OTP, or the Old Testament Apocrypha. The most important Qumran
Pscudepigrapha are the following (listed in alphabetical order):

Apocryphal Psalm with Psalm 122:1-9
Apocryphon 1-4
Apocryphon of Jacob ar
Apocryphon of Jeremiah A-E
Apocryphon of Joseph ar
Apocryphon of Judah ar
Apocryphon of Moses
Aramaic Apocalypse ar
Aramaic Apocryphal Work ar
Barki Nafshi

Book of the Mysteries

David Apocryphon

Genesis Apocryphon ar
Giants (or) Pscudo-Enoch ar
Malachi Apocryphon
Midrash Sefer Moses

Moses Apocryphon A—-C
Moses Fragment 1-2

Mysteries
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New Jerusalem
Noah Apocryhpon 1-2
Prayer of Enosh?
Prayer of Esther ar
Prayer of Joseph
Prayer of Michael
Prayer of Nabonidus
Prophetic Apocryphon 1-3
Psalms of Joshua
Pseudepigraphic Work 1-3
Pseudo-Daniel ar
Pseudo-Ezckiel
Pseudo-Lamentations
Pseudo-Moses
Samuel-Kings Apocryphon
Sapiential Fragments
Sapiential Testament
Sapiential Works
Sayings of Moses
Sons of Jacob Fragment

Testament of Qahatar

xxi
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Vision of Samuel
Visions of Amram ar
Wisdom Apocryphon
Words of Michael
Work Similar to Barki Nafshi

Zodiology and Brontology ar®

It is a pity that these works are preserved only in fragments—often,
minuscule picces (sometimes the size of a fingernail).

Onc work not yet mentioned contains pscudepigraphical composi-
tions. It is titled the Qumran Pscudepigraphic Psalms (4Q380 and 381).
This collection of psalms, usually similar to the poetry of the Davidic
Psalms, contains psalms attributed to Obadiah (4Q380, frag. 1, 2:8) and
Manasseh (4Q381, frag. 33, 1:8). The latter is appreciably different from
the Prayer of Manasseh that is among the documents in the OTP*!

3. Canon. In the past two decades scholars have come closer to a con-

sensus of when and how the canon took shape. The canon was not closed
before 70 C.E. I have no doubt that the Enoch groups deemed the Books
of Enoch as fully inspired as any “biblical” book. I am also convinced that
the group of Jews behind the Temple Scroll, which is surely pre-Qum-
ranic, would have judged it to be quintessential Torah—that is, equal to,
and perhaps better than, Deuteronomy. It is now clear that the so-called
Pseudepigrapha must not be treated as if they were produced on the
fringes of a monolithic Judaism (as too many specialists on Rabbinics
have done throughout this century). If we are interested in an accurate his-
torical assessment of Jews who lived before 70 C.E. or before the defeat
of Bar Kokhba in 135 C.E., then we should perccive the Pseudepigrapha
as they were apparently judged to be: God’s revelation to humans.
This new perception regarding a canon not-yct-closed is placarded by
books that now appear with titles altered. Once we picked up a book with
the title “Non-Canonical Psalms.” It now reappears as “Qumran Pseude-
pigraphic Psalms” or as “Non-Masoretic Psalms.” The concept of a closed
canon no longer tinges the new titles. Improved methodology and refined
perceptions should allow for a more inductive and sensitive appraisal of
early sacred literature. The full function of scripture in Early Judaism and
Early Christianity is an exciting area for exploration.”
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4. Expansions of the “Old Testament” and “Rewritten Bible.” Orga-
nizing the documents collected into the OTP led to the realization that it
was necessary to create a new category to cover documents that expanded
upon the biblical narrative. I chose to call this new category “Expansions
of the ‘Old Testament.”” Included among such works were Jubilees, the
Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah, Joseph and Aseneth, the Life of
Adam and Eve, the Ladder of Jacob, Jannes and Jambres, the History of
the Rechabites, Eldad and Modad, as well as the History of Joseph. As 1
stated in 1983, “Early Judaism was a religion bound to and defined by the
Book, the Torah. Because God had chosen to reveal himself in history, a
sacred aura surrounded the events in Israel’s past” (OTP 2:5). Judaism and
Christianity are religions shaped by a sacred story in which the believer
becomes a participant. The story, as it evolves and is contemplated, needs
to be corrected and expanded.

Now, among the Dead Sea Scrolls are found numerous documents
related to the genre called “Expansions of the ‘Old Testament.”” They are
called the “Rewritten Bible.” This genre pertains to a collection of texts
that were not composed at Qumran; they rather represent general Jewish
thought before the end of ancient Israel in 70 or 135. Like the composi-
tions in the “Expansions of the ‘Old Testament,”” so the documents in the
“Rewritten Bible” are closely aligned with or attached to a biblical book;
moreover, each group of texts reflects the need to rework, rearrange, cor-
rect, explain, or supplement the base text. Three supreme cxamples of
these two categories are Jubilees, the Temple Scroll, and 4Q Reworked
Pentateuch.”

Less than a decade ago Qumran scholars, who frequently are also
experts on the Pseudepigrapha, met in conferences that seemed to me like
bloodbaths. The discussions degenerated into arguments. The past threc
major symposia, however, indicate a return to the civility I remember in
the fiftics and sixties. Scholars skilled in Qumranology need to be con-
versant with pseudepigraphical studies, and Pseudepigrapha specialists
must know the world of Qumran. As revealed by the categories “Expan-
sions” and “Rewritten Bible,” we are working with one world of Jewish
thought, and it was indelibly shaped by Torah, God’s Word in written
form.** And it is within this world, at once chaotic and creative, that Jesus
taught and his followers moved in and about synagogue and Temple. He
and they were devout Jews attempting to understand the meaning of God’s
Word for the present. Since the New Testament evolves out of this ethos
and world, and since its works were written almost always by Jews, the
origins of Christianity lic deeply planted within Judaism.

The following reflections are intended as prolegomena for the study of
Christian origins. Today, experts concur that we must study the New Tes-
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tament text in its context. This endeavor often leads to thoughts about the
people of the Book. Entering the world of Jesus and his carliest followers
will stimulate some pondering, including (hopefully) meditations on the
Book shaped by the pcople. Indeed, the people of the Book have given us
the Book of the people.”

This brief introduction to the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha is
intended to give a broad overview of this collection of early Jewish and
Christian works. The following pages are intended to help the student
work with the documents in this modern collection, and to avoid crrors
committed in the past. The present work is a republication of the book that
appeared in 1985. 1 am grateful to Cambridge University Press for per-
mission to republish the work. I have omitted from the earlier version the
appendices, but I have kept corrections and additions to a minimum so as
to preserve the original integrity of the book and to keep costs as low as
possible so that students will be able to afford copies. I am grateful to
Trinity Press International for agreeing to reissue this book. The Alexan-
der von Humboldt Stiftung provided a grant that enabled me to prepare
this book for republication.

J. H. Charlesworth
Tiibingen
30 May 1998
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The present reflections represent some thoughts that have evolved
since 1958, when I first became interested in Early Judaism. During
these years my understanding of Early Judaism has changed signifi-
cantly. Most importantly, I gradually abandoned the idea that first-
century Palestinian Jews were mostly activistic and non-reflective;
now [ know that many of them were well-educated not only in Israelite
and Jewish traditions but also in the achievements of other cultures,
notably, Roman, Greek, Syrian, Egyptian and Iranian (in the old
broad sense). First-century Judaism was shaped by the Great Revolt,
which ended in the Romans burning the Temple; but it was by no
means a culture devoid of creative new compositions.

With the recovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls and related manuscript
discoveries, and with the number of documents now in the Old Testa-
ment Pseudepigrapha comes a quite new awareness of the vast amount
of Early Jewish literature we now possess. Many of the texts we now
consider paradigmatically important for the study of Early Judaism
and Early Christianity were simply unknown to such erudite and
indefatigable scholars as M.-J. Lagrange and W, Bousset. With each
new discovery of an old document should also come the question,
‘How much more has been irretrievably lost?’ (see chapter 2, n. 51).
First-century Judaism was intellectually alive, new compositions
poured forth from many segments of that complex we misrepresent
by the overworked word ‘religion’, as if we have a categorical con-
tainer into which we pour our undigested data.

For several decades I have been trying to contribute to the study of
Early Judaism and Early Christianity by editing and translating manu-
scripts studied in many of the famous libraries, including the Vatican,
the British Muscum, the John Rylands University Library of Manches-
ter, the Bodleian Library, the Bibliothéque Nationale and the Biblio-
theque Bodmer. My past work has been primarily analytical. Now I
have begun an attempt to struggle with the essential meanings and

XXV
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functions of the hundreds of documents that are our primary sources.
While avoiding the error of attempting to construct a system out of
some of the data, I have reflected on the meaning of our texts for the
phenomena that qualified and defined Early Judaism and Early Chris-
tianity. The move, therefore, is from analytical focus to synthetic per-
ception. The clarity of the parts, of course, must not be lost as breadth
of field is increased.

My focus here has, as the title indicates, been upon the Old Testa-
ment Pseudepigrapha. This stance is logical and necessary. [ have been
preoccupied with that corpus of literature, and no scholar today can
claim to be a master of more than one ancient collection. Moreover,
I tend to doubt whether any of us can really digest all that is in the
Pseudepigrapha. It is, after all, more complex, disparate, and replete
and at the same time, less understood and studied than the other
collections, including Philo, Josephus, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and even
the Mishnah. Yet limiting oneself to one collection is a fatal flaw;
I therefore try to include, wherever pertinent, a discussion of these
other collections, with the guidance of experts in the related fields.

The emphasis on Jewish sources in the present work indicates that
I contend that the origins of Christianity are inextricably rooted in
Early Judaism. It does not, however, suggest that the non-Jewish
cultures were insignificant for the development of Christianity.
Obviously the contention that Judaism was influenced by foreign
cultures (see chapter 2) at least mirrors the importance of these other
cultures for Early Christianity. The non-Jewish dimension of the
development of Early Christianity is indicated, inter alia, by three
quite different scholars. C.H. Talbert in Literary Patterns,
Theological Themes and the Genre of Luke-Acts (SBLMS 20;
Missoula, Mont., 1974) claims that Luke-Acts is ‘organized both as
a whole and in its parts’ just as Vergil’s Aeneid (p. 68), and that the
Lucan writings are modelled after Aristotle’s Poetics 17:5—10,
Suetonius’ Life of Vergil 223, Lucian’s How to Write History 48,
and Pliny’s Letters 9:36 (p. 141). Subsequently, in What is a Gospel?
The Genre of the Canonical Gospels (Philadelphia, 1977), Talbert
argues that the Gospels are somewhat similar to the Greco-Roman
biographies. H.D. Betz is famous for his knowledge of classical
antiquity and his attempts to reveal the non-Jewish elements in Early
Christianity; in Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the
Churches in Galatia (Hermencia; Philadelphia, 1979), an erudite
work, he contends that Paul’s letter to the Galatians should be
examined in the light of Greco-Roman rhetoric and epistolography
(esp. sce pp. 14-25). In numecrous publications P. W. van der Horst
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points out some similaritics between the writings in the New Testament
and the carly or contemporaneous Greek and Latin works. In his well-
written article, ‘Hellenistic Parallels to the Acts of the Apostles: 1 1-26’
(ZNWT4 (1983), 17-26) he presents a list of significant parallels to
Acts. He collected most of these parallels personally or obtained them
from a project in Utrecht, the Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti.

The footnotes to the following work attempt to guide the reader to
other explorations; they also express my indebtedness to those who have
preceded me in this area of research and those who are breaking new
paths in our search for understanding. Some notes are intended for the
student, others for the specialist. In order not to detract from the flow
of an argument I have footnoted some insights that are very precious
to me. All exotic scripts are transliterated; all translations are my own,
unless otherwise noted.

The major part of the present work took shape as I read proofs for
the new edition of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha; it goes to press
after the first volume arrived and while I double-check the galleys for
the second (and final) volume. This related work has shown me how
greatly indebted I am to many scholars throughout the world. I fear it
would be unfair to express appreciation to only a select few. The team
that helped produce the new edition deserves credit for many of the
insights shared in the present book.

I am grateful to the officers of the Southeast Section of the American
Academy of Religion and the Committee of the Studiorum Novi
Testamenti Societas for invitations that encouraged me to organize
my thoughts on some major and central questions. A grant from the
Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung in Bonn-Bad Godesberg enabled
me to complete this monograph. Professor M. Hengel graciously
provided me with an Arbeitszimmer and access to reference works
in the Institutum Judaicum. H. Lichtenberger’s helpful criticisms are
greatly appreciated. M.J.H. Charlesworth compiled the excellent
indexes; I am significantly indebted to her. I am very pleased that the
SNTS Editorial Board and the editor of the SN7'S Monograph Series
urged me to publish the present work in their distinguished series. I
am especially grateful to Professor Graham Stanton and the editors
at Cambridge University Press for helping me polish the presentation.

October 1983

J.H.C.

Princeton Theological Seminary and
Institutum Judaicum,
Eberhard-Karls-Universitit
Tiibingen
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INTRODUCTION

The present monograph contains my attempts to assess the signifi-
cance of the documents in the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha for a
better understanding of Early Judaism, Christian Origins, and es-
pecially the writings in the New Testament. Chapter 1 is a revision
of a plenary lecture delivered at Atlanta, Georgia, in the Spring of
1983 to the Southeast Section of the American Academy of Religion.
Chapters 2 and 3 are expandéd versions of a plenary address presented
at Canterbury, England, in the Summer of 1983 to the SNTS. In order
to reach not only specialists but also students I have deleted much
of the technical language, lengthened some discussions, provided a
Glossary, and added a Bibliography (with subheadings to guide
further research and study).

As we attempt to apprehend the essentia dynamically poured into
the documents in the Pseudepigrapha, let us remember that the
historia (cf. LSJM, p.842) — both ‘histories’ and ‘stories’ so pregnant
in the Greek — were often first circulating for centuries within the
familiar circle round the evening fire. Warmth poured from the
incandescent light of the hearth and from vibrant legends in their
living oral form (cf. Chapter 3, ‘Comparing One Document with
Many Others’, pp. 78-80). The need to tell stories animated the con-
versations in the varied Palestinian settings; despite oppressions by
foreign overlords, the innate need resounded. R. Price, thinking on
‘The Origins and Life of Narrative’ pens thoughts germane to our
endeavour:

A need to tell and hear stories is essential to the species Homo
sapiens — second in necessity apparently after nourishment
and before love and shelter. Millions survive without love
or home, almost none in silence; the opposite of silence leads
quickly to narrative, and the sound of story is the dominant
sound of our lives.!
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Some of the stories cherished by Jews lived on because of their
religious dimension, or because of their subsequent association with
religious fervour, perhaps due to their significance for the shebe ‘al peh
as well as the Torah shebikhtabh; the memorized moved towards the
written. Any thoughts on the comparisons between the Pseudepi-
grapha documents and the New Testament writings must be prefaced
by the attempt to perceive what it would have been like to hear a
charismatic person tell historia, not only on the hillside with the
multitudes but also around the fire in the evening.

Eventually, for reasons historians cannot explain satisfactorily, the
stories grew and some were recorded for us to read. But once written,
the context and setting is not preserved. The non-transferable
linguistic dimensions of the eye,? the spontaneous gesture, and the
echoing laughter were left behind as the traditions became formalized
on leather skins. Once written, the stories can fall into the hands of
others; the sacred can be touched by the profane. Perhaps this fear
is partly responsible for the idea of the hidden seventy books (4 Ezra
14:44—-7; cf. 1 En 9:61), and the belief that the evil angel Pinem’e
taught mankind how to write:

Furthermore he caused the people to penetrate (the secret of)
writing and (the use of) ink and paper, on account of this
matter, there are many who have erred from eternity to
eternity, until this very day. For human beings are not created
for such purposes to take up their beliefs with pen and ink.

(1 En 69:9-10)y

There is evidence, therefore, to suggest an oral stage for many
stories (and songs) in the Pseudepigrapha. To camouflage this insight
with interjections that some pseudepigrapha come from very erudite
scholars is to miss the mark: some pseudepigrapha do reflect the
Jewish joy of telling stories and reciting history, others mirror the
refined setting of scholarly circles. Yet, even the wise inherited traditions
that had been shaped by many factors, including the love of and the
need to recite historia and engage each other in narratives. The em-
phasis on narrative and the need to narrate is related to the injunction
to write found in some apocalypses (cf. e.g. 1 En 89:62—4, 104: 7—13).

If mankind is over three million years old, and the earliest evidence
of real writing is barely five thousand years old, then it took us an
incredibly long time to learn to write and to record historia. As quickly
as we ask, ‘Why did it take so long?’ we are impeded from answering
by another question: ‘Why did we do it at all?’ With the ‘invention’ of
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writing, even before alphabetic script,* we are known to have been
fascinated by stories. Some of the significant early ones affected the
Geschichte that unfolds in the Old Testament, others are lost forever;
a very few early Jewish ones affected and perhaps were incorporated
into the writings brought together in The Old Testament Pseudepi-
grapha (2 vols., Garden City, N.Y., 1983—5). These ancient and fluid
traditions swirled around, even buoyed up the authors, compilers and
redactors of the Jewish writings from 250 B.C.E. to 200 C.E. It is
this living world of traditions, this Zeitgeist and Lebenswelt, that
helped produce and relate those documents that became separated
and are now collected into the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha and
the Greek New Testament. To remove two or more books from their
present place in an artificial collection is not to sever them from an
umbilical cord; it may be to move them closer together and ideally
back into a thought-world that reflects the attempt to appropriate
what can never be recovered. That task is our journey, if not our
goal. It is the presupposition for any trustworthy and truthful com-
parison. It is the whole, and not abstracted selections, that must be
sought.

Realizing that attempts at such comparisons as ours will un-
doubtedly be judged harshly — we are trained for years to criticize
and to debate — I confess my frustrations and self-doubts. Little do
I know, and much must I yet learn. I apologize for the infelicities at
the moment unseen, but soon to be revealed by critics. Nevertheless,
I have attempted to initiate a better way of performing our craft. In
this small work I am trying to accomplish numerous purposes, namely
I am attempting:

(1) tosketch the history of research on the Old Testament Pseudepi-
grapha, especially from Fabricius to the present, in order to
clarify major methodological and perceptual developments, and
to reveal how social histories and ideologies have excited or
deflated research;

(2) to draw attention to a vast area for fruitful research in our on-
going search for the meaning of the writings in the New Testa-
ment, and the Jewish origins of Christianity;

(3) to instil in New Testament specialists an appreciation for the
erudition and sophistication in early Jewish literature;

(4) to polemicize against any attempt to celebrate Christian truths
at the expense of Judaism, and to point to a lingering tendency
among some scholars, even some brilliant ones (and cherished
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friends), to treat as inferior the Jewish literature that much later
was declared ‘uncanonical’;

(5) toshow that Jewish literature, like the writings in the New Testa-
ment, must be read thoroughly, sympathetically and reflectively
before any attempt is made to compare them with so-called
Christian documents, and that any comparison between two very
similar ‘religions’ — such as Early Judaism and Early Christianity
— must compare ideas, symbols and words in their full living
context;

(6) to point to the inadequacies of such terms as ‘sectarian’,
‘normative’, ‘orthodox’ and ‘heretical’;

(7) to expose a shared error among New Testament scholars in their
approach to 1 Enoch and the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs;

(8) to suggest a methodology for studying and assessing parallels
between two documents;

(9) to illustrate briefly some of the significance of the Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha for understanding and dating some New Testa-
ment writings;

(10) to encourage more New Testament scholars through personal
observations to join with the specialists who have demonstrated
clearly the significance of the Pseudepigrapha for Christian Ori-
gins and for the New Testament documents;

(11) to contend that earliest Christian thought was intellectually
sophisticated and that high Christology does not indicate late
chronology;

(12) to call for a reassessment of what we mean by canonical and
apocryphal, divine inspiration and perspicacious speculation.

In the attempt to move closer to the ancient authors and to grasp
their needs and dreams it is essential to be ever self-critical of who
we are and from where we are coming, and to struggle for a sensitive
indwelling of their world.* While we are primarily occupied with
their bequeathed words we must always endeavour to supplement the
received words with other non-literary artefacts and archaeological
discoveries, and to define words broadly, inter alia, in terms of their
essence, their content, their function, and their social setting. I
presume that they, like we, struggled towards an intended meaning,
not scouring around in search of words, but by flowing through
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perception and intentionality to communication.® Words, after all,
come somewhat mysteriously as we shuttie between worlds of silence.
Since most words in the Pseudepigrapha have not yet influenced our
lexicons, and since most of the ancient Semitic words disappeared
when Hebrew and Aramaic died out,” it is unwise to support
arguments or develop ideas by myopically citing lexicographical data.
It is the living word, not the dead record of how it was employed in
a few surviving texts, that alone can open our eyes to that world two
thousand or so years ago when the documents in the Pseudepigrapha
and in the New Testament were being composed and read aloud.



1

THE PSEUDEPIGRAPHA: NEW
OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES FOR
THE BIBLICAL SCHOLAR

Introduction

After many years of rescarch, writing and co-operation by an inter-
national tcam of experts the two-volumed Old Testament Pseudepi-
grapha appcared in 1983 and 1985.! That event provides us with
the opportunity to scan the modern study of these carly Jewish
documents, and to evaluate their significance for biblical scholars.

The Modern Study of the Pseudepigrapha

Prior to the eighteenth century some of the works in the Pseudepi-
grapha received considerable attention, primarily because they were
perceived as authentically attributed to the eponymous author who
was also seen to have advocated truths in harmony with the Bible.
Pseudo-Phocylides was used as a textbook in many medieval schools;
the editio princeps appeared in 1495 (Venice), and many editions were
published in the sixteenth century. Similarly, editions of the Sibylline
Oracles were published by Betuleius in 1545, by Opsopoeus in 1599,
and by Servatius from 1687 to 1689.

The Period of the Precursor (1722—1820)

(1) Prelude: Pre-Eighteenth-Century Interest

(Erasmus, Luther and the Polyglots)
Erasmus showed considerable interest in 4 Maccabees, perhaps
because he had been fearing his own martyrdom. He completed an
edition of the Greek text in 1517 and published it in 1524. Two years
later Cephalaeus published another Greek text of 4 Maccabees; his
edition is often called the editio princeps of this document. Martin
Luther was very pleased with the Prayer of Manasseh (in the new edition
of the Pseudepigrapha and also in collections of the Apocrypha),
which he could not put into the canon, preferring it to the Epistle of
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James, which he could not excise from the canon. He translated this
pseudepigraphon into German, and utilized it in his polemic against
the Duke of Braunschweig. Luther urged him to repent, and to
beseech God ‘with words such as those that appear in the Prayer of
Manasseh’.2

During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, however, scholars’
interest was not really in the Pseudepigrapha; it was only in some
individual writings now assembled under that title. For example, the
Latin Bible of Johannez Brenz, published at Tiibingen in 1564, con-
tained 3 Maccabees, as B.M. Metzger has recently pointed out.?
Further examples of this interest in a few individual pseudepigrapha
is represented in the great Polyglot Bibles of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries; these tomes incorporated only a few of the writings
in the Pseudepigrapha. This work on some early Jewish writings
preceded the modern study of the Pseudepigrapha, which 1 have
divided into five periods.

(2) The Precursor: J. A. Fabricius

The first period was from the early eighteenth century until the early
nineteenth century. The European Enlightenment of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries ushered in a vigorous awareness of the
penetrating powers of human reason and an appreciation of the
importance of man’s intellectual accomplishments in antiquity. A
product of this intense vitality is the publication in Greek and Latin
of some early Jewish documents by J. A. Fabricius. He published the
first major collection of the Pseudepigrapha, a two-volumed work,
which was entitled Codex pseudepigraphus Veteris Testamenti, and
which appeared in 1722 and 1723. Fabricius bequeathed to us two
legacies: the concept of a collection in two volumes, and the ponderous
— unfortunately misrepresentative — term ‘Pseudepigrapha’. This
first phase in modern research on the Pseudepigrapha should be called
the period of the precursor.

Fabricius was a forerunner of modern research on the Pseudepi-
grapha; but his work did not immediately spawn numerous and sig-
nificant studies on the Pseudepigrapha, and it predates the explosion
of new discoveries of ancient manuscripts. It would be one century
before his pioneering insights would be followed by a phalanx of
scholars. In the interval there were only a few enlightened followers,
notably Sabatier who, in 1749, published a Latin edition of 4 Ezra,
and Mai who, in 1817, issued a Greek text of the Sibylline Oracles.
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The Nineteenth-Century Awakening (1821 —-1913)

(1) The Near East is Rediscovered
The explosion of interest began shortly after the crushing defeat of
Napolean at Waterloo (18 June 1815). It followed the rediscovery of
the fascinating aspects of the Near East, new appetites and realizations
brought home by Napolean’s conquests in Africa, and then Britain’s
involvement in Egypt and the Levant.

In the first half of the nineteenth century large crates full of
manuscripts arrived at the major European libraries, notably the
Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris and the British Museum in London.
Certainly one of the most sensational discoveries was the recovery
of the Book of Enoch in the Ethiopic language. The Book of Enoch
was known in antiquity and even quoted in one of the New Testament
writings, the Epistle of Jude; but it was lamented in the West as a
lost book.

(2) J. Bruce, R. Laurence and 1 Enoch

Three manuscripts of the Book Enoch were discovered in Abyssinia
by James Bruce who brought them to Europe in 1773; but it was not
until 1821 that R. Laurence published an English translation of so-
called 1 Enoch. In 1833 A. G. Hoffmann published a German trans-
lation based partly on Laurence’s English and partly on the Ethiopic.
In 1838 Laurence issued an Ethiopic text, based on only one
manuscript; in 1851 A. Dillmann issued a text based on five Ethiopic
manuscripts; two years later he published a German translation.

While the best scholars thought that Ethiopic Enoch was a medieval
version of a lost early Jewish document, it was not possible to disprove
the lingering claims by Liicke (1832), Hofmann (1852), Weisse (1856),
and Philippi (1868) that a Christian scribe had composed the Book
of Enoch. It was not until the second half of the twentieth century
that this claim was decisively put to rest; again the proof came with
another momentous discovery. Pre-Christian Aramaic fragments of
1 Enoch were recovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls; one of the
fragments contains the passage quoted by Jude (see Chapter 3).

(3) L’Abbé Migne
The period of great awakening soon saw the publication of the second
major collection of the Pseudepigrapha, it is L’Abbé Migne’s two-
volumed Dictionnaire des apocryphes, ou collection de tous les livres
apocryphes relatifs a I’ancien et au nouveau testament. Migne’s
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work, which appeared in 1856 and 1858, did not contain the term
‘Pseudepigrapha’, because he was a Roman Catholic who affirmed
that the Protestant’s Apocrypha were deuterocanonical works, hence
the so-called Pseudepigrapha were to him Apocrypha. This confused
nomenclature unfortunately still lingers to mislead the cursory reader.

Migne’s work was followed by a cascade of publications, most
notable among these were editions of the pseudepigraphical books.
Texts were produced by prominent scholars in Austria, Italy, Russia,
France, Britain, and especially in Germany. From 1850 to 1900 more
than fifty editions of the documents in the Pseudepigrapha were
published and, as reprints witness and translators affirm, many of
these editions are still considered reliable, even at times indispensable.
The quantity of these editions is impressive; from 1850 to 1900 at least
one edition on average appeared each year.

(4) R.H. Charles and E. Kautzsch

This scholarly activity on the continent attracted the interest of a
brilliant Irish scholar, who in 1889 went to Germany to study the
apocalyptic thought preserved in the Pseudepigrapha. In Germany
he studied in Weimar, Dresden, Leipzig and Berlin; he discussed the
Jewish apocalypses with the German scholars, notably T, Zahn and
the luminary of that time, Dillmann. Upon his return to England,
this scholar, R.H. Charles,* published within five years reliable
editions on the Greek of 1 Enoch (1893), the Ethiopic of 1 Enoch
(1893), Jubilees (1895), 2 Baruch (1896), and the Testament of Moses
(1897).

The need grew for a collection of the Pseudepigrapha in trans-
lation. It was partly met in 1900 by E. Kautzsch’s two-volumed work,
titled Die Apocryphen und Pseudepigraphen des Alten Testaments
(Tiibingen). This work is the third great collection. The fourth, an
English version, was not long in coming. It was published in 1913 by
Charles himself, and is the two-volumed work on the shelves of almost
every distinguished English-speaking biblical scholar. The work is the
monumental The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testa-
ment in English.

The German and English versions of the Pseudepigrapha tended
to be conceived as the definitive collections of the Pseudepigrapha.
This tendency was unfortunate, and is partly the fault of Kautzsch
and Charles who, in comparison with Fabricius and Migne, were far
too selective, especially in light of the abundance of pseudepigrapha
edited in the nineteenth century. In fairness to them, however, it is
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wise to call their selections the last two major collections of the
Pseudepigrapha. As Paul never intended his letters to become part
of sacred scripture, so Kautzsch and Charles never attempted to
delimit the works in the Pseudepigrapha, or intended their collections
to dominate the scholarly community as they certainly have for the
last seven decades. An attempt to explain this monopoly leads us into
the next period of modern research on the Pseudepigrapha.

Dark Clouds over ‘Intertestamental’ Judaism (1914—1949)

(1) The World-Wide Psychosis

One year after the publication of Charles’ collection the Victorian
dream came crashing down; the impossible occurred. Charles com-
pleted his ‘Preface’ in Oxford in March 1913; Francis Ferdinand was
assassinated in Sarajevo in June 1914. For the first time in the history
of man almost all nations on earth were entwined in a global war,
eventually and unfortunately to be labelled the First World War. A
great cloud not only obscured any research on the Pseudepigrapha,
it threatened to obliterate civilization. The Syriac Apocalypse of
Baruch vividly depicted the Jewish crises of the late first century in
language disturbingly appropriate to the Great War:

And it happened at the end of the cloud that, behold, it
poured black water and it was much darker than all the water
that had been before. And fire was mingled with it. And
where that water descended, it brought about devastation and
destruction. (2 Bar 53:7)°

The Great War directly or ultimately produced enduring problems,
most significant among these were the establishment of communism
in Russia, the world-wide depression, the appearance of ‘einem der
groBten Demagogen aller Zeiten’, the Nazi scourge, and finally the
Second World War. Hence, I have labelled the period from 1914 to
1949 as the period of dark clouds over ‘intertestamental’ Judaism.

(2) Orthodox Bias Against the Pseudepigrapha
Only one black cloud has been mentioned briefly, namely the world-
wide psychosis. Another equally acid cloud preventing the growth of
pseudepigrapha research was the orthodox bias rampant in seminaries,
universities, and even academies. Interest in the Pseudepigrapha was
very much the by-product of the preoccupation with the theology of
the Bible. These documents were important only because of the bridge
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they tended to provide, no matter how obscurely, between ‘the two
sacred and canonical collections of God’s holy word’. It is obvious
why the favourite term for these early Jewish works became ‘the
intertestamental writings’. The Pseudepigrapha was categorized and
relegated, to be brought forward only to illustrate a theme, like the
messianic kingdom and its banquet, a term, like the Son of Man, or
a congept, like the belief in the bodily resurrection of the individual
after death. The Pseudepigrapha contained writings not to be
understood, but to be mined (or to put it perhaps too harshly, not
to be loved but to be used as Dinah was by Shechem; cf. Gen 34:2,
Levi 6:5-8).

(3) Denigration, Relegation and Compartmentalization

Three facets of the lack of work on the Pseudepigrapha during this
period, 1914 to 1949, are represented by three words: denigration,
relegation and compartmentalization. First, the documents in the
Pseudepigrapha were subjected to denigration; they were conceived
as sectarian writings on the fringes of a ruling orthodoxy that was
centralized in Jerusalem and would evolve into normative, rabbinic
Judaism. And for Jewish scholars there was no impetus to look at
books branded by the Tannaim as sepharim hizonim, that is, as G.
Vermes states, to use ‘books beyond the pale of religious influence
and not meriting to be preserved’.’

Second, the Pseudepigrapha suffered relegation. The preoccupation
of biblical scholars was now with theology and many flirted with
existentialism. Certainly this attitude was true of the most influential
New Testament scholar, Rudolph Bultmann, and his school. The
proper study of the New Testament specialist was the kerygma; the
appropriate perception was that the gospels were post-Easter con-
fessions produced by the Sitz im Glauben of the early communities.
Hindsight discloses the insight that scholars had been more faithful
to Kahler? than to kerygma, and more sensitive to ideological forms
than to historical norms.

Third, the Pseudepigrapha endured compartmentalization. They
were categorized behind the label ‘intertestamental stuff’ and judged
minuscule beneath the canon. As the Synagogue and the Church
rejected them from the canon, so the learned elite tended to remove
them from their central files.

It is abundantly clear why Kautzsch’s and Charles’ collections were
not rivalled. There were neither financial resources nor mental
energies available to accomplish the task. There was a marked waning
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of interest in sacrificing so much on so little.® Hence, we also grasp
why a second edition never appeared of either Kautzsch or Charles;
moreover, a Charles redivivus became virtually unthinkable.

The Twentieth-Century Re-Awakening (1950—1982)

(1) New Beginnings

With the end of the Second World War there were many new begin-
nings in Europe, Asia, and elsewhere; most notably the establishment
of apartheid in South Africa, the creation of Israel, and the appear-
ance of Pakistan. Winds of change were felt blowing almost
everywhere, especially by those prominent and scholarly enough to
cense the climactic changes emanating from Nag Hammadi and
Qumran. All of these heterogeneous forces effectively mark a new
period in the modern study of the Pseudepigrapha; from 1950 to 1982
is the period of the twentieth-century re-awakening.

(2) The Remarkable Discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls

The reason for the renewed interest in the Pseudepigrapha during this
period is usually explained by the discovery of hitherto unknown
ancient Jewish documents in the caves to the west of the Dead Sea.
Certainly there is much that can be said for this explanation;'° some
Pseudepigrapha, namely 1 Enoch, Jubilees, and an earlier version
perhaps of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, were found in
fragments among the Dead Sea Scrolls (see Chapter 2). In 1950 M.
Burrows, J.C. Trever and W. H. Brownlee launched the first edition of
the scrolls; the series was entitled ‘The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s
Monastery’. The importance of the discovery of the scrolls for a
rejuvenated interest in the Pseudepigrapha should not be minimalized;
but at times it has been the only explanation offered. I can think of
another major reason.

(3) An Acknowledged Bankruptcy in Biblical Theology and

the Perception of Geschichte.
An equally importarit cause of the renewed interest in the study of
the Pseudepigrapha is the perception of the vast problems involved
in any attempt to define, or even describe, biblical theology, and this
recognition demands much more than merely improving on past
methods and presuppositions. Two factors are most significant: First,
the pure theological and ideological approach to the Bible had run
its course and was found wanting. In the late 40s and early 50s quite
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independently and without apparent knowledge of the others’ position
P. Benoit, N. Dahl and E. Kdsemann suggested that there is history
in the gospels, that there is tradition in the kerygma, and that it is
possible and theologically legitimate to search for bruta facta in Jesus’
life and for ipsissima verba Jesu.!

Second, the incisive discovery of biblical theologians was that
Israel, unlike the other nations, confessed a relationship between God
and history. At first the major recognition was only that
Heilsgeschichte meant that Israel’s history was sacred; eventually it
also included a recognition of Geschichte as also the sphere of God’s
action. History was the proper study for biblical scholars; and this
entailed a return to the history of Early Judaism which included her
literature, especially the Pseudepigrapha. As earlier, we can see three
significant emphases in this renewed interest: the appearance of
the term ‘Christian Origins’, a broader perspective, and a fresh
appreciation.

(4) ‘Christian Origins’, Perspective and Appreciation

The renewed interest in the Pseudepigrapha coincided with the appear-
ance of the term ‘Christian Origins’. The older term, ‘intertcsta-
mental period’, became more and more inappropriate to denote the
period from 200 B.C.E. to 200 C.E. It was simply inaccurate; the
youngest book in the Old Testament is Daniel, which dates from
around 165 B.C.E., and the oldest writing in the New Testament is
1 Thessalonians, which dates from near 50 C.E. Hence, ‘intertesta-
mental’ had been used to denote both the decades before Daniel and
the century in which the New Testament writings were composed. The
term is also demeaning; it suggests that the Jewish literature in these
centuries is inferior to that in the canon, and important only because
of the documents’ meaning for other writings, namely those that were
later eventually claimed to be scriptural. Finally, the term ‘intertesta-
mental’ belies a Christian bias and confessional belief in two
testaments. After 1950 many institutions of higher learning began to
use a new title for their resident scholars in this field. Those who had
been titled professors of intertestamental Judaism were often now
called professors of Christian Origins, or professors of Early Judaism,
or a similar title. Martin Hengel, for example, is Professor of New
Testament and Early Judaism in the Eberhard-Karls-Universitit,
Tiibingen.

The second emphasis is a broader conception of sources. The
feverish activity and preoccupation with the Dead Sea Scrolls was
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followed by a similar focus upon the fifty-two Nag Hammadi
treatises, and upon the fifty-two documents in the Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha. This shift by biblical scholars demanded a con-
comitant commitment to Coptic, Syriac, Latin, Ethiopic, Old Church
Slavonic and Armenian, as well as to the more traditional languages,
Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek. Now almost all biblical scholars
recognize that a study of the New Testament must include the sources
contemporaneous with it.

The third emphasis is a fresh appreciation of the Jewish writings
in the Pseudepigrapha. These works represented the cherished tra-
ditions and beliefs of many early Jews. The documents were not to
be branded as sectarian, since it now becomes very clear that Early
Judaism was not defined by a controlling, centralized, normative and
orthodox Judaism (see chapter 2).

Especially significant for an understanding of Early Judaism and
Christian Origins is the recognition of Jewish apocalyptic thought and
the apocalypses themselves. H.H. Rowley’s The Relevance of
Apocalyptic, first published in 1944, with new editions in 1947 and
1963, was a forerunner of this new approach and appreciation. Soon
to follow were the major works by S.B. Frost in 1952, D.S. Russell
in 1964, J. Schreiner in 1969, J.M. Schmidt in 1969 and 1976, K. Koch
in 1970 and 1972 (ET), W. Schmithals in 1973 and 1975, and P.D.
Hanson in 1975 and 1979. From Bultmann’s own school we even hear
the claim by E. Kdsemann that apocalyptic thought is the mother of
all Christian theology.!2 As Charles’ edition was inspired by a keen
interest in eschatology, certainly stressed in the brilliant publications
by A. Schweitzer, so the new English edition of the Pseudepigrapha
has been buoyed up by a phenomenal interest in Jewish apocalyptic
claims and perspectives, palpably highlighted in the striking claim by
E. Kédsemann.

The western Christian canon contains only two apocalypses,
Daniel and Revelation; the new edition of the Pseudepigrapha
contains in its first section, ‘Apocalyptic Literature and Related
Works’, the following nineteen documents: 1 Enoch, 2 Enoch,
3 Enoch, Sibylline Oracles, Treatise of Shem, Apocryphon of
Ezekiel, Apocalypse of Zephaniah, The Fourth Book of Ezra,
Greek Apocalypse of Ezra, Vision of Ezra, Questions of Ezra,
Revelation of Ezra, Apocalypse of Sedrach, 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch,
Apocalypse of Abraham, Apocalypse of Adam, Apocalypse of
Elijah, and Apocalypse of Daniel.
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(5) A Need for Texts, Translations and Collections

During the period 1950 to 1982 scholars felt the need for reliable texts
and translations of the Pseudepigrapha. In 1953 J. Bonsirven pub-
lished La Bible Apocryphe (THS; Paris, 1953; repr. 1975). This
French collection is not as inclusive as Migne’s work, but it does con-
tain extracts of nine pseudepigrapha. Also in 1953 E. Hammershaimb
launched in Denmark the fascicles on the Pseudepigrapha that
appeared periodically under the title De Gammeltestamentlige
Pseudepigrafer. These are now bound in two volumes (Kopenhagen,
1953-63; 1970—6). A new German translation was organized under
the direction of W. G. Kiimmel and the first two fascicles of Jiidische
Schriften aus hellenistisch-romischer Zeit appeared in 1973. The same
year saw the first collection of translations into modern Greek by
S. Agourides. It is titled Ta Apokryphen tés Palaias Diathékés
(Athens, 1973). A.-M. Denis and M. de Jonge in 1970 launched two
major series Pseudepigrapha Veteris Testamenti Graece, and Studia
in Veteris Testamenti Pseudepigrapha. The first volume in the latter
series contained the first introduction to the Pseudepigrapha, namely
Denis’ Introduction.

Specialists in America launched the SBL Pseudepigrapha News-
letter, and two series in 1972, namely the Texts and Translations:
Pseudepigrapha Series, and the Septuagint and Cognate Studies. The
seventh volume in the latter series in 1976 contained The
Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research, and then five years later in
1981 The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with a Supplement.
The year 1981 also saw the appearance of the first volume of trans-
lations into Italian. It was edited by P. Sacchi and titled Apocrifi
dell’antico Testamento (Turin, 1981). Finally, it is also symptomatic
of the renewed interest in the Pseudepigrapha that the RSV commit-
tee on the Apocrypha, chaired by B. M. Metzger, has now included
in their collection works contained in the new English version of the
Pseudepigrapha, namely 4 Ezra, the Prayer of Manasseh, 3 Maccabees,
4 Maccabees, and Psalm 151.

While recognizing the major accomplishment by Charles in 1913,
and lauding his distinguished and pioneering publications, there yet
appeared a recognition that his collection could be improved and must
be supplemented. It was difficult to explain why he had not included
more documents, especially Joseph and Aseneth, the Lives of the
Prophets, The Testament of Job, The Apocalypse of Abraham, and
many other works.? It was disturbing how cavalier he and his
colleagues had been with the ancient manuscripts, emending them far
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too frequently. Moreover, his view of Judaism was now outdated,
as is clearly displayed in his view that the author of Jubilees ‘was
unquestionably a Pharisee of the strictest sect’ (A POT, vol. 2, p. 8).

The preparation of the new English edition of the Pseudepigrapha
began in earnest in 1972, many years ago. The appearance of volume
1 in 1983 marks the beginning of a new period. In contrast to the other
translations being prepared by local teams in various countries, the
new English version is the product of an international team of
translators in ten countries, and the co-operation and assistance of
scholars in other countries, especially those in Ireland, France,
Czechoslovakia, Russia, Italy and Egypt.

A New English Edition Opens Vast Frontiers (1983— )

The appearance of The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha in 1983 and
1985 coincides with the preparation of other translations. We have
already mentioned the appearance of the Danish, modern Greek,
Italian, and German versions. Collections of translations are also in
preparation by teams of scholars in France under the direction of M.
Philonenko and A. Dupont-Sommer, in Spain under the guidance
of A. Diez Macho, and in Japan under the editorship of M. Sekine
and S. Arai.*

(1) An Astounding Increase of Sources

The appearance of a second English edition of the Pseudepigrapha
seventy years after the first one prompts a question regarding the
major differences between them. Perhaps the first significant differ-
ence is the huge increase in the number of documents included;
certainly this factor has already been anticipated from the previous
judgment that Charles’ version was a reductional collection.

Volume 1 of Charles’ collection contained two documents that are
now included within the Pseudepigrapha; they are 3 Maccabees and
the Prayer of Manasseh. Volume 2 contained seventeen documents,
but two of them, Pirké Aboth and the Zadokite Document, do not
belong in the Pseudepigrapha; hence Charles’ two-volumed collection
contained seventeen pseudepigrapha. Each of these seventeen are
included in the new edition, along with thirty-five additional
documents. Moreover, the large supplement contains the fragments
of Jewish writings known primarily from quotations by Eusebius, who
in his Preparation for the Gospel, book 9, borrowed from Alexander
Polyhistor’s On the Jews, which was written in the first century B.C.E.
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and cited these Jewish writings. The new edition contains more than
three times as many pseudepigrapha as in Charles’ collection; and in
addition the supplement contains translations of thirteen extracts from
otherwise lost early Jewish writings.

(2) International Co-operation

The second significant difference between the two English versions
is that the first one was translated by a British group and the second
one by an international team. The 1913 collection was produced by
alocal team of fifteen British scholars from Oxford, Cambridge and
London. The 1983 and 1985 version is translated by fifty-two scholars,
white and black, male and female, Christian and Jewish, and even
a Falasha. They are specialists who work in the United States, Canada,
England, Scotland, Holland, Germany, Poland, Greece, Israel and
Australia. The contemporary acknowledgement that work on the
Pseudepigrapha demands international co-operation and its obvious
success in this and other enterprises indicates how much progress we
have made. The point is driven home by reflections on a quaint com-
ment in the review of the first edition. It appeared in The Expository
Times (24 (1912—13), p. 513): this work ‘surpasses all other complete
editions of the Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha in any language. It is
just such a work as our own great Universities, alone perhaps of the
educational centres of the world, could have produced, and our own
University presses published.’

(3) Refined Methodologies

The third significant difference pertains to method. The new edition
shows a marked advancement in precision, especially in working on
manuscripts and understanding the syntax and subtleties of ancient
languages. It also reflects an awareness that a translator must not
improve a text by emending it or rendering it in flowing prose;
sometimes a literal, even inelegant, rendering is best if faithfulness
to the base manuscript demands it. An increased awareness of the
rich variety of traditions in Early Judaism has led to the vast reduction
of marginal references to Old Testament passages. Since allusions can
be misleading, only dependency should be noted. Of course, the vast
increase in manuscripts available for a base text and the recovery of
manuscripts far less contaminated and much earlier than those
available in 1900 have produced translations that may not be recog-
nizable to specialists who have nearly memorized portions of Charles’
work.
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New Opportunities and Challenges

Enoch is the Son of Man

(1) Charles’ Emendation of 1 Enoch 71

The new methodology and the increased philological and historical
sensitivity may be indicated by three brief examples, and each of these
mirrors some new opportunities and challenges before us. Charles
emended the climax of 1 Enoch 37—71 so that in 71:14 Enoch is told,
“This is the Son of Man who is born unto righteousness’ (4POT, vol.
2, p. 237). The whole thrust of this section of the document is lost
by the emendation.

The text is now accurately represented in E. Isaac’s fresh trans-
iation: ‘You, son of man, who art born in righteousness and upon
whom righteousness has dwelt, the righteousness of the Antecedent
of Time will not forsake you’ (1 En 71:14).!5 In his 1978 edition of
Ethiopic Enoch M. A. Knibb likewise correctly connects the phrase
‘Son of Man’ with Enoch, and not someone else; but he follows
Charles’ lead and takes this phrase as a terminus technicus: ‘And that
angel came to me, and greeted me with his voice, and said to me: *“You
are the Son of Man who was born to righteousness’’,’!6

(2) Returning to the Manuscripts

Charles’ emendation misled scholars, prompting them to look for
the identity of the ‘Son of Man’. The Ethiopic either, according to
Isaac’s translation, has no title ‘Son of Man’, or, according to Knibb,
rewards Enoch himself with the title ‘Son of Man’. The implications
of this actual reading has profound ramifications for both the
theology of Early Judaism and early Christian Christology — and
perhaps even for Jesus himself if the Parables of Enoch, 1 Enoch
3771, are Jewish and predate seventy as most specialists are now
contending.!” The meticulous editing and translating of Ethiopic
Enoch — the passage, of course, has not been found in Aramaic or
Greek — helps to disprove Milik’s claim that this section of 1 Enoch
is Christian.!8 One problem may be solved but others loom large: is
this passage pre-Christian and Jewish; if so, does it elevate Enoch as
‘the Son of Man’? Or, is the passage a post-Christian Jewish polemic
against Jesus as the ‘Son of Man’, stating that not he but Enoch is
the ‘Son of Man’? These and other related questions will now occupy
our skills for some time, or until other momentous discoveries are
made.



New Opportunities and Challenges 19

Hillel and Jesus are Contemporaneous with Hanina and
Banus

A Non-Sectarian Approach

The second example reflects the increased perception of the com-
plexities in Early Judaism and the corresponding hesitation to attribute
any early Jewish document to one of the four great sects. In Charles’
collection Jubilees, as we saw earlier, was attributed to the Pharisees.
Likewise, G. B. Gray assigned the Psalms of Solomon to the Pharisees.
He argued, ‘we need not hesitate to see in the ‘‘righteous’’ of the
Psalms the Pharisees, and in the ‘‘sinners’’ the Sadducees (cf. iv. 2ff.);
and in the Psalms themselves the work of one or more of the Pharisees’
(APOT, vol. 2, p. 630). Similarly, Charles argued that the author of
the Testament (or Assumption) of Moses ‘was a Pharisee of a fast-
disappearing type’ (APOT, vol. 2, p. 411). In the new English version
not one document is assigned to the Pharisees or to any other sect.

We know far too little about the sects. The only sources for the
Pharisees are the new Testament writings, Josephus, and a few
paragraphs in the Mishnah; and certainly we all agree that these are
tendentious and heavily edited. The Pharisees were far more latitudi-
narian than either our publications portray or the debates between
Hillel and Shammai convey. A legalistically oriented Pharisee, for
example, may have been closer in many ways to a Sadducee than to
an apocalyptically-inspired fellow Pharisee. The Essenes likewise were
subdivided into separate groups: some were celibate and monastic,
others married and raised families. The Zealots, the last sect to appear
of the popularly conceived ‘four sects’, may have arisen only around
66 C.E. and they need to be distinguished from the brigands and the
sicarii V¥

Multifaceted Varieties
Seeing Early Judaism through four sectarian windows is myopic and
unperceptive. A sensitive investigation of Early Judaism leads to the
discernment of other groups; we must include in our description (at
least) also the Hasidim, the Hellenists, the Nazarenes, the Samaritans,
the Boethusians, the Herodians, the Hemerobaptists, the Masbothei,
the Galileans, the mystics, the apocalyptic groups, the baptist
movements led by John the Baptist, and others, perhaps including
Jesus of Nazareth at the beginning of his public ministry (if we can
trust the Gospel of John, and I think we should), and the early
followers of Jesus (members of ‘the Way’ according to Acts 24:14
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and Nazoraion and lessaioi according to Epiphanius in AdvHaer 29:1,
29:4, 29:5).% Older groups or ‘sects’ continued to be active; for
example, our evidence is growing especially on the continuing presence
of the Rechabites.2!

The priestly groups do not represent a well-defined sociological
unit; they often differed violently among themselves, as we know from
studying the history of the Qumran Essenes. The prominence given
to Levi in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, the preferential
treatment of the Levites in the Temple Scroll, the significance of the
Zadokites for the exiled community at Qumran (cf. 1QSa) and else-
where (CD), the obvious struggles among the priests reflected in the
late Old Testament writings,?? and the rift among the priests in the
second century that produced the Qumran phenomenon allow us now
to penetrate deeply into the struggles among the priests in Early
Judaism. The greatest nineteenth-century historian of Early Judaism,
E. Schiirer, did not have the complex and revealing data we possess;
he claimed incorrectly that the ‘Zadokites formed the kernel and chief
element of the priesthood in the postexilic period.’®* Moreover, by
the time of Early Judaism the priests and scribes had split into two
separate groups; and these were often related polemically.

The ‘am ha-aretz

Equally as important as the abundance of divergent groups is the fact
that both Josephus and Philo reported that the vast majority of the
Jews belonged to no sect. Certainly calling this majority the ‘am ha-
aretz is far from satisfactory. The meaning of the term is not clear
and has been variously understood by scholars during this century.
In 1906 A. Biichler argued (contra A. Harnack who is probably
‘der protestantischen Forscher’ p. 3) that it held two different
meanings.? In Early Judaism the ‘am ha-aretz ‘la-Torah’ designated
the Jew who was ignorant of the Torah; the ‘am ha-aretz ‘le-mitzwot’
specified the Galilean who after Usha (140—170 C.E.) was disparaged
by the Sages because he did not observe the commandments. Later
S. Zeitlin contended that the ‘am ha-aretz in Early Judaism was a
peasant farmer who was not an ignoramus but knew the Torah.?
The farmer, Zeitlin argued, simply did not have leisure time in which
to study the Torah. The social dimensions to this insight are significant
and need full exploration.2¢

Recently A. Oppenheimer has carefully examined the term in
rabbinic literature.?” There are five aspects to his conclusion: (1)
Jews in Galilee and Judea bore the same ‘halakhic-Pharisaic stamp’
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(p. 7). (2) The Halakoth contrasting the ‘am ha-aretz ‘le-mitzwot’
with the Haberim are similar to the laws of the Qumran community
(esp. 1QS); hence they predate 70 C.E. (3) In Early Judaism, that is
from 200 B.C.E. to shortly after 200 C.E., the term ‘signified alike
an active social concept and an element in the social stratification of
the people of Israel’ (p. 12). (4) The term has two meanings. The ‘am
ha-aretz ‘le-mitzwot’ — in contrast to the haber — was disparaged
because of his failure to observe ‘either the commandments associated
with the produce of the land in Eretz Israel or the precepts relating
to ritual purity’ (p. 12). The ‘eam ha-aretz ‘la-Torah’ — in contrast
to the Talmid hakham — was stigmatized as one ignorant of the
Torah. (5) The ‘am ha-aretz, because of his ignorance of the Torah,
the Halakoth, and civil laws, was in the lowest sociological rank.

Oppenheimer’s conclusions are somewhat distorted by his un-
critical adherence to the model of a normative Judaism, and he may
have tended to export from post-70 statements a too disparaging view
of the ‘am ha-aretz;?® nevertheless it is now beyond any doubt that
the ‘am ha-aretz represents a complex and significant sociological
group.?® The term is almost always used in rabbinic literature to
point to (without clear definition) the Jew who is ‘unclean’; it is a
term that defines the other. It is used in contradistinction to the pious
in pre-70 Jewish society. We must admit considerable ignorance
regarding the ‘am ha-aretz (as well as the haber*®) and the pre-70
judgments concerning them; the earliest preserved rulings are post-70
and are associated with Yavneans (c. 70—140 C.E.).%

These brief comments indicate why I am convinced that our cus-
tomary sectarian approach to Early Judaism is inappropriate, and that
reference to four major sects is no longer adequate if we want to
portray sensitively religion and daily life in Early Judaism. We also
need to seek to understand how the largest number of Jews, namely
the Jews of the Diaspora, affected the Palestinian Jews through com-
merce, debates, pilgrimages, and the yearly half-shekel Temple tax.3?

It should now be clear that a sectarian approach to Early Judaism
is anachronistic. That approach represents the time when scholars
could talk about a normative Judaism; and it tends to warp a portrayal
of the varieties of responses to Torah in Early Judaism. Sometimes
itis not clear what is meant by the noun ‘Judaism’ or by the adjective
‘Jewish’. The contemporary search for the essence of Early Judaism
(see chapter 2) and for the Jews’ own self-definition is represented
in many publications, and by the MacMaster University Project on
Jewish and Christian Self-Definition.
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We have portions of one Essene library;3? but not one document
clearly by the Pharisees, Sadducees, or Zealots has come down
to us. To discern the pulse of Early Judaism we turn not to a discussion
of sects; we turn to the thirteen documents in the Apocrypha, the
early traditions in the rabbinic corpus, and especially to the fifty-
two documents and thirteen fragmentary quotations from lost works
now collected together in the new version of the Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha .

The Need for a Social History of Early Palestinian Judaism
These reflections demonstrate that far too often our depictions of
early Jews are actually caricatures of religious Jews. A sociological
description must now be much more careful, refined and precise. We
must explore, inter alia, the relationships between the ‘sects’ (I think
we should cease using this term; see the Glossary p. 190), groups,
classes, and parties; and we must attempt to discern when social or
theological functions, such as being a scribe or a priest, impinge upon
our understandings of the terms (or concepts) given to the numerous
groups.

In a deeper sense, in our search for a social understanding of Early
Judaism, we must acknowledge the multi-dimensional role of
linguistic phenomena. We have been preoccupied with the meaning
of the language in the texts, yet there is another extremely important
dimension to them, namely the function of the language of the text
for the early Jew who was embodying in his or her own contemporary
world the functional meaning of the text. As W.A. Meeks, a New
Testament scholar and a social historian who is a moderate func-
tionalist, writes, ‘The comprehensive question concerning the texts
that are our primary sources is not merely what each one says, but
what it does’ (p. 7).%

I take ‘what it does’ not in a unilateral but in a multi-phenomenal
sense: the function of the words when written or copied, when heard,
when read, when memorized, when remembered, when acted upon
volitionally and consciously (and when involitionally and sub-
consciously), when used to hide behind, when employed aggressively,
when digested contemplatively or meditatively, and when inculcated
intellectually and creatively. In other words the functional identity
of a passage in the Torah may well have produced an identity between
Pharisee and Sadducee, especially when both in a spirit of solidarity
simultaneously functioned as priests in the Temple cult. Yet, an
intense preoccupation with the meaning of a text (or document) would
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result in a conclusion that sects denote differences and hence Pharisee
and Sadducee represented different strands in a system. It is a
sensitivity to the social dimension behind (and somehow within) our
texts that should guard us from repeating distortions, caricatures and
false portrayals.

In short, we need to ensure that our students and colleagues in other
disciplines realize that Hillel and Jesus are roughly contemporaneous
with Hanina ben Dosa, the Galilean miracle worker, and with Banus,
the Palestinian ascetic with whom Josephus claims he lived from when
he was 16 to when he was 19 (cf. Josephus, Life 1); and that would
be from circa 53 to 56 C.E., or at the same time as Paul was writing
the Epistle to the Romans.

Melkisedek is Born Miraculously

The Original Ending of 2 Enoch

The third example of a new methodology bringing about scholarly
reappraisal entails the vast increase in the awareness of the problems
encountered while working on the pseudepigrapha preserved only in
Slavonic. Using manuscripts of both the long and the short recension
of 2 Enoch discovered recently in Russian libraries, F. Andersen
demonstrates that the careful scholar must use both recensions, and
be sensitive to the possibility of early Jewish traditions in both of
them. A surprising result of Andersen’s research is the fact that
Charles and Forbes truncated the text of 2 Enoch , ending with chapter
68. They omitted the conclusion, namely chapters 69 to 73, which
contains a fascinating account of Melkisedek’s miraculous birth.
Chapter 71 contains the following account:

And Sothonim ... conceived in her womb, but Nir the priest
had not slept with her, ... Sothonim was ashamed, and she
hid herself ... And Sothonim came to Nir, her husband;
and , behold, she was pregnant, and at the time for giving
birth. And Nir saw her, and he became very ashamed about
her. And he said to her, ‘What is this that you have done,
O wife?’ ... And it came to pass, when Nir had spoken to
his wife, that Sothonim fell down at Nir’s feet and died. Nir
was extremely distressed; ... And the archangel Gabriel
appeared to Nir, and said to him: ‘... this child which is to
be born of her is a righteous fruit, ...” ... And Noe (and Nir)
... placed Sothonim on the bed ... And when they had gone
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out toward the sepulcher, a child came out from the dead
Sothonim. And he sat on the bed ... And behold, the badge
of priesthood was on his chest, and it was glorious in appear-
ance. ... And Noe and Nir ... called his name Melkisedek.
...And the LORD ... said to him: ‘... don’t be anxious, Nir;
because I, in a short while [ shall send my archangel Gabriel.
And he will take the child, and put him in the paradise of
Edem.’ (2 En 71:2-28[A})%*

I would like to find someone who can help me understand this
tradition and its importance for the theology of Early Judaism and
the earliest Christologies. What is the relationship, if any, between
this description of the miraculous birth of Melkisedek and the descrip-
tion of Noah’s spectacular birth according to the fragment from a
Book of Noah preserved in 1 Enoch 106:10-12 (et surrexit inter
manus obstetricis suae eadem hora, qua procidit de utero matris
suae)?? Does either story provide a background to the Christian
concept of the virginal conception of Jesus by Mary? Is it a key to
unlocking some mysteries in the theology of Hebrews (see chapter 3)?
Or, is it a post-Christian Jewish expansion of 2 Enoch? Or, is it a
medieval fabrication by the Bogomils? I am afraid we are confronted
by more questions than answers.

The examples given above have been selected from the documents
in both the 1913 and 1983 -5 English editions. Other documents
included in both editions appear now in their full extant form. The
Sibylline Oracles are in their complete form, all the so-numbered
sixteen books found in the two disparate manuscript collections;
earlier only the opening fragments, and books 3, 4 and 5 were
included. The Fourth Book of Ezra is represented with all sixteen
chapters; earlier only books 3 to 14 were selected. The Ascension of
Isaiah is presented in its full form, chapters 1 to 11; earlier only
chapters 1 to 3, and 5 were chosen.

There is certainly no space here to suggest the significance of the
additional thirty-five documents and of the thirteen writings in the
Supplement. The following documents will probably be challenging
to most biblical scholars: The History of the Rechabites describes the
present abode and living conditions of the Rechabites, who dis-
appeared from history after they fled to Jerusalem in the days of
Jeremiah (cf. Jer 35). The Treatise of Shem explains the characteristics
of each year according to the sign of the zodiac in which it begins.
Joseph and Aseneth describes the conversion of Aseneth to Judaism,
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the resulting cosmological and phenomenological ramifications, and
the sacred meal and honeycomb that have utterly defied our attempts
to explain them. The Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers are alleged to be
early Jewish prayers that have been redacted by Christians. Pseudo-
Phocylides and Syriac Menander both appear to be Jewish wisdom
and ethical writings. The Apocryphon of Ezekiel contains a full-blown
parable with an eschatological message and warning. The Testament
of Job greatly expands on the Book of Job, sprinkling the narrative
with impressive psalms, and introducing on centre stage his wife,
Sitidos, who finally exchanges her hair for three loaves to feed her
husband and herself; then she dies in a manger, but not before she
sees her children wearing crowns in heaven. Pseudo-Philo expands
the Old Testament narrative, and is a haggadic midrash on Genesis
to 2 Samuel; especially moving is the lament of Seila, Jephthah’s
daughter (cf. Judg 11:30-40), who is shocked to learn that her
father’s vow demands her death. Finally, a section on ‘Prayers,
Psalms, and Odes’ brings together the extra-canonical poetic collec-
tions in Early Judaism, including the expansions to the Psalter, the
so-called ‘More Psalms of David’.

The Canon, Inspiration and the Pseudepigrapha

One final issue must suffice for the present. What are the ramifications
of this collection of early Jewish writings for our theories of inspi-
ration, the composition and compilation of the biblical books, and
the judgment that the Bible alone is our canon?

As is well known, B.S. Childs, with impressive erudition, claims
that the task of the Old Testament scholar is to examine the canonical
text, ‘the final form of the biblical text’, which ‘alone bears witness
to the full history of revelation’.?® Does ‘the canonical method’
Childs describes not undermine any sensitivity to the Pseudepigrapha,
and the claim of many pseudepigrapha to record God’s inviolate
word, a claim also found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, especially in the
Temple Scroll? If Childs is correct, then how can we understand the
canonical Epistle of Jude? This epistle not only quotes from 1 Enoch
but prefaces the quotation by the statement that these words were
‘prophesied’ by Enoch (see chapter 3). As we wrestle with the canonical
dimension of our traditions we shall have more problems with these
questions than do the Ethiopian Falashas; for they have ‘canonized’
1 Enoch.
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Conclusion

The above comments indicate some opportunities and challenges that
now confront those of us who are biblical scholars. It is difficult today
to perceive what could be the ultimate significance of these Jewish
documents, now collected under the title the Old Testament Pseud-
epigrapha. One insight is now vividly brought home: Early Judaism,
like hellenistic culture generally, was literary. The Pseudepigrapha
are significant — we have all been acknowledging that fact — but
I am not yet sure how significant they may prove to be. Certainly the
team of translators has had Sitzfleisch, and has done well to put these
works before scholars for their judgment.



2

THE PSEUDEPIGRAPHA, EARLY
JUDAISM AND CHRISTIAN ORIGINS

Introduction

As a scholar who spent more than twelve years preparing a new
edition of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, I shall now try to
assess what this large corpus of writings, from basically 200 B.C.E.
to 200 C.E., is telling us about Early Judaism. In the next chapter
I shall attempt to explain the possible ramifications these documents
may have for a better understanding of the New Testament writings.
This chapter flows on into the next. It is only honest to admit
that I cannot explain these documents as a Jew. I can only be
what I have become: a New Testament scholar trained in Christian
Origins.

If I am a pioneer in the recent study of the Pseudepigrapha, then
to a certain extent I have been fortunate to move a little ahead with
work on a few documents and can look back on how these and other
writings are now being used and have been used by New Testament
specialists. My impression is twofold: on the one hand, it is evident
that some writings in the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha have been
fairly well known by the best New Testament scholars and have often
played a prominent role in their publications. On the other hand, I
note a tendency to conceive of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha as
arelatively limited number of writings, amounting to approximately
fifteen or seventeen documents. This impression certainly has been
inherited from the collections published at the beginning of this
century by Kautzsch and Charles.

This perspective is erroncous; it must be widened immediately or
Early Judaism will be miscast. New Testament scholars should read
not only the new translations of the psecudepigrapha which were
included in Kautzsch’ and Charles’ collection — certainly Pirk€ Aboth
and the Cairo Damascus Document belong not in the Pseudepigrapha
collection but respectively in the rabbinic corpus and in the Dead Sca
Scroll collection. And they should peruse the other writings now
contained in the new editions of the Pscudepigrapha (see chapter 1).

27
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The increase in the quantity of literature is extensive, as we saw in
chapter 1.

The whole Pseudepigrapha is to be digested and assessed for its
possible assistance in clarifying the characteristics of Early Judaism.
That should mean a careful evaluation of all the fifty-two documents
and all the excerpts in the Supplement in the light of all the other
Jewish writings we have from the period, including especially the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Philo, Josephus, the Mishnah, and many other writings
too numerous to mention, and then an attempt to portray the main
features of Early Judaism. This task certainly cannot be completed in
one book, and I am not convinced it can be accomplished adequately
today. Yet, it is necessary for us to attempt now to grasp the import-
ance of the Pseudepigrapha for a better understanding of Early
Judaism, which, as I shall try to show, is the matrix in which and out
of which Early Christianity arose.

The Enormous Growth of Literary Data

Hundreds of Primary Sources

Today New Testament specialists arc confronted by hundreds of docu-
ments that demand attention. Besides the 27 New Testament docu-
ments, there are hundreds of so-called Dead Sea Scroll manuscripts
and fragments of manuscripts, the 13 Old Testament Apocrypha, the
volumes of Philo and Josephus, the Hermetica, the Jewish Magical
Papyri, the rabbinic writings, the Talmudim, the Targumim, and the
52 Nag Hammadi treatises. Now we must try to master the 52 docu-
ments in the new English edition of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
as well as the 13 fragmentary quotations in the Supplement.

The Boldness of Our Historical Dialogue
With the explosion of publications on each verse in the New Testament,
it is tempting to slip behind one New Testament document, or even
one of its chapters, and to defend one’s ground against the charge
of not being abreast of the latest publications in dozens of periodicals
and in many modern languages. Given this inhuman pressure upon
each of us, it is salutary to observe that we boldly demonstrate through
our best efforts that the New Testament documents are influenced
by historical and sociological situations, and that they can be
understood only by a continuing dialogue on the relationships between
these twenty-seven writings and the documents roughly contempor-
aneous with or anterior to them. The purpose of the next two chapters,
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therefore, is to seek to discern how and in what ways the Old Testa-
ment Pseudepigrapha is important for the study of Early Judaism and
of the New Testament documents. The questions that I am most
sensitive to from my colleagues are the following: to what extent can
I really ignore the Pseudepigrapha? How can I use these documents?
How can I be certain that a document, or a passage in a composite
work, is earlier than, or roughly contemporaneous with Hillel or
Jesus?

The continuing success of the SNTS perennial seminars and
the SBL Pseudepigrapha group illustrates that biblical scholars are
keenly interested in the Pscudepigrapha. And — it is necessary to
emphasize — we are studying them not only as documents important
for an understanding of the sixty-six biblical books, but also because
they are fascinating and important for a perception of Early Judaism,
and are literary works intrinsically worthy of careful scrutiny. Our
examinations of these ancient writings related to the Bible have opened
up a new approach to a more representative assessment of them; one
reason for this progress has been an avoidance of two extremes.

Two Extremes to Avoid

First, members of the SNTS and SBL seminars have avoided the
tendency, found in many publications, to treat the ancient documents
in the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha as if they were spurious and
inferior. Yet, there is a large group of scholars who denigrate the
Pseudepigrapha. It is certainly true that these documents have been
misunderstood and too often discussed emotionally rather than with
the detachment of the critical scholar or historian. Misleading and
uninformed is the following definition published in the distinguished
Encyclopaedia Judaica: ‘The Apocrypha, for the most part, are
anonymous historical and ethical works, and the Pseudepigrapha,
visionary books attributed to the ancients, characterized by a stringent
asceticism and dealing with the mysteries of creation and the working
out of good and evil from a gnostic standpoint.’!

Some of the works in the Pseudepigrapha are ‘visionary books
attributed to the ancients’, but at least twenty-five of them are
expansions of the biblical narrative, wisdom tracts, or poetic compo-
sitions. The rest of the definition is surprising; it has little or nothing
to do with the Pseudepigrapha. It is not a collection of gnostic
documents.

While such a pejorative stance is anachronistic and distorted, we
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need to be cognizant and wary of another distortion which exaggerates
the positive aspect of the Pseudepigrapha. Neither typical of the best
scholarship, nor characteristic of their own careful pioneering work,
is the following statement by Charles and Oesterley:

When we pass from Jewish literature to that of the New
Testament we enter into a new and larger atmosphere at once
recalling and transcending what had been best in the prophetic
periods of the past ... But though Christianity was in spirit
the descendant of ancient Jewish prophecy, it was no less
truly the child of that type of Judaism which had expressed
its highest aspirations and ideals in pseudepigraphic and
Apocalyptic literature.?

These words sound forth from a side of scholarship that is influenced
by Christian confessionalism and an unattractive triumphalism. It is
hard to resist the impression that Christianity proceeds out of
decadence, and alone preserves the ‘highest aspirations and ideals’
of Judaism. Yet, just this very strain of thought is developed not by
amateurs, but by Charles and Oesterley, and not in a sermon but in
the Encyclopaedia Britannica. After the above-quoted paragraph the
next words are as follows:

Early Christianity had a special fondness for this class of litera-
ture. It was Christianity that preserved Jewish Apocalyptic,
when it was abandoned by Judaism as it sank into Rabbinism,
and gave it a Christian character either by a forcible exegesis
or by a systematic process of interpretation.

A similar denigration of Judaism — typical of the Victorian era
and unfortunately exploited by some, notably the Nazis — is found
in the classical tomes by Schiirer. In ‘Life Under the Law’ Schiirer
claimed that Jewish prayer ‘was bound in the fetters of a rigid
mechanism, vital piety could scarcely be any longer spoken of’.3
Fortunately, in the new version of this work these words are excised
and replaced by the representative statement that a ‘preoccupation
with ritual is apparent in the Mishnaic treatment of formal prayer’ .4
A similar sensitivity to Early Judaism is necessary for a proper assess-
ment of the importance of the Pseudepigrapha for New Testament
studies. Certainly G.F. Moore,’ early in this century, and E.P.
Sanders,® more recently, have shown how our view of Early Judaism
has been less shaped by a sensitive and first-hand knowledge of the
Jewish sources than by a second-hand acquaintance with these
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sources, read with prejudices, even polemics, inherited by many earlier
writers, notably F. Weber,” E. Schiirer, P. Billerbeck,® W. Bousset,®
and R. Bultmann.!°

Too often our interpretations of Early Judaism have been from
an intimate knowledge of a distinguished scholar’s position and
perception. What is needed now is a full and sensitive understanding
of all facets of Early Judaism, including far more than those we now
conveniently separate and label as literary, archaeological and
sociological. For the present our gaze will be focused upon only one
modern!! collection of Jewish documents, the Old Testament Pseud-
epigrapha.

Dating The Evidence

The Question

In these introductory remarks I must confront immediately the major
fear expressed by New Testament specialists when they consider using
the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha to enlighten a study of Early
Christianity. ‘How can I be certain that the Pseudepigrapha is earlier
than the New Testament?’ This question, of course, is fraught with
imprecisions. The Pseudepigrapha is a collection of writings that
covers at least four centuries, or from 200 B.C.E. to 200 C.E., and
the New Testament covers approximately one century, or from circa
50 to 150 C.E.

The question is subsequently rephrased: ‘Is 1 Enoch earlier
than the Gospel of John so that I can use it in interpreting John?’
Here again we confront much confusion. 1 Enoch is composite;
it is an edited version of sources dating from at least four centuries.
And John is a gospel that may have as many as five editorial layers.!?

Before frustration turns to despair the question comes out
something like the following: ‘Can I be certain that some passages
in the Pseudepigrapha may be used to portray a reliable portion of
Early Judaism, and can I use these passages to help me understand
the world view, symbols, metaphors, and concepts in the New Testa-
ment documents?’ The answer is a simple ‘Yes’. Let me elaborate on
this straightforward answer.
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Clarifying the Answer: Problematic Documents

(1) Too late
Some clarification is necessary because the question contained the
qualifying phrase ‘some passages in the Pseudepigrapha’. Not only
does that phrase warn that some passages must nof be used in the study
of the New Testament, but it also proscribes the use of some books.
A few documents now collected in the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
are far too late for New Testament research. To be excluded, for
example, are the late writings titled 3 Enoch, the Apocalypse of Ezra,
the Vision of Ezra, the Questions of Ezra, the Revelation of Ezra,
the Apocalypse of Sedrach, the Apocalypse of Daniel, the Testament
of Isaac, the Testament of Jacob, the Testament of Solomon, the
Testament of Adam, the History of Joseph, and Syriac Menander.?

(2) Slavic Pseudepigrapha

Another special group that should not yet be used (without the
guidance of experts) in the study of the New Testament is the Slavic
Pseudepigrapha — the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha preserved only
in Slavonic. This group includes 2 Enoch, the Apocalypse of Abraham,
and the Ladder of Jacob. These documents, in their earliest forms,
certainly have a strong claim to being both Jewish and from the late
first century C.E., but the phrases and passages most interesting for
New Testament scholars are almost always the ones in which there
are reasons to suspect that medieval dualists, especially the Bogomils,
have heavily redacted the document.'* The Bogomils were not only
shaped by Jewish Pseudepigrapha; they shaped — even composed —
pseudepigrapha. A portrayal of Early Judaism or Early Christianity
based upon medieval redactions and late compositions would seriously
undermine our entire work. These documents need to be studied
jointly by a team of well-trained New Testament specialists and Slavic
experts. At present 1 know of no New Testament scholar who is
trained for this task; in other words we New Testament scholars have
not mastered Slavonic and Old Church Slavonic, and conversely
Slavic experts are lost in New Testament research.

This point is so important that it should be illustrated. In the
Russian Primary Chronicle!s there is reflected a dualism between
God and the Antichrist. Yan, the representative of the good, struggles
against two magicians, pawns of the devil. The magicians gain power
and a following by purporting to explain the causes of a devastating
famine. The salvific knowledge they offer is that ‘the handsomest
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women’ have caused the famine. The magicians proclaim that these
women ‘prevent plenty, and if we remove them, abundance will
return’. The beautiful women are killed.

Yan turns the swelling tide of support for the magicians, and the
dualism develops according to a pattern: God, who ‘dwells in heaven’,
is opposed by the Antichrist, who ‘dwells in the abyss’. A group called
‘the faithful’ belongs to God, another segment of humanity labelled
‘the ignorant’ are seduced by the devil (the Antichrist). The struggle
focuses upon Yan and his twelve followers, who eventually conquer
and kill the two magicians and their forces.

Of primary importance in this metaphysical and cosmic dualism
is an epistemological dualism,'® which stresses two opposing
understandings of reality. Yan proclaims that ‘God made man out
of earth’; hence, mankind ‘knows nothing, and it is God alone who
possesses knowledge’. The magicians retort that ‘Satan quarrelled
with God as to which of them should create man’. They proudly
confess that ‘the devil made man, and God set a soul in him’. The
magicians affirm that they, thence, believe in Antichrist. After Yan
dispatches the magicians, demonstrating the profligate nature of their
predictions — they did not ‘really know the future’ — the excerpt
concludes on a hortatory and clearly epistemological dualistic note:
‘But of such a nature is the instigation of devils; for devils do not
perceive man’s thought, though they often inspire thought in man
without knowing his secrets. (179) God alone knows the mind of man,
but devils know nothing, for they are weak and evil to look upon.’

For us the essential issue is not to trace the origin of these traditions;
on that issue we would concur that surely some of them — such as
the passage that the ‘Antichrist was cast out [of heaven] from the
number of those angels and expelled from heaven for his presumption’
— remind us of many biblical and extracanonical traditions and
documents, most notably Genesis 6, 1 Enoch and the Revelation of
John. Our task is not even to compare this dualism with that in the
Dead Sea Scrolls, especially 1QS 3.13—4.26; and, of course, there are
parallels between Yan with his twelve followers and the Méréh has-
Sedek with his (twelve special?) followers, both of whom represent
an ontological and terrestrial dimension to a metaphysical and cosmic
dualism. The real question for us is not the development of traditions.
What we are confronted with here are not shared traditions but
ideological similarities. Dualism, we must recall, is the most logical
philosophical explanation for the existence of evil in a universe created
by or somehow related to an ostensibly benevolent God.
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The essential issue for us to perceive is that the dualism we find
in the middle ages, as for example in the fourteenth-century Russian
Primary Chronicle,'® could have caused expansions to Jewish apocry-
phal documents that are similar to the paradigms and concepts typical
of Jewish thought from circa 200 B.C.E. to 135 C.E. We would all
agree that to use such medieval passages to clarify analogous phenom-
ena thousands of years earlier is an egregious error.

The references to Yan and other obvious medieval names, phrases
and concepts demonstrate that the above-quoted passage in the
Russian Primary Chronicle is neither early nor Jewish. But what about
other sections in the Slavic Pseudepigrapha? Medieval passages almost
identical with much earlier Jewish literary production could have been
caused by numerous factors: first, independent reflections on the
causes of misfortunes and evil in the world; second, the separate
development in similar ways of much older literature, such as the
books in the Old Testament; third, the influence of Jewish extra-
canonical traditions or passages in a document, either the same one or
another separate one; fourth, the cumulative reciprocal phenomenon
of creating medieval works based upon earlier Jewish writings and
then the reshaping of the latter in terms of the former as they were
copied, reshaped, and distributed.

All of these reflections lead to two methodological insights. First,
it is not the appearance of Jewish-looking phrases and concepts in
Slavic works that indicate they are pre-Christian or even Jewish.
Second, it is only — or at least for the present solely — the recognition
of ideas or metaphors typical of Early Judaism and concurrently
atypical of medieval dualistic thought that indicates the probabie
discovery of an early Jewish stratum or passage. Meshchersky has
been the first to discover one of these early Jewish peculiarities.'®
The appearance of apologetics for a solar calendar and polemics
against a lunar calendar placard sections of the short recension of 2
Enoch as not only pre-medieval but also pre-Christian and Jewish.

These observations leave me both sad and optimistic. It is sad we
cannot now assess the significance of 2 Enoch for Christian Origins
and for the New Testament writings. We can be optimistic, however,
that we are much closer to unravelling the mysteries that surround
this most fascinating document. Perhaps some day we shall know
whether passages in 2 Enoch (or in the Apocalypse of Abraham and
the Ladder of Jacob) influenced the early Christians (and perhaps even
Jesus of Nazareth), whether they were influenced by or interpolated
by them (or even later Christians), whether they were influenced
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perhaps by Jesus himself, or whether they were polemical anti-
Christian creations by apocalyptically-inspired Jews who wrote
between 70 and 135 C.E.

Some of the passages in 2 Enoch will prove most striking to
New Testament scholars. Note, for example, only two: 2 Enoch
49:1 states that an answer should be simply ‘yes, yes’ or ‘no, no’. This
exhortation is reminiscent of Jesus’ words, according to Matthew,
delivered in the Sermon on the Mount (Mt 5:33—7). Likewise, 2
Enoch 61:2 promises that in the future there are ‘many mansions’
(or shelters) prepared for the righteous. This concept is one we
have long labelled, perhaps incorrectly, as Johannine; for in John
14:2 Jesus is reputed to have said, ‘In my Father’s house are many
mansions: if it were not so, I would have told you. I go to prepare
a place for you’ (KJV).

When work on the Pseudepigrapha is more advanced, and when
New Testament experts have read thoroughly, carefully and sympath-
etically the new translations now readily available in English, German,
Italian, French, Danish, Spanish, Dutch, modern Greek and Japanese,
then many of our scholarly conclusions will need to be discarded.
Certainly we need to be more careful in the use of such adjectives as
‘Matthean’, ‘Johannine’, and ‘Pauline’, and, of course, the terms
‘Jewish’ and ‘Christian’. Even more likely, however, is the probability
that our detailed, careful and self-critical publications will be
categorically distinct from other publications, such as C.F. Potter’s
Did Jesus Write This Book (New York, 1965), which contains,
incredibly, the suggestion that Jesus composed 2 Enoch (‘it may well
be that he wrote it, or part of it’ (p. 27)).

To scrutinize the learned introductions to the Slavic Pseudepig-
rapha, and to read through the translations, and even through the
Slavic texts — as some of us can, albeit with some difficulty — scarcely
will suffice to resolve the problems. We are in the end only reading
uncritically through texts which contain early traditions and later
redactions: as of the present, no one has been able to devise a
methodology that will help us separate tradition from redaction in
the Slavic Pseudepigrapha.

We must use these documents, of course; it is unwise to ignore what
is now so conveniently before us. But we must be cautious in the use
of the apocryphal works preserved only in medieval Slavic
manuscripts, admitting frequently that we do not possess the under-
lying Old Church Slavonic Untertext, nor the presumed Greek,
Hebrew or Aramaic Jewish Urtext; and, moreover, we acknowledge
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the possibility that early Jewish sections may be contaminated by
interpolations and redactions by medieval dualists.

(3) Pseudepigrapha now Christian Through Expansions

The documents too late for our work as New Testament scholars and
also the Slavic Pseudepigrapha are two categories that resonate with
warnings for us to be cautious. There is a third category of pseudepig-
raphical works which should also be used with great circumspection.
These documents are originally Jewish but have received both
Christian interpolations and extensive and occasionally imperceptible
Christian redaction. Caution is necessary because we must not use
Christian redactions that postdate 150 C.E. to portray the intellectual
world of Early Judaism or first-century Christianity. Foremost among
these documents is the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (see the
following discussion), followed closely by the History of the Rechabites,
the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah, and the Hellenistic Synagogal
Prayers. Of a different type are the relatively clear Christian expansions
to 4 Ezra (so-called 5 and 6 Ezra) and to the Sibylline Oracles.

Further Elaboration: Proof of Pre-Christian Jewish
Compositions

Many of the documents in the Pseudepigrapha can be invaluable for
assisting us in describing Early Judaism, and in perceiving the
indebtedness of early Christianity to Jewish phenomena. For at least
three main reasons we can be relatively certain that many documents
in the Pseudepigrapha are not medieval works but pre-Christian
Jewish compositions.

(1) Quotations
Many early Church Fathers quoted documents in the Pseudepigrapha,
and considered them ancient and Jewish, and sometimes even inspired.
The list of these early scholars is impressive: Justin Martyr (c. 100—c.
165), Clement of Alexandria (c. 150—c. 215), Hippolytus (¢. 170—c.
236), Origen (c. 185—c. 254), Lactantius (c. 240—c. 320), Eusebius
(c. 260—c. 340), and Epiphanius (c. 315—c. 403). Similarly, the
Apostolic Fathers quoted one or more documents in the
Pseudepigrapha: Hermas preserves a quotation from Eldad and
Modad, 1 Clement has a citation from the Apocryphon of Ezekiel,
and the Epistle of Barnabas contains a passage from an anonymous
apocryphal work.?® Most importantly, Jude not only quotes 1
Enoch; it also alludes to an apocryphal story about Moses’ death that
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may have been described in the now lost ending of the Testament of
Moses (see chapter 3, pp. 75-7).

(2) Papyri
Some documents and fragments of others are extant in early collections
of papyri, signifying that at least the portion of the document
preserved in them is not a medieval ‘forgery’ but must predate the
papyrus. Some of the documents in the Pseudepigrapha are preserved
in third-, fourth- and fifth-century papyri as illustrated in the chart
of some of them given below.

Century  Language Document  Papyrus City

1 Gk OdesSol P. Bod. XI Geneva
IV/V Gk PrMan P. Vindob. G. 330 Vienna

\' Cop ApEI| PSI 7 (Aschmunén) Florence
v/v Gk 2Bar P. Oxy. 403 New York
1v/V Gk TSol P. Vindob. G. 330 Vienna

v Gk 1En P. Oxy. 2069 Oxford

v Gk 1En C. Beatty Bib. Pap. XII Dublin

v Gk IEn P. Mich. Inv. 5552 Ann Arbor
Iv Gk Prlac P. gr. 13895 Berlin, DDR
V/V1 Gk Ascenls Ambherst Gk. Pap. 1 New York
v Gk ApocEzek  C. Beatty Bib. Pap. XII Dublin

v Gk 4EBzra P. Oxy. 1010 Oxford

{MS. Gr. Bibl. g. 3 (P)]

(3) Qumran Fragments
Fragments of some documents in the Pseudepigrapha were found
among the Dead Sea Scrolls; since these are in Semitic scripts that
predate Christianity by a century or more, it is obvious that the
portion of the work represented is early enough to provide data for
reconstructing Early Judaism and the matrix of Early Christianity.
As Vermes states, the discovery of these fragments demonstrates, ‘not
just hypothetically’, that the Pseudepigrapha are early Jewish literature.
He continues: ‘Together with the Qumran Community’s own compo-
sitions, they have suddenly appeared, not as a secondary and negligible
phenomenon, but as clear evidence of Palestinian Jewry’s rich

intellectual creativity in the multi-party system of the pre-Destruction
era.’!
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1 Enoch. Even here at our strongest point chronologically we must
be keenly aware of what is and what is not proved. We dare not
conclude too quickly that because portions of 1 Enoch are extant in
pre-Christian Semitic manuscript fragments,? that all of 1 Enoch is
pre-Christian, or even Jewish. The document we call 1 Enoch is
certainly composite; it may contain six separate works and one of
these may come from a lost Book of Noah.? Similarly, the discovery
of Aramaic fragments of @ Testament of Levi does not prove the pre-
Christian origin of all of the Testament of Levi, let alone the
thoroughly redacted Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.

The results of labours by scholars throughout the world, however,
have moved us far away from a level of exasperation or frustration
when working with 1 Enoch and the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs. Thanks to the papers read in and the proceedings of the
SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminars in Tiibingen and Paris,? it is now
clear that specialists on 1 Enoch at present affirm not only its Jewish
character but also its pre-Christian, or pre-70 date; and that judg-
ment pertains to all segments of this composite work, as we shall see
when we turn to this pseudepigraphon and assess its significance for
New Testament scholars in chapter 3.

The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. The issues regarding the
character and date of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs are
somewhat analogous to 1 Enoch. Fifty-nine fragments from a work
some scholars call ‘a’ Testament of Levi were found in caves 1 and
4 (1QTLevi ar, 4QTLevi ©r2), and these are related to the late,
redacted and abbreviated Greek pseudepigraphon entitled ‘The Testa-
ment of Levi’. It is indeed conceivable that two independent testa-
ments could have been attributed to Levi, one of the historical figures
paradigmatically important for the thoughts of Early Judaism (as we
all know even more clearly thanks to the recovery and publication
of the Temple Scroll). But facts very significant for assessing the
character and date of the Testament of Levi, and, therefore, at least
to a certain extent, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, are the
similarities and the undeniable organic relation between the Qumran
Aramaic fragment and the Greek text of the so-called ‘Testament of
Levi’. The Testament of Levi is related to the Qumran fragment, it
is an edited and abbreviated version of it. 1QTestament of Levi and
4QTestament of Levit share not only words but also phrases with the
Greek of the Testament of Levi, enabling J. A. Fitzmyer and D.J.
Harrington® to restore lacunae from the Greek recension or
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recensions? and from the Aramaic Cairo Geniza fragments. Even
M. de Jonge, the scholar famous for arguing that the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs should be seen as a Christian composition that
has reshaped some earlier Jewish traditions, claims that the ‘Testa-
ment of Levi presupposes a source which was much nearer to the stage
of tradition reflected in the various fragments than the Testament
itself, and in many cases the fragments can help us to determine how
the author of the Test.XII Patr. used and redacted his source’.?’

Indeed, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs in its present and
final form is a Christian document. It is, however, not a Christian
composition, but a Christian redaction of earlier Jewish testaments.
Not only were fragments of a Testament of Levi found among the
Dead Sea Scrolls, but also fragments of a Testament of Naphtali; and
these are in Hebrew. Although they were identified and announced
by J.T. Milik almost thirty years ago,? they have not yet been
published. If they are related in any way to the Testament of Naphtali
in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, then we certainly would
be wrong to conclude that only two testaments were composed and
attributed to two of the twelve sons of Jacob. If Naphtali was so
honoured then surely others were too, especially Judah, Joseph and
Benjamin. I have no qualms about stating boldly that it is highly
probable that behind each one of the twelve testaments in the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs there is a Jewish substratum
which can be reconstructed tentatively once the clearly Christian
redactions and interpolations have been identified.?

The issue, to be precise, is not whether there are early Jewish
elements in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, nor whether the
Greek Testament of Levi has been translated and abbreviated from
the (or a) version represented by the Aramaic Testament of Levi. We
all tend to agree that both of these conclusions are warranted. The
issue is whether, on the basis of these facts, we can conclude that the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs is a Christian composition that
was influenced by Jewish traditions and even some testaments, or
whether it is a Christian redaction of a Jewish document that
honoured each of the twelve sons of Jacob. Again it is well to
remember that almost all specialists who participated in the SNTS
Pseudepigrapha seminar on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
expressed the opinion that this document is certainly Christian in its
present and final Greek form, but that beneath the final layer lies an
early Jewish source, even a document that honoured the twelve sons
of Jacob,%
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In attempting to solve the issue of the essential character of the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, I agree with H. C. Kee who,
in the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, concludes a discussion of the
character of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs as follows:

. we must reckon with an author who, in writing the
Testaments, is drawing on a free tradition and creating from
it his own distinctive literary product. The peculiarities of
the document can be accounted for fully if we assume that
it was written originally in Greek, with Hebrew and Aramaic
testaments serving loosely as models and perhaps to a very
limited extent as sources for details. The Christian inter-
polations, which number not more than twelve, and which
occur in the latter part of those testaments that contain them,
are conceptually peripheral to the main thrust of the docu-
ment and are literarily incongruous, so that they may be
readily differentiated from the original Greek text.¥

These observations lead to the conclusion that New Testament
scholars should — indeed must — use 1 Enoch and the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs in examining the literary evidence of Early
Judaism and its importance for reconstructing Christian origins.3?
These documents demand our continued attention, we must not reject
them as too controversial for inclusion in our work — and this tendency
has almost become a scholars’ fad.3? It is now relatively certain that
both 1 Enoch and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (in its
original form) were documenx used not only by Christian communities,
but also by Palestinian pre-Christian Jewish groups. Again we must
perceive that the Jewish source or sources behind the Testaments
would have looked appreciably different from the extant Greek
version; and that, of course, means that the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs is not to be read as a Jewish document, like Jubilees or 1
Enoch, that predates Early Christianity. The abundant and explicit
references to the Messiah are unparalieled in Jewish documents, but
these passages, I must emphasize, are not Jewish; they are certainly
Christian.** The explicit christological phrases and passages are the
result of Christian interpolation and redaction. They must not be used
in describing the background of the New Testament. Yet, most special-
ists can perceive the relatively obvious, and at times quite clear, limits
of the Christian addition to the Jewish document. Kee, rightly, there-
fore, seeks an understanding of the Jewish portion of the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs by focusing upon the ethical dimensions.3
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Jubilees. Another document in the Pseudepigrapha has also been
recognized among the Dead Sea Scrolls. It is Jubilees; fragments of
this pseudepigraphon have been found in Caves 1, 2, 3 and 4
(1QJubsb, 2QJub?, 2QJub®, 3QJub, 4QJubs, 4QJubf, 11QJub 1,
11QJubM2,11QJubM 3, 11QJub 2, 11QJub 3, 11QJub 4, 11QJub
5).3 With this pseudepigraphon we do not confront the storm clouds
that have overshadowed 1 Enoch and the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs. This conservative writing is clearly Jewish, pre-Christian,
and free from Christian interpolations and redactions.3” It predates
the establishment of the Essene-type community? at Qumran, and
was composed probably before 152 B.C.E., as J.C. VanderKam®
and Q. Wintermute* have concluded.

There is no reason to doubt the judgment of R.H. Charles,*
recently reaffirmed by Wintermute,* that many New Testament
passages contain phrases and concepts that are also found in Jubilees.
Paul, the authors of Luke — Acts, James, Hebrews, and 2 Peter could
well have been familiar with the traditions recorded in Jubilees.

Clearly Pre-Christian Jewish Documents: A List

We shall return to some of these possibilities later; but for the present
it is clear that a few documents in the Pseudepigrapha antedate Jesus
and his early followers, and by comparison with these documents and
other writings of Early Judaism, such as the Dead Sea Scrolls, it
becomes obvious that many documents in the Pseudepigrapha are pre-
Christian Jewish compositions.

Apocalyptic Literature and Related Works
In the category of ‘Apocalyptic Literature and Related Works’# are
three documents that are Jewish and pre-Christian:

(1) 1 Enoch
(2) The Jewish Sibyllines
(3) The Treatise of Shem (perhaps).+s

Two are probably Jewish and pre-Christian:

(4) Apocryphon of Ezekiel
(5) Apocalypse of Zephaniah.

Three documents were composed from earlier Jewish traditions

and in the decades that followed the destruction of the Temple in
70:
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(6) 4 Ezra
(7) 2 Baruch
(8) 3 Baruch.

Two documents are more difficult to date:

(9) The Apocalypse of Adam in its present form is late and gnostic,
but there are reasons to suspect the presence of Jewish traditions
that may derive ultimately from the first century.

(10) The Apocalypse of Elijah is relatively unknown. It may date in
its present form from the fourth century, but it certainly contains
much older Jewish material.

Testaments
Among the documents considered ‘Testaments’ (often with Apocalyptic
Sections) three seem to be Jewish and pre-Christian:

(1) The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
(2) The Testament of Job
(3) The Testament of Moses.

Another testament, namely the Testament of Abraham, dates from
the later part of the first century C.E. or the beginning of the second.

Expansions of ‘The Old Testament’
In this category are five documents that are probably Jewish and pre-
Christian:

(1) The Letter of Aristeas

(2) Jubilees

(3) Martyrdom of Isaiah

(4) The Life of Adam and Eve
(5) The Lives of the Prophets.

Four others are Jewish and roughly contemporaneous with the New
Testament writings:

(6) Joseph and Aseneth
(7) Pseudo-Philo

(8) 4 Baruch

(9) Jannes and Jambres.

Two writings are difficult to assess:

(10) Eldad and Modad predate Hermas, which quotes from it; but
the document is lost, except for Hermas’ brief quotation.
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(11) The History of the Rechabites may preserve in its earliest core
a Jewish source, but the extant document is heavily redacted by
a Christian. Until this document has been thoroughly discussed
by experts it should not be used to elucidate New Testament
passages. See chapter 1, note 21.

Wisdom and Philosophical Literature
Among these writings are two that are certainly pre-Christian:

(1) Ahiqar
(2) 3 Maccabees.

Two others seem to be roughly contemporaneous with the New Testa-
ment writings:

(3) Pseudo-Phocylides
(4) 4 Maccabees.

Prayers, Psalms and Odes
Three of these works are Jewish and pre-Christian:

(1) 5 More Psalms of David
(2) Prayer of Manasseh
(3) Psalms of Solomon.

Four other similar compositions are roughly contemporaneous with
the writings in the New Testament:

(4) Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers*
(5) Prayer of Joseph

(6) Prayer of Jacob

(7) Odes of Solomon.

The Supplement
In the ‘Supplement’ are partial quotations from Jewish writings that
clearly date from the third to the first century B.C.E.:

(1) Philo the Epic Poet

(2) Theodotus

(3) Ezekiel the Tragedian

(4) Fragments of Pseudo-Greek Poets
(5) Aristobulus

(6) Demetrius the Chronographer

(7) Aristeas the Exegete
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(8) Eupolemus
(9) ‘Pseudo-Eupolemus’
(10) Cleodemus Malchus
(11) Artapanus.

Two others are probably pre-Christian, but may be contemporaneous
with the earliest writings in the New Testament:

(12) Orphica
(13) ‘Pseudo-Hecataeus’.

Assessing the Facts

This long discussion of the writings in the Pseudepigrapha that are
clearly, most likely, or possibly pre-Christian or roughly contempor-
aneous with the New Testament shows how vast and all-encompassing
this area of research has become. We must now return to the question
which we took as our starting point. ‘Can I be certain that some
passages in the Pseudepigrapha may be used to portray reliably a
portion of Early Judaism, and can I use these passages to help me
understand the world view, symbols, metaphors, and concepts in the
New Testament documents?’ The answer is ‘yes’; but the New Testa-
ment scholar needs to be guided constantly by a specialist in this vast
expanse of documents, sources, Jewish interpolations, Jewish re-
dactions, later Christian interpolations, and Christian redactions.

(1) The Pseudep.:rapha and the Dead Sea Scrolls

Some comparisons might help sharpen the full perspective received
when attempting to see the potential significance of all these documents
in the Pseudepigrapha ior the study of the New Testament writings.
For the last fifty years we have been preoccupied with asscssing the

significance of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Nag Hammadi Codices

for a better understanding of Christian Origins, and more specifically
for a better exegesis of the document'. ollected into the New Testa-
ment. Similar work on the Pseudepigrapha has been more sporadic,
less precise, and often unsophisticated. Let us now, therefore, set the
Pseudepigrapha briefly alongside the Dead Sea Scrolls, and then the
Nag Hammadi Codices.

Like the Dead Sea Scrolls some documents in the Pseudepigrapha,
notably Jubilees, probably all of 1 Enoch, and the Psalms of Solomon
are clearly pre-Christian Jewish compositions. Unlike the Dead Sea
Scrolls some of the Pseudepigrapha are contemporaneous with the
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New Testament.*’ All of these Pseudepigrapha are extremely import-
ant in searching for the characteristics of Early Judaism and the
origins of Christianity, and in examining critically the New Testament
writings.

Unlike the Dead Sea Scrolls some of the Pseudepigrapha are interp-
olated or redacted, sometimes both, by Christians; others are late
Christian compositions that record and preserve early Jewish tra-
ditions. These post-second-century C.E. documents in the Pseudepig-
rapha are more important for Church historians than for New
Testament scholars (but see the following discussion).

Also unlike the Dead Sea Scrolls, which may occasionally contain
ideas and rules peculiar only to the monks living in the wilderness on
the western shores of the Dead Sea, the early Jewish documents in
the Pseudepigrapha represent ideas, hymns, exhortations, cosmic
speculations, wisdom and apocalyptic reflections representative of
Jews living in many parts of Palestine and even, with some documents
like Aristeas and 3 Maccabees, in Egypt or other Jewish centres in
the Diaspora.

This recognition brings forth a problem not found when working
with the Dead Sea Scrolls, but it also reflects a major advantage the
early Jewish Pseudepigrapha have over the Qumran Scrolls. The
problem is the great difficulty we have in ascertaining the provenance
of a document. We simply do not know what distinguishes Palestinian
Judaism from Egyptian Judaism, or these two forms of Judaism,
from the Judaism in the major centres such as Rome, Ostia Antica,
Antioch, Damascus, and Adiabene. Conversely, the advantage is that
we do not have to wrestle with the problems encountered in seeking
to see to what extent the ideas typical of the Qumran sect can also
be projected to other Jews living elsewhere in Palestine, and — of
course — the spin-off of this advantage of the early Jewish Pseudepig-
rapha is that they can provide us with avenues for moving Qumran
ideas or perspectives into a wider arena. The peculiar and extremely
important history of the Qumran sect provides us with clues that can
protect us from exporting indigenous Qumran theology.

(2) The Pseudepigrapha and the Nag Hammadi Codices
Like the Nag Hammadi Codices — and to a certain extent like the
Targums* — in their present form some of the Pseudepigrapha are
from the second to fourth centuries C.E., and must be judged to be
earlier and perhaps Jewish only on the basis of rigorous and refined
methods. Both groups of documents are too late in their present forms
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to serve as evidence for either Early Judaism or earliest Christianity;
but both are important for us, and are not simply the vested domain
of the Church historian. It should not be too surprising to note,
therefore, that, as the Gospel of Thomas is the only Nag Hammadi
document that finds a home in the New Testament Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha,® so the Apocalypse of Adam is the only one
situated among the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha. Both of these
documents are gnostic in their present and final form, but both
originated much earlier than the third or fourth century C.E.,
and have much to tell us, I am convinced, respectively about the
early transmission of ipsissima verba Jesu and about early Jewish
baptist groups.

Unlike the Nag Hammadi Codices many of the Pseudepigrapha
are clearly anterior to or contemporaneous with the documents
in the New Testament. Also, unlike almost all of the Nag Hammadi
Codices only one of the Pseudepigrapha — the Apocalypse of
Adam - is clearly gnostic; almost all are Jewish, while a few are
Christian.

(3) Ancient and Modern Collections

Unlike either the Qumran Scrolls or the so-called Nag Hammadi
Codices, the Pseudepigrapha is not an ancient collection of docu-
ments; the former two groups of writings bear the name of the
geographical area’® near which they were found.’' The Pseudepig-
rapha is a modern collection of documents brought together by
teams of international spe: ialists who judged, in the light of two
hundred years of work on them,’2 and from decades of experience
with them, that they belong together under the rubric Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha.s?

The Pseudepigrapha is a modern collection of some documents
that have been well known, and others that have been available
but little known. One must not have the impression, therefore,
that with the translations of these documents in collections easily
accessible to each of us something unprecedented has happened.
We must not support an enthusiastic exclamation that sounds like
the late J. Daniélou’s justified comment on the discovery of the
Dead Sea Scrolls: ‘Hence one can say that this discovery is one
of the most sensational that has ever been made.’5
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Methodology: A Search for the Essence of Early Judaism

Appreciation and Critique of E.P. Sanders’ Methodology

(1) Appreciation

E.P. Sanders has critically assailed the methods, presuppositions and
attitudes of New Testament scholars as they compare Early Judaism
with Early Christianity; hence, it is fitting to reflect now on the
strengths and weaknesses of his methodology. First, Sanders correctly
disparages any comparison of Early Judaism with Early Christianity
that is unsympathetic to Early Judaism. Far too often, as we saw
above (pp. 30-1), scholars have assessed Early Judaism pejoratively,
letting a triumphalism or Christian bias of prophetic fulfillment over
a putative Pharisaic legalism besmear the obvious authentic piety and
joy in the Torah, ‘Simhat Torah’, characteristic of many segments
of Early Judaism. A loud proclamatory approach to the religious data
has deafened ears to the plaintive plea for grace and forgiveness in
many early Jewish prayers, notably in the Prayer of Manasseh.

When references are made by New Testament scholars to the
Eighteen Benedictions it is almost always only to the twelfth benedic-
tion, and there to the Birkath ham-Minim,’ and almost never to the
sixth benediction, which reads as follows:

Forgive us, our Father, for we have sinned against thee.
Erase and blot out our transgressions from before thine eyes,
For thou art abundantly compassionate.

Blessed art thou, O Lord, who forgives readily.’’

This concept of God and this plea for forgiveness shatters Weber’s
systematic categorization of Judaism, and any projection of Early
Judaism as a system of rigid legalistic subservience through a binding
system of works-righteousness to a deus ex machina.’® And this
confessed need for forgiveness, probably typical of an introspective
devotee of the Torah, is found echoing throughout the
Pseudepigrapha. I think readily of the Prayer of Manasseh (‘I have
sinned, O Lord, I have sinned; And I certainly know my sins ...
Forgive me, O Lord, forgive me! ... For you are the God of those
who repent.’ My idiomatic translation of the Syriac) and Joseph and
Aseneth 12:5 (‘I have sinned [hémarton], O Lord, before you I have
greatly sinned’) and 12:12 (‘Rescue [rusai} me, O Lord ... Rescue me,
OLord ..."). How Paul could have missed this concept of repentance
so typical of Judaism is, as G.F. Moore stated, ‘inexplicable’.>®
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Far too often New Testament scholars have claimed to have painted
an accurate picture of Early Judaism, when in fact they have read back
into the period before 70 much of the tension and the distasteful anti-
Jewish polemic that we have all, perhaps reluctantly, come to admit is
characteristic of Paul’s polemical utterances,® and of the Tendenzen
in Matthew and John. If a New Testament scholar wishes to under-
stand Early Judaism he or she must listen sensitively to all of the extant
literature.

To accomplish that task, and it is a sine qua non for any compari-
sons, years of concentration are required. It simply will not suffice to
read carefully a good translation, nor to try not to confuse the chrono-
logical layers of a document, nor to consider whether one is reading a
late Jewish or Christian interpolation or redaction. It takes more than
all of these attempts together.

Far too often I hear about a young ‘scholar’, who after studying the
New Testament in Greek for ten years expresses confidence that he or
she is well-equipped and prepared to compare, for example, the Apoca-
lypse of John with 4 Ezra. In answer to my question how well he or she
knows 4 Ezra the answer comes back rather proudly that last week, all
of it, had been spent reading 4 Ezra. The false pride of knowledge
acquired is due almost solely to the fact that the student has read a
document competitive peers have only heard about or scanned cur-
sorily. The student never contemplated reading the document in the
extant Syriac or Latin, or searching for the theological threads that
unite yet disrupt this pseudepigraphon. He or she never really wanted
to know that much about 4 ¥zra! He or she never began to search for
the sociological Sitz im Leben and chronological period in Early Juda-
ism represented by the tortured entelechy behind 4 Ezra. Without em-
pathy for the loss and frustration experienced by the author of 4 Ezra,
any comparison is not only unwarranted; it is a massive miscomparison.

This lengthy discussion is necessary because it isolates and clarifies
a major problem in our comparisons of Early Judaism and Early
Christianity. We all tend to have contempt for the individual who
simply picks up a translation of the New Testament, reads through it,
and feels confident to defend an opinion. Each of us attempts to
explain to this person the necessity of perceiving the historical matrix
of the documents, the possible layers of tradition, and the alterations
of traditions evident thanks to years of form critical analysis and re-
daction criticism. We should now turn this judgment back upon our-
selves to see to what extent we have tended to read documents of Early
Judaism as if they were this morning’s newspaper.
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In the light of these criticisms, it is appropriate to recall an old
American Indian piece of folk-wisdom: ‘Do not criticize your brother
until you have walked a mile in his moccasins.’

We turn now to a second weakness of some current New Testa-
ment scholarship which Sanders has rightly criticized. Often com-
parisons are made without even reading the document to be cited.
Even Strack and Billerbeck’s list of parallels of important concepts
shared by the rabbinic corpus and the New Testament writings (p. 31,
n. 8), and indexes in collections of translations of Jewish documents,
concordances, and other reference aids serve us badly if we use them
to replace a quest for understanding by scrutinizing the document
itself. What great disservice the computer will do to our combined
search for understanding if we let it do the collecting of data for us.
Concordances and other aids to research are, of course, invaluable;
but they should be used as guides, and not as a replacement for the
time-consuming study of the document itself, and then of the other
writings cognate with it,

The extrapolation of a term, phrase or concept from a living docu-
ment tends to kill both the term and even the document. As words
in a dictionary have no life, and hence many meanings which are
sometimes almost contradictory, so excised words can be manipulated
to mean what we would like or dislike. Not only must the context of
a word or phrase be observed, and not forgotten, but also the organic
living relationships between it and other words and phrases webbed
together by an author in narrative or poetry or in other ways must
be considered. For exampie, all of us know where the term for the
divine logos appears in the New Testament, and that in the Gospel
of John it does not appear after 1:14. We also know that there is a
categorical difference between /ogos and réma. Some of us know,
moreover, that in Syriac literature the former is always represented
by mellethd and the latter by pethghamd. How many recognize,
however, that there is an exception? In the Odes of Solomon they are
both used to represent the divine logos, and not as in John only in
the opening verses but throughout the collection. When perceptions
such as these are before us we may proceed with fruitful comparisons
between documents.

It is disheartening to pick up book after book, published by New
Testament scholars, and find neatly separated out for scrutiny the
use of a pertinent theme in ‘The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha’.
Tables of contents disclose that these sections customarily appear
in the beginning of books and cover less than four pages. These
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documents, now numbering seventy-eight,®' are not only treated
cavaiierly, but they are also isolated and not integrated into the
discussion. Certainly, in future our work must be more objective,
inclusive, and sophisticated.

There is certainly a canonical bias and myopia operative in much
work that proposes to compare Early Judaism and Early Christianity.
The Old Testament often fares much better in such comparisons
than do the documents of Early Judaism. Perhaps this unbalanced
methodology is because of one or more of the following attitudes or
presuppositions: the Old Testament is inspired but those other books
are not; the Old Testament is canon but the other writings are both
extracanonical and apocryphal; the Old Testament was normative for
early Jews but the Pseudepigrapha is a collection of esoterica that in-
fluenced only a few; the Old Testament is a treasure house of precious
truths but the ‘discarded’ documents are characterized by wild and
fanciful speculations; the Old Testament is a selection of books
deliberately chosen by the intelligent leaders of Early Judaism but the
other second-rate works were carefully assessed and deliberately re-
jected as inferior writings. Some theologians may still be able to survive
while subscribing to one or two of these positions. But no critical
historian — and therefore no New Testament scholar interested in
Christian Origins — will advocate any of them. These opinions, briefly
summarized, pervert Judaism and doom the launching of any com-
parative analysis. My comments here may have at times seemed too
polemical; but with Sanders [ am endeavouring to implant a better
understanding of Early Jud..sm, and one which will let it speak on
its own terms and in its own words.

The third and final point of major agreement with Sanders® in
developing a reliable methodology for comparing Judaism and
Christianity is that each religion must be understood holistically and
compared as a whole with the other also understood as a whole.*
Both religions must be treated in precisely the same way, with the same
justice and empathy. Each is to be understood on its own terms. Motif
research and the study of parallels between Judaism and Christianity
must not be abandoned for fear of the charge of parallelomania; but
these comparisons must take careful cognizance of the whole and the
function and context of the words excised.

(2) Critique
The major difficulty I have with Sanders’ methodology is his insistence
that we must compare Judaism and Christianity (Paul), each ‘an entire
religion’, as ‘two wholes’ (p.16). While Sanders rightly criticizes
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comparisons based on ‘reduced essences’, his quest to compare ‘essen-
tial elements’ (pp.9—10) and ‘two wholes’ is often tantamount to the
comparison of two ‘essences’ and does not allow for the fundamental
diversities in Early Judaism. Sanders’ claim that ‘it is not necessary
to say much about the comparison of essence’ (p. 13), elicits consider-
able reflections.® First, what is an ‘essence’? What signifies the
boundaries between what is an essence and what is not an essence?
Is an ‘essence’ tantamount to that which is essential? If so, how do
you move from ‘the essential’ to ‘the essence’? If not, how do you go
about searching for or speaking about ‘essence’? This whole enterprise
has filled tomes with philosophical debate. The search for essentia
is an elusive and very theoretical, indeed subjective enterprise. As D.
Bonhoeffer stated in Akt und Sein (Munich, 1956; ET by B. Noble,
New York, 1961), his most brilliant philosophical work, which was
his inaugural dissertation in 1931, a via must be ‘found at once
through theory to the pre-theoretic givenness. The simple givenness
is marred by all interpretation, and anything real already represents
interpretation, for reality is constituted by consciousness, and so
everything real must be absolutely *‘ruled out of bounds”’’ (pp. 52f).
This quotation, which contains critical reflections on Husserl’s
phenomenology, indicates the problems involved in searching for the
‘essence’ of a thing, reveals the thinker’s proclivities for distorting
the essence, and suggests to us that at best ‘Early Judaism’ is our
scholarly construct from numerous elusive and ill-defined essences.

The search for an essence involves, inter alia, an appreciation of the
need for both the panoramic and the particular, as I have learned from
reflecting on Bonhoeffer’s words and subsequently reading L. Baeck’s
Das Wesen des Judentums (Wiesbaden, 1960¢). To obtain an ap-
proximation of a description of the essence of a ‘religion’ — and a
straight-forward definition often tends to obscure the phenomenon or
subjectively discard what is deemed unessential — means both to have
a panoramic view of all manifestations of it, and thereby to blur almost
all particulars, and subsequently also to focus upon one facet, and
hence to leave the totality less clear and perhaps unperceived. Qur
human eye cannot see all at once, and so our attention must fluctuate
between panoramic perception and clear focus. Along such lines of
thought Baeck was led to the insight that the one who wishes to per-
ceive the essence must see each entity in terms of the totality (p. ix). Yet,
even this methodology only serves to open up a very difficult task.

I know how to go about trying to discern the essence of an homo-
genous document written by one author. But when I conclude, through
introspective debates with myself, what is probably the essence, I
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know full well that my interpretation will cause not immediate agree-
ment from scholars, but waves of disagreements. The conclusion, if
not intensely personal, was at least partially subjective and the result
of numerous successive choices. Now, if this is indeed a fact, how
much more difficult it would be for anyone then to proceed from one
document to the sixty-five works in the Pseudepigrapha and conclude
what is the essence of this type of writing — or even what seems to
be essential to it. And if we could all agree upon an articulation of
what is the essence of the Pseudepigrapha that would still be at least
several steps away from comparing the essences of other types of
Jewish literature to that elusive quantum called far too facilely by
Sanders ‘the essence of Judaism’ (p. 9, his italics).

It is instructive to ask how anyone, let alone a scholar as brilliant
and well read in Jewish literature as Sanders, can talk, not about a
confessional core, but about ‘the essence’ of Judaism. To search for
an essence is to assume or presuppose that there is one there to be
found. In all of my discussions with specialists of Early Judaism either
privately or in seminars none of us has ever mentioned the word
‘essence’ or sought for what is ‘essential’ in Judaism. I take that fact to
be significant; it does not indicate that our discussions were myopic or
too inductive. It may indicate that one should not assume an essence.

Let us leave aside for the moment whether it is possible that there
was an essence to Early Judaism, and consider how Sanders seeks to
identify this essence or whole. First, Sanders does admit at the outset
that there is a problem:

What is difficult is to focus on what is to be compared. (p. 12)
The problem is how to discover two wholes, both of which
are considered and defined on their own merits and in their
own terms, to be compared with each other. (p. 16)

It is indicative of the problems involved that Sanders italicizes ‘what’
in the statement ‘what is to be compared’. Sanders rightly sees the
problem in comparing reduced essences; but does he not perhaps
avoid the issue when he states that we must compare ‘‘essertial
elements’’ or ‘‘two wholes’’. How do we find that ‘essence or whole’? It
must come from somewhere; it must frankly be posited, not observed.

Secondly, Sanders posits the essence of Judaism from a reputed
essence in rabbinic Judaism. 1t is singularly significant that Sanders
tends to equate the two very different terms ‘Palestinian Judaism’
and ‘rabbinic Judaism’ (see esp. pp. 2—5). Sanders, to be sure, has
invested his time in reading the rabbinic corpus, and that assuredly
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under a master, the late Dr Mordechai Kamrat (p. xv). It is through
rabbinics that he entered the arena of Early Judaism. Sanders reveals
more than he may realize when he claims that ‘early Rabbinic
(Tannaitic) literature ... deserves pride of place’ (pp. 24f).% It is
obvious, therefore, why he spent 1963 and the year I first met him,
1968-9, studying ‘rabbinic Hebrew’ (p. xv). He was becoming a
master of rabbinics.®” He has not shown any similar interest in
studying the Ethiopic of Enoch, the Syriac of 2 Baruch, the Coptic
of the Apocalypse of Zephaniah, the Latin and Syriac of 4 Ezra, or
the Slavonic of 2 Enoch. This disparity in his interests and training,
is now manifest in his methodology.

I can see how one can be tantalized about searching for the essence
of Judaism when one is immersed in rabbinics. That corpus, while
containing diverse documents,®® has been carefully edited by
masters, who as Neusner states, included what they thought essential,
and excluded what they thought unimportant.s® Likewise, rabbinic
literature reflects the vicissitudes of history, most notably the burning
of the Temple in 70, the razing of Jerusalem in 135, and the raising
of Aelia Capitolina in the second century.

By excluding exceptions to the rule one can write grammatical laws,
by ignoring inconsistencies and odd factors one can develop a philo-
sophical system, and by excluding many divergent early phenomena
one can arrive at an edited body of literature; perhaps to a certain
extent this is characteristic of rabbinic literature. Sanders himself
admits that the ‘Tannaitic literature offers a better opportunity of
describing a pattern of religion than much of the literature which is
presumably much older, such as Jubilees and the various portions of
1 Enoch’ (p. 25).7° But, if our quest is not for the essence of Tannaitic
literature but of Early Judaism, or of Palestinian Judaism before 70,
we have more, much more, to consider.

Sanders now moves toward a creative unifying tool, namely the
definition of a ‘pattern of religion’ (p. 17), which he thinks solves the
problems he sees in a holistic comparison of Judaism and Christianity
(p. 16). The definition of a pattern of religion as ‘the description of
how a religion is perceived by its adherents to function’, entails
primarily how its adherents sense ‘getting in and staying in are under-
stood: the way in which a religion is understood to admit and retain
members is considered to be the way it ‘“‘functions’’’ (p. 17, italics his).

All these words, which are accompanied by an unusual number
of disclaimers, exclusions and qualifications, sound strange and so
far removed from the documents I have been studying for a quarter
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of a century; indeed it is not a description related to documents, but
a highly philosophical abstraction. It is a theoretical position.” As
Nils Dahl stated, Sanders’ approach is ‘ahistorical. Sanders pays little
attention to social conditions and historical change.’”

Only one brief further reaction is possible here. I am struck by how
strange Sanders’ words would sound to an early Jew. In my opinion
the Jew who wrote one of the Dead Sea Scrolls, one of the Apocrypha
or Pseudepigrapha, or a Jew we know by name such as Hillel, Philo,
Josephus, or Johanan ben Zakkai, would have responded to this pre-
scription for approaching Judaism with a dumbfounded and glazed
stare, Perhaps one of them would stutter, ‘but a Jew does not get in or
get out of this abstraction you call a religion. We were born into
Judaism and our fathers circumcised us on the eighth day, to signify
our families’ devotion to tradition, covenant and Torah, and we were
called bar-mitzwah, ‘‘son of the covenant”’, at the age of twelve’.
(Compare Paul’s comments in Phil 3:5.) ‘We are what we are, not
because of any paradigm of ‘‘getting in’’ or ‘‘staying in”’, but because
of our forefathers, almost infinite in number, and their response to
Yahweh. We are not even agreed among ourselves that epispasm can
make a Jew a non-Jew. Even punishing, such as the stoning of Achan
the son of Zerah [cf. Josh 7:16—26], does not remove one from Israel,
but ensures, perhaps, their presence among the sons of Israel in the age
to come.’” What tends to bother me is that ali that [ have just written and
imagined seems irrefutable” and diminishes the usefulness of Sanders’
pattern-of-religion approach to Early Judaism;”* but if any one
scholar should agree witli me it would be Sanders, who was so
impressed by the search for a definition of what makes one a ‘Jew’ or
a ‘Christian’ that he launched the significant project that has now
given us three volumes entitled Jewish and Christian Self-Definition.

The present comments do not intend to do justice to the erudition
and answers Sanders has been giving to us on some major questions.
For the present I am attempting to understand how to compare justly
and faithfully the documents in the Pseudepigrapha with those in the
New Testament. Sanders’ work has come before us only because he has
defined a methodology, and did promise to ‘cover the great bulk of
the surviving Palestinian material dating from the period 200 B.C.E.
to 200 C.E., so that it will be possible ... to draw some conclusions
about Judaism in Palestine in the first century’ (p. 18). Regarding this
quotation, it is perplexing how he can be certain which of the extant
documents are Palestinian. And to refer to the first century is to refer
to two distinct periods in the history of Judaism, specifically pre- and
post-70 Judaism.
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The major judgment is clear: Sanders did not include in his exam-
ination ‘the great bulk of the surviving Palestinian material’. He
admits, later on, that his work on the Dead Sea Scrolls ‘will be
primarily limited to the major Scrolls from Cave I and the Covenant
of Damascus’ (p. 25). He will deal only ‘with a selection of works from
the Apocryphal and Pseudepigraphical writings’ (p. 25). Moreover,
several ‘works which probably come from Palestine and which can
be dated to the period under consideration have been omitted’ (p. 25).
He admits he will not consider in his comparisons the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs and 2 Baruch. He will also leave ‘out of
consideration the Aramaic Targums’ (p. 25). It is clear that Sanders,
by his own admission does not ‘cover the great bulk of the surviving
Palestinian material’. What is not clear is how Sanders can omit so
many documents which he does not even mention.” It is clear also
that by omitting so much he not only presents a partial approach,
but he also shapes a religion that never existed; a random selection
of documents from any norm gives contours and shapes to a phenom-
enon which is thus created by the norm and selection.

I have no doubt that Sanders has been far more successful in
demolishing Weber’s system of Early Judaism and in pinpointing the
egregious errors in the presuppositions and methodologies of many
publications than he has been in grasping Early Judaism or carrying
off a comparison of religions. We are all indebted to him for encour-
aging us to face some major questions, to wrestle with primary
sources, and to rise above our minute analytical, often textual and
linguistic studies, narrow concentration on only one or two docu-
ments, or collections of documents, and to ponder with some synthesis
in mind what all of this is really about. [ shall always be grateful to
him for his work, and agree with Meeks™ and Hooker”” that it is a
‘monumental’ work. Because Sanders’ book is ‘one of the very great
works of New Testament scholarship of our time’,” as Sandmel
stated, I have felt free to clarify my personal disagreements with the
methodology he adopted.

The Elusiveness of the Search

Should we search for ‘the essence’ of Early Judaism? Should we
acknowledge problems with present methods and try either to patch
them up or to construct new ways of searching for ‘the essence’? If
‘essence’ is the invariable nature of a phenomenon or thing or the
significant constant feature of it, then we are not justified in searching
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for that which never existed according to al/l the literary evidence of
Early Judaism. We must not assume there is an essence to Early
Judaism, and then in a heavy-handed way construct models and
techniques for helping us find what we think is there.

It is important to clarify two points. First, ‘essence’ is an abstract
term, influenced by Greek logic and abstraction. The early Jews
characteristically did not write abstract philosophy. They were pre-
occupied with God-centred and liturgically influenced expressions and
confessions, and praised not abstract principles but a living God who
had moved towards them repeatedly in history and tradition (Deut
7:6—11; cf. 4 Ezra 4:27).7°

Second, each segment of this gigantic complex we call Early
Judaism (I am not persuaded ‘religion’ is a helpful term) would have
had different answers to the main questions we raise, and that is
because the Jews formed non-doctrinal dynamic responses to God
and formatively important traditions. Early Judaism was not a
philosophy, a theology, or a doctrinal system; it rather reflected
myriad faithful (and unfaithful) responses to a Creator, to a dynami-
cally active God, who was confessed in one universally binding prayer-
ful affirmation, the Shema, which was recited by religious Jews at
least twice daily on the week days (‘arcbhith weshaherith). Liturgy,
based upon shared traditions and history, memories and hope, kept
the differences, so essential to a lively faithfulness, from exploding
apart the living reality we call Judaism. Perhaps the theologian and
not the pure historian knows best — as any careful student of 1
Baruch, 2 Baruch, or 4 Ezr : readily concludes — that what has kept
the Hebrews, Israel, and Judaism together is not the benei Israel, but
Yahweh.

These points raised against any attempt to posit an essence in Early
Judaism by failing to observe all essentia need to be emphasized and
repeated. Despite the distinguished efforts of scholars, like W.D.
Davies,? the idea of a normative Judaism seems unfortunately to
be entrenched among New Testament scholars, and others. The
arguments against a normative Judaism are not diminished by the
recognition that pre-revolt (pre-66) Palestinian Judaism was neither
a chaos nor in anarchistic disarray; they are not altered by the ob-
vious fact that the Romans tended to recognize one ruling body of
Jews in Jerusalem. The Great Sanhedrin (snhdryn gdwlh; mSanh 1:6)
in the first century represented the political and legal body to the
Romans and was perhaps the supreme court of the people (cf.
Josephus, Ant 20.10.5); but an establishment must be distinguished
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from a normative theological system. Recognition of a group by a
conquering nation and the acknowledgement of a high-priestly
aristocracy is not to be construed as an internal essence.

Without any doubt, the cult in Jerusalem was dominant (cf. Tob
1:4), and only to a relatively minor extent rivalled by the Samaritan
temple which was destroyed by John Hyrcanus in 107 B.C.E.? Jews
throughout Judea and Galilee tended to acknowledge the central
religious significance of Jerusalem (cf. Sir 36:13, the Eighteen
Benedictions 14) and the cultic importance of the Temple, ‘the holy
dwelling of the Most High’ (Ps 46:5).22 But to acknowledge the
Temple as the national sanctuary® is not to forget the anti-Temple
rhetoric found at Qumran, and in many writings in Early Judaism,
especially the apocalypses (1 En 89:73, 74; cf. 2 Bar 68:6—7). The
recognition of the centripetal significance of the Temple (cf. 2 En 51:4)
can and did go hand in glove with a rejection of the priestly ruling
class (cf. Mal 1:6—8) — considered by some religious Jews to be
illegitimate — and the deep and ancient traditions that the present
Temple is but an imperfect model of the future earthly, heavenly, or
eschatological (perhaps messianic; cf. PssSol 17:32—6) Temple (cf.
SibOr 5.414—33).% The genius and antiquity of such reflections has
been proved by the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls and especially by
the publication of the Temple Scroll. To acknowledge the centripetal
force of the Temple is not to confess that the Temple was the norm
for a monolithic Judaism.? Jews could and apparently did frequent
the Temple in a spirit of disgust for the desecration of the sacred
spot.®” The cult not only proved to be a unifying force in Judaism,
it also tended to spawn differences, as the struggles for control, as
well as the corruption within the priesthood, produced opposition.
Rabbinic texts tend to idolize what had existed earlier;3® some
apocrypha and pseudepigrapha, most of the Dead Sea Scrolls, as well
as some late Old Testament books, as Hanson has demonstrated,®
reflect tremendous tensions among rival priestly groups who struggled
for control of the cultus.

Hence the Temple cult was dominant and central, the ruling priestly
class was the establishment;* but this ideal unity was torn by rival
factions — as the terrifying actions in Jerusalem from 66 to 70 show
clearly. An acknowledged axis mundi with a living cult is not to be
confused with a theological system or a normative Judaism. If we
recognize that the Temple cult was controlled by Sadducees and a few
prestigious Pharisees, we also need to note carefully that some ‘priests’
were aligned with the social group so abhorrent and unclean to the
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pious in Early Judaism: before 70 there were ‘am ha-aretz priests (cf.
khn ‘m h’rS in tAZ 111.10; bSanh 90b; Masseket Derek Erez I.14 (ed.
M. Higger, vol. 1, p. 64); bNed 20a; ARN Version A, xli (ed. S.
Schechter, p. 132)).%

Perceptions of Early Judaism and Christian Origins

The preceding comments clarify my position, or at least methodology.
It should be clear that I stand resolutely against any abstract attempt
to extract from the extant documents a systematic theology of Early
Judaism.®? These documents, and, of course, the Bible also, are not
to be viewed as deposits of revealed truths from which a theology of
doctrine can be systematically constructed.

These books have been produced out of crises.” The search for
the intent of the human author must be accompanied by a study
of the social, historical and intellectual aspects of the writer’s (or
writers’) own time, This process in no way suggests that the critical
historian can adequately assess the revelatory claims or experiences
of the author. Revelation represents a concept that frustrates and
finally embarrasses any critic who attempts to examine it critically
from the stance of the historian. The historian qua historian will be
overcome by the demands of the present collection of Pseudepigrapha,
and will find sanity in the wisdom that the revelatory claims of the
authors are not perspectives he, or she, must assess theologically.
The historian is called on to describe not to prescribe; it should be
obvious that [ have been wr:empting to reduce the pressures upon
me by acknowledging the limitations and responsibilities of the
historian.

Let me warn, therefore, that we should not tacitly assume that
there is a theology of the Pseudepigrapha. There are far too many
theologies in these writings. Some documents are very conservative,
among these are Jubilees and the Psalms of Solomon which tend
to argue that no gentile will enter the kingdom. Other documents
are liberal, among these are the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs
and the Odes of Solomon, which suggest that the gentiles will turn
to God. Some works, like 4 Ezra, are pessimistic; others, like 2
Baruch, are optimistic. 4 collection of documents to be called the
Pseudepigrapha is not to be confused with a canon of ancient
texts.
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Nomenclature: New Definitions and Discarded Terms

Great misrepresentations have been caused and precious insights lost
due to imprecise nomenclature. The imprecisions in our language and
the chaotic state of our terms has led R. Murray to call for precise
definitions and new terminologies.* This is certainly not the place
to digress into a long debate with him,% I shall set out only the areas
in which I am in agreement with him. At the outset, of course, is the
shared recognition that our special area of research is fraught with
imprecise definitions and confused, even contradictory, terms. He
is also correct to stress that the recognition of the diversity in Early
Judaism discloses the inappropriateness of the terms ‘Jews’, ‘Jewish’,
and ‘Judaism’. Frequently [ have felt compelled to put these nouns
within inverted commas or (less frequently) to use qualifying adjec-
tives, such as ‘apparent’ or ‘so-called’. He is understandably dis-
contented with the term ‘sectarian Judaism’ (p. 198), and correctly
argues that the false distinction between ‘Hellenistic and Palestinian
Judaism’ founders on the perception that ‘the whole spectrum’ of
Jewish phenomena was shaped ‘by factors other than the impact of
hellenistic culture’.%

Without full elaboration or discussion the major terms — I believe
— should be defined as follows:

Early Judaism — certainly not ‘Late Judaism’ or ‘Spatjuden-
tum’?” — should be the term used to refer to the phenomena in
Judaism dating from around the end of the third century B.C.E.
until the end of the second century C.E. As ‘Early Christianity’
signifies the origins of Christianity so ‘Early Judaism’ denotes
the beginnings of synagogal (modern) Judaism. Unlike such terms
as ‘Late Judaism’, Early Judaism has the connotation of being alive
with refreshing new insights: we find here highly-developed and
sophisticated metaphysical speculations, and introspective perceptions
into the psychological complexities of being human. As Stone observes,
from his intimate knowledge of the Pseudepigrapha, the earliest
portions of Aramaic Enoch provide us with a surprising, ‘picture of
a rather sophisticated and rich realm of speculation and *‘sacred
science” within Judaism, the highly developed ascent vision and the
broad interest in “‘scientific’’ matters are totally unexpected’.% Early
Jews were brilliantly alive with penetrating speculations into almost
every facet of our world and universe. For this, and many other
reasons, I prefer to use the term ‘Early Judaism’, and not others that
(may or definitely do) reflect a distorted view of Jewish phenomena.
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Since the term hellenistic must no longer be used in a geographical
sense, I think we should use it to denote only aspects of a chronological
period.” The hellenistic period, which has different chronological
limits at divergent archaeological sites, should denote the time period
when hellenistic (Greek and then Roman) influences penetrated
emphatically and deeply into Palestinian Judaism; in the Diaspora
it should specify the time following Alexander the Great’s mastery
over one geographical area after another. By this definition, hellenistic
influence is possible before the hellenistic period; this flexibility allows
us, for example, to speak about the hellenistic influence on the
Samaritan papyri before the conquest of Alexander. Discussions will
obviously be spawned on the terminus a quo and terminus ad quem
of the hellenistic period; but if so, then we have moved away from
the confusion that now reigns. Some scholars use this term correctly,
others cause unfortunate confusion by referring to Diasporic Jews
as hellenistic Jews.

Using ‘hellenistic’ as an adjective for a chronological period
clarifies our comparative analyses; for example, we can with lucidity
compare the exilic Jews with hellenistic Jews and those two with early
Byzantine Jews. Since we shall now need an adjective to refer to Jews
living outside Palestine 1 propose that we refer to them as Diasporic
Jews, or perhaps more precisely as Roman Jews, Egyptian Jews,
Palestinian Jews, or other clearly meaningful and precise terms.

Some terms, while inappropriate etymologically or in a strict sense,
probably should — at least for a while — be retained because of their
popular coinage. We dare nu: retreat into a nomenclature that smacks
of opaque scholarly jargon. Hence, while ‘Old Testament’ is often
not as appropriate as Hebrew Scriptures, or Biblia Hebraica, or
Tanach, it is not offensive to modern Jews and is well recognized by
the public; it refers to sacred scriptures cherished by Jews and
Christians, and promises, hopefully, a future in which Jews and
Christians may recognize shared sacra scriptura.

The term ‘New Testament’ is more problematic than the term ‘Old
Testament’. Here, Christians will draw a line, refusing to rename the
twenty-seven books so important for their faith. The term shall be
retained with two caveats: first, it should never be used to indicate
that the ‘Old Testament’ is old, archaic, and out-of-date. Fortunately,
the authors of the New Testament documents can be cited against such
preposterous thoughts, and happily (or providentially) the Church
that gave us the canon denounced Marcion who espoused such
thoughts. Second, we must acknowledge that it is very difficult to
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decide whether the New Testament documents should be studied
within the history of Judaism or the history of the Church.!® The
caveat, therefore, is that New Testament scholars do not work on the
New Testament; that is the domain of the Church historian of the
late fourth and subsequent centuries. New Testament scholars devote
their lives to the study of the documents in the New Testament, or
passages in these writings. It is for this reason that 1 have been
referring to a comparison of the documents in the Pseudepigrapha
and those in the New Testament, and stressing that the former is a
modern collection and the latter an ancient one.

Many terms should now be discarded as no longer appropriate.
In such a list should be at least the following: intertestamental, because
it is misrepresentative and offensive (see chapter 1); normative
Judaism, since this concept is a product of nineteenth-century scholars
who pounded early Jewish literature into a desired shape by means
of reading back into pre-70 Judaism what was perceived by some as
‘normative’ in post-70 rabbinic Judaism (see the following discussion);
heresy and orthodoxy, because if there was no monolithic Judaism,
then there was no one to rule before all Jews that an idea was not
acceptable!® — Judaism was not doctrinally based and debates
over the meaning of Torah reflect a living tradition and a tolerance
of informed opinions; sectarian Judaism without careful qualifi-
cations, 92 because if there is no normative, orthodox and monolithic
Judaism then sects cannot be seen as hostile to and outside a non-
existent core, because there were many different types of Jews (there
were far more than four sects), and because not one document among
the sixty-five in the Pseudepigrapha is now assigned with any con-
fidence to a known sect (see chapter 1, ‘A Non-Sectarian Approach’
p. 19); primitive Christianity,'? because Christianity did not evolve
out of a dying mother, but out of a highly sophisticated, and pheno-
menologically complex Jewish ‘religion’ and culture. Christianity
was the heir of over a thousand years of traditions, both written
(edited, expanded, and debated upon as we know so well thanks to
two-hundred-years research on and study of Isaiah) and oral.
Christianity arose in a cosmopolitan Jewish culture which was
impregnated after the exile repeatedly by influences from Babylon,
Egypt, Persia, Syria, Greece, Parthia and Rome.

Since many of these influences came through wars and economic
relationships, especially the caravan routes, we dare not assume that
a Jew is a ‘religious’ Jew. Many Jews were religious only for con-
venience, social respectability, or because of the perennial need for
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an efficacious ‘god’. It is easy to slip and think about Jews as
‘religious’ people because we are working — except with some
papyri, like the Zeno papyri, the Samaritan papyri, and the Bar-
Kokhba letters — almost always with religious texts. I can think
of no book in the canon, in the Apocrypha, or in the Pseudepigrapha
that was written by a non-religious Jew. Certainly that would be
a rash judgment to make on the authors of Ecclesiastes and 4 Ezra,
for a religious Jew can be thoroughly pessimistic.

Methodology and Sensitivity

From the beginning of this book we have been discussing the proper
methodological approach to phenomena in Early Judaism. The
major positive factors are the following: first, to let the authors
of the documents speak on their own terms and with their own
concepts, fears and dreams. Secondly, to be humble, sympathetic
and non-apologetic in our approach. Not only Christians but also
Jews have repeatedly failed to listen with sufficient sympathy.
Thirdly, to focus upon a coherent whole document, or portion of
a composite work, and to see terms, motifs, and possible parallels
in their context and with their given functions; and then to step
back and attempt to perceive additions to the document, and the
document’s relationships with other remnants of Early Judaism.

What augurs well for our present task and projects is to note
that precisely this methodology and sensitivity is being practised
throughout the world by int<rnational experts on the Pseudepigrapha
to name only a few of them: by Stone and Flusser in Israel, by
Agourides in Greece, by Dexinger in Austria, by Burchard, Kiimmel,
Hengel, Betz, and many others in Western Germany, by Walter
in E. Germany, by Denis in Belgium, by Baarda, de Jonge, Klijn
and van der Horst in Holland, by Philonenko in France, by Knibb,
Shutt, Vermes and Alexander in England, by Anderson and Black in
Scotland, by M. Smith, J.Z. Smith, Metzger, MacRae, Wintermute,
Strugnell, Priest, Nickelsburg, Kee, Harrington, Collins, VanderKam,
Sanders, Harrelson, Kraft, Attridge, and others in the United States,
by Meshchersky in Russia, by de Villieurs in South Africa, by
Anderson in Australia, by Hultgard in Sweden, and by Sanders,
Pietersma, Lutz and Lindenberger in Canada.
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Canon and Sacra Scriptura

It is disheartening to note that out of an anachronistic and con-
fessional canonical stance some scholars continue to disparage those
who focus their research on the so-called extracanonical works as if
they are second class citizens in the academy. To a certain extent this
attitude is fostered by names given to our endowed chairs and pro-
fessorships. We are all professors of the New Testament or of
Christian Origins,'® none of us is a professor of the Pseudepigrapha,
or a professor of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The importance of these other
collections of texts is recognized only because they are perceived to
be relevant for the Bible, in particular to the New Testament or to
a recognized essential in the curriculum, ‘Christian Origins’.

Perhaps it would be too optimistic to report that a refreshing breeze
has begun to reshape the bureaucratic structures in our universities
and seminaries. Perhaps someday a scholar can stand before us and
state that in his or her institution the literary products of Early
Judaism are accorded the same space in the curriculum and the same
value as the Greek and Roman classics, and the other literary treasures
of antiquity.

It is significant for the concept of the canon, which in terms of
the New Testament canon clearly postdates the period of history we
have endeavoured to master, that the librarians in the Vatican have
been wise and perceptive. Charles’ APOT, James’ ANT, Kautzsch’s
APAT, the texts on 1 Enoch, 2 Enoch, 3 Enoch, the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs, and other so-called apocryphal documents,
and studies upon them are shelved in the Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana under Sacra scriptura, as I learned personally during some
research after the SNTS Congress in Rome in 1981.

Synthesis: No Normative Judaism

While we have not yet been able to reconstruct a full portrait of Early
Judaism, it is safe to say that the old portrait of a normative Judaism
has been shattered by the vast amount of new literary evidence from
Early Judaism, especially the documents gathered together in the Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha. Against the whole idea of a normative
Judaism many insights have been brought forward to demonstrate
that the concept of a normative Judaism results primarily from a
tendency to read back into pre-70 Judaism the ‘religion’ found in
much later, heavily edited rabbinic texts, and secondarily from the
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impression that Paul somewhat inaccurately portrayed a Judaism with
a normative system.!% Most scholars have come to discard the
concept of normative Judaism for pre-70 phenomena, but a few
scholars linger on with this and other anachronistic models. One
factor, perhaps the major one, has not yet been emphasized in our
discussion of the total impossibility of any type of closed, systematic,
normative Judaism; and, correlative to that model, an exoteric,
insignificant aberrant phenomenon that would eventually be labelled
‘Christian’.

During the post-exilic period, as von Rad so brilliantly pointed out,
there was a major unparalleled shift in the perception of history and
God’s action for and on behalf of his chosen nation Israel. The old
model of history as the arena in which God is moving his nation
towards a perfect future has utterly collapsed. Now, after Ezra, and
in the great apocalyptic literature, this model has been replaced; there
is a ‘complete alteration in the way of viewing history’.!% History
has been depleted soteriologically. Recent and contemporary events,
namely the subjection of the sons of Israel to enslavement not to
Yahweh but to foreign idolatrous nations, tended to falsify and to
disprove the faithful recitation of confessions, recitals of history, and
the Deuteronomic optimism in history. The salvation of the nation
Israel, now assuredly seen as only a faithful remnant of it, must come
from a cataclysmic event from the beyond, anticipated only through
divine revelations obtained through apocalyptic trips to the heavens
above, the world ahead, or in apocalyptic visions and dreams. The
present is devoid of salvif:c movements; only the eschaton contains
meaning, salvation, and the trifold unification of humanity with itself,
humans with nature and animals, and created beings with the Creator.
These characteristics permeated virtually all the writings of Early
Judaism, whether they be apocalypses, testaments, wisdom tracts,
or hymns and prayers.

What is so impressively clear is that this charged atmosphere in
Early Judaism is precisely what is absent in later rabbinic Judaism.
Rabbinic Halakah is designed for a people settled down in history,
not living with one foot on earth and the other in the eschaton. In
polishing these rules of conduct for daily life the Rabbis used much
older traditions (originally preserved in oral form), which derived,
sometimes with little modification, from pre-70 Judaism. What had
been moved through the centuries to the Mishnah, Tosephta and
Talmudim had been moved from a non-normative framework in
which apocalyptic speculations and apocalypticism itself flourished
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into a more systematized, organized, so-called normative structure of
Judaism in which Halakoth were pervasively paradigmatic for this life
here and now. What is missing in the rabbinic writings and so per-
vasively characteristic in Early Judaism, is the thorough going,
categorically eschatological form and function of thought and life.
Granted, the belief in the bodily resurrection of the individual after
death and the yearning for the sending of God’s Messiah lingered
on and were influential; but the role of these ideas and beliefs was
totally different from what it had been, at least in many segments of
Palestinian pre-70 Judaism. Neusner is entirely correct, therefore, in
his magisterial work titled Judaism: The Evidence of the Mishnah,
to argue forcefully against the classical treatment of Judaism so
definitive for many New Testament scholars, namely Moore’s Judaism
in the First Century of the Christian Era: The Age of the Tannaim.
Neusner is certainly right in his judgment: ‘Moore describes many
kinds of Judaism as if they formed a single, fully symmetrical con-
struct. The claim of ‘‘normativity’’ for this Judaism is not merely
wrong. It is confusing, for it specifies one ‘‘Judaism’’ where there
are many.’'”” The new translations of the Pseudepigrapha amply
illustrate the wide divergencies — each ‘normative’ in its own way
and for its own group or circle — that were alive in Early Judaism.

The Cosmic Theology of Early Judaism

The Pseudepigrapha opens our eyes to a cosmos full of activity. Above
the earth are the heavens; first it is simply ‘heavens’, then these are
numbered: three, seven, and finally ten (cf. 2 En 1-22). The heavens
are not silent, but replete with activity; often they are portrayed as
full of singing angels (Ascenls, TAdam). The harmony in heaven is
sometimes broken; sinners are sometimes seen being punished in one
of the heavens. Yet, far from reflecting any harmonious astronomical
system, the heavens are also portrayed as the site of Paradise. Visits
to the heavens are possible by holy ones; first this visit was conceived
of as taking place through a dream (Dan 7:1-2, 1 En 1:1-2), later
it was claimed to be an actual physical ascent in the body (2 En
1:6—3:3). Angels fill the heavens and their names are introduced with
a crescendoing force when the apocalypses are laid out in
chronological order, from, for example, 1 Enoch — when it is broken
down into its five sections — then 2 Enoch, and finally 3 Enoch.
Below the earth — conceived either subglobularly or subterraneanly
— is the underworld, Sheol, the abode of the dead. The evil spirits
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are often seen as streaming forth from this arena; but such images
are not characteristic of the Pseudepigrapha. The vision in the
Pseudepigrapha is not of the region below; it is almost always of the
realm above. Perhaps this cosmic focus results from an eschatology
that is essentially utopian.

The earth is full of demons. Humanity is plagued by them. Almost
all misfortunes are because of the demons: sickness, drought, death,
and especially humanity’s weaknesses about remaining faithful to the
covenant. The region between heaven and earth seems to be almost
cluttered with demons and angels; humanity is often seen as a pawn,
helpless in the face of such cosmic forces, or already lost or saved,
thanks to the determined nature of creation and the will of God. The
head of the demons and evil angels is Satan, also called the Devil,
Mastema and Belial. The leader of the good angels is Michael, assisted
by Raphael, Sariel, and especially Gabriel. The misfortunes not caused
by the demons are those sent by God, through intermediaries, to
punish and to chastise his people.

Nor would it be representative of all the writings to say that God
is either totally in heaven or fully present on earth. According to the
apocalypses, if the one ascending is unusually holy he may approach
close to God’s throne; but the holy one never sees the face of God
(cf. idein gar opsin tén emen ameéchanon, EzekTrag Exagoge 101).1%8
The holy one can only describe the contours around him: glory,
purity, light, power, the throne, and especially the impenetrable
brightness (cf. 1 En 14:8-25, esp. 21-5). God is, therefore, not far
removed from mankind ar..! unapproachable, or in an Intermundia,
as Lucretius (c. 97—54 B.C.E.) thought; while he is no longer perceived
as present in contemporary events, yet he is a/lways present to hear
the voice of the faithful ones. Angels are not the ones who separate
humanity from God; they are the messengers who represent human-
ity’s prayers, dreams, wishes, or needs to God, and conversely God’s
forceful presence to the recipient.

While God is not delimited to one locus in creation, he does tend
to be portrayed, at least in the apocalypses, as residing above the
highest heaven. And that language does not mean (as it did centuries
earlier) that Yahweh is the most exalted god; it denotes the exalted
holiness of the only God. Emanating from the court are concepts that
become personified and eventually hypostatic. The earliest and best
example of them is Wisdom, who can now be seen walking on earth.
God’s word is seen first as the word of God, then the word from God,
and finally, perhaps in only a very few circles, ‘the Word’. The voice
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of God, T am convinced, develops along analogous lines; but this
possibility has not been observed or discussed in print.

Various means were found to articulate a covenantal relationship
and bond between Yahweh and his people, Israel. In Judea many Jews
would point to the axis mundi (cf. Jub 8:19), Jerusalem, and the
Temple, with the high priest as central to the cult and this whole
perception. In Galilee, some Jews turned to the itinerant miracle
worker, like Hanina ben Dosa and Honi. These were holy men, called
‘Son of God’, who could specak to God directly and influence him.

The Eschatological Anthropology of Early Judaism

Humanity is in a predicament (cf. 4 Ezra 3:20-7, the cor malignum).
Almost all of the literature is anthropocentric in the sense that it
evolves out of humanity’s distress. Not only the prayers, but the
narratives have a ringing sting of alienation about them. It is no
wonder, therefore, that the author of Pseudo-Philo added a plaintive
lament to the story of Sheila, Jeptha’s daughter. It is out of this
pathos, obviously generated by introspection as well as recognition
of foreign domination that the religious Jew yearned more and more
for the end of this age and the dawning of the age to come. In short
the early Jew almost always thought in terms of eschatology.

All hope, all dreams were fired by recent memories, notably the
Maccabean victories, which recalled the Davidic monarchy, which
itself was seen through the Chronicler’s rose-coloured glasses. Most
especially germane was Yahweh’s promise to David. Surely the
Davidic Messiah will be revealed by God in our day, and speedily.
Seldom has one nation been so vibrantly alive with so many religious
dreams. In Early Judaism a quiet expectation billowed forth with
excitement, caught the imagination of simple folk who tend to think
with fists rather than with minds; the revolt against Rome became
inevitable. %

The early Jews did not live in a world that was perceived according
to an underlying philosophical or theological principle like the Stoic’s
Logos. Nor did they conceive of the world as cyclical and time as essen-
tially unproductive and meaningless. Time was set in motion by God’s
chronological acts of creation; the Creator set in motion a linear history
that was most of all teleological. The insightful and faithful Jews
struggled to penetrate through secular history to the holy; the task
became increasingly difficult, secular history darkened nearly every-
thing. The view became almost opaque; but the vision was never lost.
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The conviction — surfacing first (perhaps) in Essene and Samaritan
traditions — that the Temple cult in Jerusalem was corrupt, and that
sacred traditions had been accommodated to hellenistic practices ran
through many segments of Early Judaism, True piety, and authentic
commitment to the sacred was also felt in sectors of Early Judaism.
And here the historian must pause to recall that the Knight of Faith,
the truly pious one, as S. Kierkegaard perceived, may saunter
unawares behind our literature and imperceptibly through the streets
of first-century Jerusalem.

The individual’s destiny was gradually explained by more and more
Jews in terms of belief in the resurrection of the body after death.
This idea or belief was not the sole possession of the Pharisees. It is
found in many types of literature, notably in 2 Maccabees, the Psalms
of Solomon,!® and the common weekly prayer, the Eighteen
Benedictions: O Lord, ‘Thou art mighty ... sustaining the living,
resurrecting the dead ... Blessed art thou, O Lord, who resurrects the
dead.’!!! After one’s death there is often a debate between the Devil
and Michael over the fate of the individual, even if he is Moses, as
we shall see in the examination of the relationship between Jude and
the Testament of Moses (chapter 3, pp. 75—7). Other Jews thought
of one’s soul being weighed in the balance of good and evil works,
or judged by Abel, the first one to die (TAb 13: houtos estin huios
Adam ... Abel ... kai kathetai hode krinai pasan tén ktisin kai
elegchon dikaious kai hamartolous).

Conclusion

All of these insights are possible because of the (chance) preservation
of the Pseudepigrapha and other documents of Early Judaism. The
understanding of the cosmos and humanity — the Zeitgeist of Early
Judaism — is perhaps the single most important contribution the
documents in the Pseudepigrapha can make to our research as New
Testament scholars. When these documents are read reflectively and
with empathy for hours without interruption, we come as close as we
possibly can to the spirit and the vibrating pulse of Early Judaism,
and the world in which the early Jews, including Jesus, Hillel and
Shammai lived. And, when we add to this understanding the insights
and feelings obtained from reading the Halakoth, especially the daily
customs for prayer and piety, preserved in the Tannaitic literature,
we draw even closer to the lively spirit which characterized the first-
century Jew.
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It should not diminish this insight to note that we have tended to
see Early Judaism as characterized by religious people, because almost
all the preserved literature is religious. Secular Jews probably did not
write literature; they wrote legal and economic documents that almost
always have not survived. And many of these ‘secular’ documents
were most assuredly written by religious Jews. We can grasp some
of the life of the early Jews not only because of the tortured words,
struggles for survival, and intra-Jewish polemic in many of their
documents, but also because we know the early Jews tended to share
a common presupposition, namely that they were all chiselled out of
the rock of a shared earthiness. We all are of the rocky dust, but all
are not able to perceive footprints in the dust.



3

THE PSEUDEPIGRAPHA AND THE
NEW TESTAMENT

Introduction

We have seen that some of the documents in the Pseudepigrapha are
essential for any portrayal of Early Judaism, Some are earlier than
the New Testament writings, others are contemporaneous with them.
A few of these Jewish documents predate the New Testament works,
but contain expansions or interpolations by Christians who lived after
the last writings of the New Testament had been composed (if not
themselves expanded and altered, as is the case especially with John
7:53—8:11). We turn now to an examination of the ways in which the
Pseudepigrapha may help us better to understand the origins, life-
setting, and meaning of the twenty-seven documents in the New
Testament. The methodology for comparing documents must first
be refined.

Scrutinizing the Literary Relationships Between the
Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament

Comparing One Document with Another

In comparing two documents we should be more precise in our terms,
methods and observations. We should specify whether we are dealing
with quotations, partial quotations, interpretatively translated quo-
tations, blended quotations (i.e. blending together more than one
quotation from the same document), mixed quotations (i.e. quo-
tations from two separate sources), paraphrases, or allusions, Each
of the categories should be subdivided, according to whether the
quotation or other category is accurate according to the extant
Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek of another document, whether it is
attributed or unattributed to that source, whether the attribution is
accurate or inaccurate, and whether the attribution is only a generic
one (e.g. ‘according to the scriptures’). The degree of certainty
depends on observing these factors. Space will not permit a full

70
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development and illustration of this methodology; a few examples
must suffice.

Before beginning, it is imperative to clarify a fact in comparing
the Pseudepigrapha documents and New Testament writings. The
documents in the New Testament contain no quotations from the
Apocrypha, Dead Sea Scrolls, Philo’s writings, Josephus’ writings,
the Jewish magical papyri, the Hermetica, and the Nag Hammadi
Codices. The New Testament writers quote from only two collections
of ancient Jewish documents: the Old Testament and Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha.

(1) Primus (the Old Testament as Canon)

The highest possible evidence of a relationship between two
documents is when one quotes from the other without translation,
without any inaccuracies, and with a clear and accurate attribution.
This situation occurs when a quotation in document A is accurate
according to an extant document B, in the same language, and
attributed correctly to B. In this category are found only quotations
in a New Testament document that derive from a passage in a Greek
Old Testament text. Hence, for example, Luke 20:42 contains a
quotation from Psalm 110:1 (LXX 109:1); it is accurately quoted
according to the LXX (the only difference — not an inaccuracy —
is that the LXX contains the definite article before Kurios); and it
is clearly and correctly attributed to David: it is en biblo psalmon.
It is, therefore, definite that Luke depended upon the Psalter when
he wrote, and he used a Greek text similar to the one we possess.

There are obviously subdivisions to the primary category; these
depend upon the level and amount of precision, inaccuracy, or
incompleteness in all aspects of the quotation and attribution. Under
this first category, as far as I know, are passages only from the Greek
Old Testament. Since portions of the Greek New Testament may
originally have been composed in Semitic tracts — especially
testimony tracts — the extant Greek translation may represent a text
that had obtained a quotation identical to a passage in an Old Testa-
ment document. Most important for a perception of the significance
of the Pseudepigrapha for the New Testament, is the recognition that
the primus quotations signify that when the New Testament writers
composed their documents, almost all of the ‘Old Testament’ had
become widely recognized as set, authoritative and inspired; and in
that sense ‘canonical’. This insight leads us directly to the next level
of dependency between one document upon another.
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(2) Secundus (Jude and 1 Enoch)

The second level of certainty is present when we discover a quotation
in A not deriving precisely from the extant languages of document
B, but correctly attributed to B. The difference between the first and
second levels of certainty is due to an assessment of the degree of
accuracy in the guotation. Sometimes the quotation may be different
because our sources for document B are inferior to what was available
to the author of A, or because the author of A was translating from
one language to another, or because the author of A borrowed from
an earlier translation. For example, the author of Matthew 2:17—18,
attributes correctly to Jeremiah, a passage that ‘he’ (or his ‘school’)
has translated; but he shifts the tenses of the verbs to strengthen his
Tendenz for the fulfillment of prophecy. Note the comparisons
between Jeremiah 31:15 and Matthew 2:17~18 (Jer 38:15 in LXX is
different; the BH and LXX are often very different in Jer):!

BH Gk NT
Jer 31:15 Mt 2:17-18
Then was fulfilled the
Thus says the Lord: saying by Jeremiah the prophet:
‘A voice in Rama ‘A voice in Ramah
is heard (nishma’j was heard (ékousthé)
wailing (and) bitter weeping. weeping and much lamentation.
Rachel is weeping Rachel is weeping
over her children; (over) her children;
she refused (meé’nah) and she refused (kai ouk éthelen)
to be comforted to be consoled,
over her children,
because they are not.’? because they are not.’

Unless Matthew has resolved a tension in the Hebrew between ‘is
heard’ (Ni. participle) and ‘she refused’ (a perfect), by pointing
nishma’ as nishma’, against the MT, which is quite possible, he has
aligned the tenses to clarify the fulfillment of the prophecy. The
possible incomplete action of the participle, literally ‘is being heard’,
becomes for Matthew ‘was heard’ (aor. passive), because of Herod’s
past action: He killed ‘all the male children in Bethlehem’ (Mt 2:16).

This same phenomenon may occur in another quotation in the New
Testament. It is also in the secundus category. Jude 14—15 attributes
to Enoch a prophecy (eprophéteusen) that we now know assuredly
was in a book of Enoch that predated Jude. We know this for certain
because at Qumran, probably from Cave 4, a fragment of precisely
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the passage quoted has been recovered, and the fragment is in an
Aramaic hand of the first century B.C.E.? Comparisons between
Jude’s Greek, the extant Aramaic, the selfsame passages in Codex
Panopolitanus and Pseudo-Cyprian, and the Ethiopic of 1 Enoch, raise
the possibility that the author of Jude may have been a Palestinian
Christian who did not depend upon a Greek version but translated
himself from Aramaic.*

What is so important for us to observe now is that as in the example
above from Matthew, so in the quotation of 1 Enoch in Jude, the
text is altered to clarify that it refers to Jesus and that the prophecy
is to be seen as fulfilled. Note the comparisons:

Ethiopic Enoch 1:9° Aramaic Enoch Jude 14-15
(4QEn©)®
And Enoch prophesied
(aor.) about
these things seven generations
after Adam, saying:

Behold, he ‘Behold (the) lord
will arrive (mas’a)’ came (élthen, 2 aor.)
with the myriads® of [with the myrijads of with his holy myriads,
the holy ones the?holy onels,)
in order to execute [...] to execute (poiésai, aor. inf.)
judgment upon all. [...] judgment against all,
He will destroy the [...] and to convict
wicked ones (elegzai; aor. inf.)
and censure all flesh [all f]lesh, regarding  all the ungodly ones
on account of everything of all their
that they have done, the works [of ...] ungodly deeds which
that which the sinners  [...} they did godlessly (ésebésan; aor.),
and the [... all] the boastful
and hard [things ...]  and of all the hard things
which
wicked ones the ungodly sinners
committed [...] spoke (elalésan. aor.)
against him. [...] against him.’

These comparisons are enlightening and impressive. First, the in-
definite ‘he’ in the Ethiopic, which referred back to God and his future
coming, is paralleled by kurios in the Greek. The alteration is clearly
by the Christian Jews; as most interpolations and alterations by
Christians of early Jewish writings, the alteration is caused by
Christology.' He — that is Christ — is ‘the Lord’. Second, both the
Ethiopic and Aramaic have ‘the holy ones’,!! while Jude clearly has
the possessive, ‘his’ (it is also in Codex Panopolitanus and Ps-
Cyprian). If Jude added the possessive, then the alteration seems
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again caused by Christology: Christ possesses the legions; they are
‘his’. Third, what seems most impressive is that all the verbs in Greek
are in the aorist tense, which signifies the event has been seen holisti-
cally as a past time. The aorists may be seen as cumulative aorists;
hence, they denote the end of the process: ‘he came’. The parousia
is perceived as a fulfilled future event, and that is possible because
of the Semitic verb tenses (perfectumn propheticum), and the portrayal
of the parousia in the light of the advent. For Jude, Christ came and
accomplished his task, in the light of this he will return, as Enoch
had prophesied about God. The Ethiopic verbs are taken by Ethiopic
specialists to denote incomplete action (‘he will arrive’). Hence, as
was the norm for quoting ‘the Old Testament’,!2 so Jude freely alters
— within acceptable bounds ~ a text to prove his interpretation.!?
As with Matthew 2, the prophecy is perceived as already fulfilled.*

Another issue must not be bypassed. Since Jude introduces the
Enoch quotation with the verb to denote a prophesy (eprophéteusen)
it is certain he considered the document inspired.'s If Jude had a
closed canon, and Enoch was outside it, then he acknowledged
inspired writings outside the canon.'s This twofold category of
canon and of writings inspired by God should be commended to
theologians today. If Jude had anything like a closed canon, it might
have included 1 Enoch, as in the Falasha canon. But it is improbable
that Jude had a closed canon; perhaps he had an open canon with
inspired writings like Enoch, on the fringes. We need to recall that
he wrote before Esther was finally admitted by the Rabbis at Usha.
I take these observations to .nean that we are challenged historically
and theologically by the limits of ‘our’ closed canon. How can
Christians discard as insignificant, or apocryphal, a document that
is clearly pre-Christian, Jewish, and quoted as prophecy by an author
who has been canonized?'” The Pseudepigrapha raise more questions
than we can at present answer.

We now must leave the secundus category of quotations. These
quotations certainly show that text A is dependent on text B, and
reveal the necessity and justified methodology in antiquity for altering
a quotation in line with a presupposition. In most cases, as in Jude
14-15, the alteration of an earlier Jewish quotation is precisely because
of the belief in the advent of the one-who-was-to-come. The commit-
ment to Jesus as the Christ, the Messiah, shifted inherited parallel
verbs and nouns according to the light shown upon the text, altering
these traditions like light passing through a prism.
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(3) Tertius and Quartus

Other categories for quotations are the following: tertius, a quotation
in A which is an interpretive translation of a passage in a known
document, B, but incorrectly attributed to another document C;
quartus, a paraphrase in A which is obviously from document B and
in some way attributed to it. The level of certainty wanes according
to the imprecision or erroneous nature in the formulaic elements
(quotation and its accuracy, attribution, if any, and its accuracy). We
shall not be able to illustrate each of these categories now, turning
instead to one that is very problematical for us.

(4) Quintus (Jude and the Death of Moses)
This fifth category applies to the following situation: a clear quotation
in A, that may be accurate, according to a source (or sources) later
than A, and ultimately derived from B, which is earlier than A and
also unnamed. This category applies to the quotation in Jude 9:

But when the archangel Michael, contending with the devil,
disputed about the body of Moses, he did not presume to
pronounce a reviling judgment upon him, but said, ‘The Lord
rebuke you.’ (RSV)

The elements of the formula are: (a) a clear quotation, ‘The Lord
rebuke you’ (epitimésai soi kurios (set out in bold type face to signal
a quotation in Aland, et al. (ed.), The Greek New Testament; and
in the ‘Index of Quotations’ it is attributed to the ‘Assumption of
Moses’));'® and (b) no attribution to a source, whether oral or written.

We can assume that Jude 9 is quoting from a Jost Jewish writing
or oral story because of two factors: first, a quotation is put into the
mouth of Michael. Second, a narrative structure is obvious; Michael
is struggling with the devil over the corpse of Moses. The devil has
already said something, probably a charge against Moses, which
warrants Michael’s rebuke.

This category and this example are complex. Recently Bauckham
presented a truly impressive defence for the position that Jude 9 quotes
from the lost ending of the Testament of Moses. He even offers an
attempt to reconstruct the lost ending."

Jude 9 may very well be quoting from the ending of the Testament
of Moses, which is extant in only one imperfect Latin manuscript.?
But, we must never forget that the quotation is not found in the extant
text of the Testament of Moses. We may hypothesize that the quo-
tation was in the lost portion of the Testament of Moses, but at best,
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this position results from scholarly speculation and deduction from
much later comments either on the life of Moses or on Jude itself.

The following observations lead me to hesitate in positing that Jude
quoted from the lost ending of the Testament of Moses: (i) A review
of the extant Jewish literature reveals a highly developed Moses cycle
of traditions and documents, most of which seem concerned with
reflections on Deuteronomy 35 (especially verse 6), and the place and
manner of Moses’ death and burial. Also, significant and related to
this cycle is the Testament of ‘Amram (4Q ‘Amram), Moses’ father
(Num 26:59).2

(ii) It is unwise to argue that because ‘testaments usually end with
an account of the subject’s death and burial’,22 the Testament of
Moses ‘must have ended with a story of Moses’ death and burial’,?
This description does not fit the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs;
none of them has a story about the patriarchs death and burial; what
we are presented with is a simple formula, such as the following:
‘Benjamin died last of all in his one hundred twenty-fifth year at a
ripe old age, and they placed him in a coffin’ (TBenj 12:2).2¢ Other
examples could be given, but suffice it to state that it is precarious
to think comparatively and analogically between two documents;
especially is this true when we realize how different in form and
content are the extant testaments.

(iii) If the Testament of Moses 11:6—8 ‘seems to require an account
of his burial in an unknown grave’,2® that demands neither that it
contained an ending that can be reconstructed reliably, nor that Jude,
then, quotes from such a -econstruction.

(iv) We must not be overly persuaded by the reasoning that the
debate is resolved by recognizing that the Early Fathers claimed that
Jude 9 is a quotation from the ‘Assumption of Moses’. Some Fathers
(viz. Clement of Alexandria, Strom 1.23.153, 1; 6.15.132, 2-3;
Didymas the Blind, EpJE ii a;2® Gelasius Cyzicenus, Hist. Eccl.
2.17.17, 2.21.7),%" do tend to state or suggest that Jude is quoting
from the ‘Assumption of Moses’. But, other early scholars in the
Church contradict this information, as we shall see; and we must ask
which of these is trustworthy.

(v) Moreover, as is well known, the early lists of apocryphal books
often name not only a Diatheké Mouseos but also an Analépsis
Mouseds (e.g. List of Sixty Books, Pseudo-Athanasius, Nicephorous,
the Slavic list).2¢ I have not given up on the possibility that Charles
was correct in assuming that the Testament of Moses and the Assump-
tion of Moses may be ‘two originally independent works’;? if so we
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have, perhaps, the Testament of Moses, and Clement of Alexandria,
and others, attributing Jude’s quotation to a work now lost. [ am not
sure of this possibility, of course, but I am certain that to attribute
Jude’s quotation to an hypothetical reconstruction of the extant
fragmentary Testament of Moses is to reconstruct — and perhaps to
conflate (an egregious error) — from different and later sources. One
needs to be reminded of the assumptions being made.

(vi) Jude does not designate the source of the quotation, it may
conceivably be derived from a story circulating in oral traditions, or
from a lost midrash on Deuteronomy 34, or one of the lost works
similar to Jubilees,® Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, or another
writing that was an ‘Expansion of ‘‘Old Testament’’ Narratives’, one
of the lost Moses apocrypha similar to Qumran’s Apocryphon of
Moses (2QapMoses), the Book of the Mysterious Words of Moses,?!
or a passage in one of the lost histories of the Jews (viz. by Justin
of Tiberius, or Jason of Cyrene).

(vii) The quotation found in Jude, ‘The Lord rebuke you’, is
generic; and perhaps derives from Zechariah 3:2, ‘And the Lord said
to Satan (LXX: ton diabolon), ‘“The Lord rebuke (vigh‘ar; epitimésai)
you, O Satan’’ (LXX: diabole)!” (RSV). We need not search for Jude’s
quotations in writings related to this cycle of traditions; most, of
course, are probably lost forever.

Perhaps I am far too conservative here, but the amount of tra-
ditions and documents written with Moses in mind, or attributed to
Moses, leaves me unconvinced that Jude quoted from the lost ending
of the Testament of Moses. 1 have learned never to discount the
knowledge of Origen; and he attributed Jude’s quotation to a docu-
ment entitled ‘the Ascension of Moses’ (in Adscensione Mosis, in
Princ 3.2.1).321 conclude, therefore, that Jude probably quoted, as
Severus of Antioch (c. 465—538) stated, from a pseudepigraphical
or apocryphal book (tauta de en apokruphé biblio legetai keisthai
leptoteran echonti tés geneseds étoi tés ktiseds aphégesin).*® While
Jude may be insignificant in the study of the New Testament, it is
clear that it is a major work, far more important than its size, for
a perception of Early Christianity and the influence of the literature
of Early Judaism upon it.

(5) Allusions
Next in the order of categories that help us to assess the influence of
one document upon another is the whole range of allusions. Here we
have many examples that need careful scrutiny. Limiting our attention
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to the eleventh chapter of Hebrews, we can observe two allusions to
documents in the Pseudepigrapha. Hebrews 11:37 celebrates the
faithful who have faced martyrdom, including those who were sawn
in two (epristhesan, a hapax legomenon in the NT). Undoubtedly,
this verb alludes to the martyrdom of Isaiah, preserved for us in the
Martyrdom of Isaiah: and Manasseh ‘sawed Isaiah in half with a
wood saw’ (5:1).3¢ Another possible allusion is in Hebrews 11:5,
which refers to Enoch being taken up; this comment may refer only
to Genesis 5, but in the light of the importance of 1 Enoch in Early
Christianity it is possible the author alludes to the Enoch cycle,
especially to I Enoch. Assessing these possibilities moves us into an
appreciation of oral traditions; and these lead us on to an entirely
different set of criteria.

Before leaving the issue of comparing one document with another,
let us remember that secular texts are often quoted or alluded to by
the early Christians. Four so-called pagan authors are quoted or
alluded to in the New Testament: Aratus (Phaenomena 5; Acts 17:28),
Cleanthes (Acts 17:28), Epimenides (de Oraculis; Tit 1:12) and
Menander (Thais 218; 1 Cor 15:33).

Comparing One Document with Many Others

(1) The Revealed Zeitgeist of Early Judaism
The examples already cited are exceptions to the rule: the documents
in the Pseudepigrapha are not primarily important because they are
cited by the new Testament suthors; they are significant because they
reveal the Zeitgeist of Early Judaism and the matrix of earliest
Christianity.

Experience has shown that frequently a full exploration of a
reputed quotation in the New Testament of an earlier Jewish docu-
ment shows, in the final analysis, a term, concept, or phrase shared
among numerous documents. This discovery disappoints the researcher
who was attempting to compare two documents, but it discloses the
great significance of the writings in the Pseudepigrapha. They reveal
the terms, concepts, ideas, expressions, and world view that were
prevalent in Early Judaism,

It is unwise, therefore, to seek to see if Romans 7:7 is related
directly to 4 Maccabees 2:5. These parallels in thought are caused by
reflective exegesis on the same biblical passage, namely the law against
coveting (cf. Ex 20:17, Deut 5:21). Similarly, it is unwise to pursue
a detailed comparison of Matthew 22:32 with 4 Maccabees 7:19; both
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really contain a wide spread Jewish notion, namely that the Patriarchs
are not really dead. Even more unfruitful is an attempt to link passages
that are characterized by ancient wisdom motifs; for example, Luke
11:21-2 is not dependent on Psalms of Solomon 5:4. Both inherit
the common Jewish knowledge that ‘no one takes plunder away from
a strong man’ (PssSol 5:3).%

(2) 2 Timothy 3 and Jannes and Jambres

A good example of the influence of many Jewish writings on a passage
in the New Testament is found in 2 Timothy 3. Seeking for an
historical analogy to the licentious men threatening the Christian
community, the author of 2 Timothy refers back to Jannes and
Jambres who opposed Moses. Even though their names are not given
in Exodus 7:11, there is insufficient proof to conclude that the author
of 2 Timothy knew the document now called Jannes and Jambres.3¢
These two wicked magicians were well-known in Early Judaism.
Indeed they became a paradigm of those who resist God, as we know
from the Cairo Damascus Document.?” The names of Jannes and
Jambres were part of the popular lore of antiquity; for example, they
were mentioned by Pliny (Natural History 30.2.11), Apuleius
(Apology 90), and especially the author of the Acts of Pilate 5:1 (also
called the Gospel of Nicodemus).*

(3) Living Oral Traditions
We must acknowledge and allow for what we know so well was
amajor formative influence on writers and thinkers in Early Judaism,
even if we have, at best, only an indirect access to it.¥ I refer, of
course, to the deep, ancient, yet vibrantly alive oral tradition.
Many of the passages in the Pseudepigrapha, notably the humorous
stories in the Apocalypse of Abraham and 3 Maccabees, must assuredly
once have had a different setting. Probably some were told with
infectious animation around camp fires as dusk settled into night
(see the ‘Introduction’, p.1). Many such tales most assuredly
originated in non academic settings (cf. Song);* examples that come
to mind are passages in the Epistle of Jeremiah, Joseph and Aseneth,
the Genesis Apocryphon (viz. the description of Sarah’s beauty),
and Susannah. Many lively tales never made their way from oral
to written tradition, and we can well imagine why when we consider
the embellishments all too readily at hand when recounting the
attributes of Rahab (cf. esp. Heb 11:315) and Abishag the Shunam-
mite (1 Kgs 1). An example of such earthy folk wisdom may be behind



The Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament 80

the document whose fragments are sometimes called ‘The Wiles of
the Wicked Woman’.42

(4) Jude 5—7 and a Popular Tradition

Another example of one document being influenced by many writings,
oral traditions, or well-known formulae is found in Jude 5—7, which
refers to three examples of those who were faithless; the unfaithful
ones who fell back and desired to return to Egypt (verse 5), the angels
who fell from heaven (verse 6), and the inhabitants of Sodom and
Gomorrah (verse 7). Bauckham argues correctly that the author of
Jude ‘has drawn on a traditional schema in which such examples were
listed’.#* The popular tradition — probably not a schema — is found
especially prominently in Ben Sira, the Cairo Damascus Document,
3 Maccabees, the Mishnah (Sanh), Jubilees, and the Testament of
Naphtali. The unfaithful followers of Moses are mentioned in Ben
Sira, Cairo Damascus Document, and mSanhedrin. The reference to
the fallen angels, called the Watchers, or their sons (the giants), oc-
curs in Ben Sira, Cairo Damascus Document, 3 Maccabees, Jubilees,
and the Testament of Naphtali. Sodom and Gomorrah appear in each
of them, except the Cairo Damascus Document. Jude’s order, how-
ever, is not paralleled in any of these documents; the author inherited
it from traditions he learned in the synagogue, in the home, or
elsewhere.

(5) A Rich Inheritance for the New Testament Authors
These are but a few of tk+ innumerable examples that could be
brought forward to illustrate the fact that any document, for example
one in the New Testament, inherits from reservoirs of diverse tra-
ditions most of its themes, termini technici, semiotic language, and
clustered linguistic perceptions and phrases. The New Testament
writings are the products of a long historical and linguistic process.

The Pseudepigrapha and Dating the New Testament

Perception of the Erudition and Sophistication of Early
Jewish Thought

The New Testament documents are usually dated by references to
historical events, especially the burning of the Temple in Jerusalem
in 70, or by comparisons with other documents in the New Testament.
Most of us, for example, conclude that Mark was probably composed
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just before or just after the destruction of Jerusalem because of the
probable references to it in chapter 13. Because they are deemed
dependent on Mark, Matthew and Luke are dated somewhere between
80 and 90 C.E. This methodology is inexact; it can be circular, and it is
usually blind to a fact mentioned earlier that warrants rephrasing:
New Testament scholars have no New Testament; they have only
documents to study, twenty-seven of them were later, much later than
the first century, collected into a canon.

The preceding discussion leads on to another arena, one which is
full of data for helping us perceive the probable dates of many early
‘Christian’ writings. The assumption that New Testament documents
with highly developed terms and ideas must be late writings founders
on the recognition that Early Judaism was characterized by amazing
erudition and by brilliantly articulated and highly advanced concepts
and perceptions.* The first generation of Jews converted to ‘Chris-
tianity’ was proficient in developed and sophisticated thoughts, and
later Christians were capable of producing ‘primitive’ or mediocre
writings.

The Development of Christology Through Transference
and Specification

Both Moule and W. Marxsen* have argued very persuasively and
perceptively that Christology did not evolve, with unexpected jumps
and mutations, but it developed out of pregnant elements ready for
maturation. Without undermining the obvious significant develop-
ment of Christian thought and Christology from 30to 150 C.E., 1do
wish to stress that in the 30s, and even during Jesus’ public ministry,
there were highly-developed ideas. What was needed was not so much
more development, as transference and specification. The transference
to Jesus of many of the ideas already highly-developed about the Lord
God and his messengers;* the specification of Jesus as the one-who-
was-to-come; for example, as the Messiah, as the Son of God, and as
the Son of Man.

Against the perspective — often associated with one of the most
influential and brilliant scholars of this century, namely Bultmann?’
— that Palestinian christological thought was later altered categ-
orically when it moved out into the Greek and Roman world, two
points need clarification. First, early Christian thought did not
have to move outside Palestine to be significantly affected by Greek
and Roman ideas. Even the terminology of the mystery religions
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was well known, and a Mithraeum has now been uncovered in
Caesarea.

While this point is clear and now widely acknowledged, the
influence of the mystery religions in Palestine should not be exag-
gerated. The Mithraeum in Caesarea is the only one found in Palestine,
and it dates from the third century C.E.*® The mystery religions were
not successful in Palestine, because of their offensive idolatrous
base,* and because the solution to humanity’s predicaments and to
the explanation of human existence, as M. Hengel argues, were
already attractively elaborated in the ‘apocalyptic doctrines of resur-
rection, immortality and judgment’.%°

Second, Bultmann’s position is now undermined by the recognition
that the terms once thought foreign to Palestinian Judaism are now
found well-entrenched in early Jewish thought. For example, kurios,
‘Lord’, is highly developed in pre-70 Palestinian Greek and Semitic
thought; indeed it corresponds to the perpetual gere for the ineffable
tetragrammaton. Likewise, ‘son of God’, if the examples Vermes cites
can be reliably used to portray phenomena in pre-70 Galilee, was a
title attributed to Hanina ben Dosa and Rabbi Meir."

The Birkath ham-Minim

Finally, the dating of some New Testament documents may be
affected by the realization that the Birkath ham-Minim did not
necessarily include the Christian among the Minim, and that early
Jewish Christians may not *.ave felt they were included in the rejec-
tion of the Minim (see chapter 2, n. 56). There was no irreconcilable
rift between Judaism and Christianity resulting from this, or any other
edict emanating from Jamnia (Yavneh), which was felt everywhere
in the Jewish communities. The relationship between Jews and
Christians was complex; one should not generalize too readily and
confuse the vast differences between communities widely separated
geographically. As late as the beginning of the fifth century John
Chrysostom (c. 347 —-407) was aghast that some Christians continued
to frequent the synagogue services.’? Aposunagdgos in the Gospel of
John may have nothing to do with the Birkath ham-Minim.

If this line of reasoning is accurate and if Urbach, Kimelman, and
Maier (see chapter 2, n. 56) are correct in arguing that the Minim did
not include the Jewish Christians, then J. L. Martyn’s claim that the
Gospel of John’s historical background must be seen in terms of
synagogal polemic against the Minim (the Jewish Christians) needs
to be altered significantly.s® The issues of Jamnia’s reforms, the
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intent of the Birkath ham-Minim in the first century in contrast to
subsequent centuries, the use of aposunagégos in John, and the
possibility of persecution of the Johannine community by others
(perhaps ‘Jews’) need to be clarified separately before they are related.
Martyn’s contributions to our understanding of the Gospel of John
and its background have been significant; however, there is need for
more precision in and some refinement of his argument in the light
of recent work on Jewish liturgies.

The essence of what I am trying to say with regard to the importance
of the Pseudepigrapha for our attempts to date the documents in the
New Testament is that Early Judaism was extremely sophisticated and
fully developed in its own sense by 70 C.E.; and, moreover, that the
earliest followers of Jesus, who were Jews, brought with them into the
new Jewish movement that would be called ‘Christian’ this sophisti-
cation. The greatest development of thought in Early Christianity
would probably have occurred in Palestine and in the decades from
30to 75 and not elsewhere from 75 to 150. Unless I am sadly mistaken
this perception is a tendency evidencing itself now in the publications
of the best New Testament scholars.* In addition to the two scholars
already noted, namely Moule and Marxsen, Hengel should be singled
out. In Der Sohn Gottes: Die Entstehung der Christologie und die
Judische— hellenistische Religionsgeschichte (Tiibingen, 1975) Hengel
claims, referring to the twenty years following the crucifixion, that
‘more happened in this period of less than two decades than in the
whole of the next seven centuries, up to the time when the doctrine
of the early church was completed’.’s

Our attempts to date three documents in the New Testament may
be significantly influenced by the insights presented in the preceding
discussion. These documents are Hebrews, James and Revelation.

Hebrews

For some time most introductions to the New Testament have assigned
Hebrews to the latter part of the first century C.E. W.G. Kiimmel,
for example, dated Hebrews, ‘between 80 and 90°.% The first reason
he gives for this date is ‘the persecutions which the community had
experienced (10:32-34)’. These verses, however, do not give the
impression of a time long ago, or forty years in the past. The words
‘the former days’ (tas proteron hémeras, 10:32) could easily refer to
any period prior to 70 C.E.

The second reason Kiimmel gives for dating Hebrews is ‘the spiritual
proximity to Lk-Acts’ which for him points ‘in all probability to the
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post-Pauline period’.”” This argument is singularly important for us.
If one reads Hebrews only within the collection of writings now in
the New Testament, the impression may very well be the one Kiimmel
obtains. But Hebrews should be read in the light of all documents
anterior to and contemporaneous with it.*® As we long ago freed
Hebrews from the constrictions of being read and understood within
the Pauline corpus, so we need to cut Hebrews loose from a myopia
caused by seeing it only within a canon that postdates it considerably.
Turning to Hebrews after reading Luke-Acts may give one impression,
turning to it after reading 1 Enoch may give a different insight.
Regarding the date of composition of Hebrews, it moves down into
the early parts of the first century, and before 70.

Hebrews contains ideas found in — and possibly alludes to — the
following works in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: 1 Enoch (1
En 70:1—4, Heb 11:5), Ben Sira (Sir 25:23, Heb 12:12; Sir 44:16, Heb
11:5; Sir 44:21, Heb 6:14), the Wisdom of Solomon (WisSol 4:10,
Heb 11:5), and the Ascension of Isaiah (Ascenls 5:11—14, Heb 11:37).
Its brilliance, its highly developed cosmology and eschatology, its
comparisons of Christ to the angels and Moses, and especially the
Christology that sees Jesus as the son of God, the forerunner of the
wandering people of God, and the enthroned high priest, all reflect
the world view and developed ideas of Early Judaism. There can
be little doubt that the author of Hebrews is a Jew converted to
Christianity.

Constrictions of time and space permit only two arguments.
(1) The author of Hebrew: struggles to prove that Jesus is superior
to the angels; and this angelology is developed in the literature of Early
Judaism, especially in the Dead Sea Scrolls (viz. 1QM) and in the
Pseudepigrapha (viz. 1 En, 3 En). He also expends considerable effort
to prove Jesus’ superiority to Moses, ‘Yet Jesus has been counted
worthy of as much more glory than Moses as the builder of a house
has more honour than the house’ (Heb 3:3, RSV). Asis well known,
the author then proceeds to argue that Jesus has been appointed by
God as the enthroned high priest (cf. 5:5-10, 6:20, 7:23—8). He is
now, states the author of Hebrews, ‘seated at the right hand of the
throne of the Majesty in heaven’ (Heb 8:1, RSV).

This argument seems unpersuasive to those of us who think of
Moses traditions as primarily concerned with Halakoth, and reflections
upon the death and secret burial of Moses. There is another tradition
about Moses; it is found in the Pseudepigrapha. This tradition
emphasizes, even portrays, Moses’ ascent to heaven, and his heavenly
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enthronement as ‘God’s viceregent who is presently ruling over the
universe and validating as ‘‘divinely inspired’’ the Jewish nation.’s
According to Ezekiel the Tragedian’s Exagdgé, as preserved by
Alexander Polyhistor through Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica (1X
28, 2—4; 29, 5—16), Moses receives a vision in which he sees ‘on the
summit of mount Sinai’ a great throne upon which was ‘seated a noble
man’. This figure, God, as Moses reputedly relates, ‘beckoned me,
and I took my stand before the throne. He handed me the sceptre
and he summoned me to sit upon the great throne. And he also gave
me the royal diadem, and he himself descended from the throne.’s!
Certainly these clearly pre-Christian Jewish ideas and semiotic
traditions can significantly help us to understand the background of
the author of Hebrews and comprehend his intent and meaning.

(2) The reference to Melchisedek in Hebrews 6 and 7 is dependent,
if not on Essene thought (11QMelch), certainly on the rich depository
of Jewish speculation about Melchisedek, represented in many
writings, including Philo’s and Josephus’ works.¢? The ending to 2
Enoch,$ unfortunately omitted in Charles’ edition of the
Pseudepigrapha, describes Melchisedek’s miraculous birth. His father
had not caused his mother to be pregnant, and she dies before giving
birth. Melchisedek is born fully articulate from a corpse. If this
passage reflects Jewish ideas from the first part of the first century
C.E.%# — and this ending has a stronger claim to be Jewish than
many other parts of 2 Enoch, as Andersen has argued® — then we
have a most significant parallel to Hebrews 7:3, which states that
Melchisedek was ‘without father or mother or genealogy and has
neither beginning of days nor end of life’ (RSV). Since we are here
dealing with a text preserved only in Slavonic we must admit that our
reflections on this particular point are speculative; but they are, never-
theless, revealing.

With these impressions, I have turned again to Hebrews and have
become convinced that it probably antedates the burning of
Jerusalem. Hebrews 8:4 refers to priests who now offer up gifts
according to the Torah (cf. Heb 9:9—10; 10:1-4). Hebrews 9:8 implies
that the outer tent of the Temple is still standing. Hebrews 13:10 refers
to priests who now serve the altar. With Moule, therefore, I wish to
point to the long development of scriptural exegesis in Judaism —
not in Early Christianity — that prepared the way for Hebrews’
interpretation of Torah. With Robinson, G. W. Buchanan and Moule |
would argue for a pre-70 date for Hebrews; Moule correctly claims
that ‘a very plausible setting may be found in the ardent Jewish
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nationalism which must have been kindled or enhanced by the opening
of the Jewish war in A.D. 66°.%

James

The Epistle of James has also been customarily dated to the last
decades of the first century C.E. Kiimmel may serve again as an
authority: ‘The date of writing of James cannot be determined more
exactly than toward the end of the first century.’s’” The main, and
first argument, given is that the ‘cultured language of James is not
that of a simple Palestinian’.%® Perhaps this comment is primarily
directed against those who attribute the letter to James, the brother
of Jesus. Nevertheless, one is surprised by the facile assumptions; are
we to get the impression that Palestinian Jews who converted to
Christianity had been both simple and uncultured? Kiimmel is far too
erudite and gifted to argue for that position. Since the works in the
Pseudepigrapha reveal that Jews, including those in Palestine, could
write in excellent Greek (including the difficult poetic meters), since
the Shema was said in Caesarea in Greek, since some inscriptions in
the Jewish cemeteries are in Greek, and since Bar-Kokhba wrote to
his commanders in Greek, as well as in Hebrew and Aramaic, it is
certainly unwise to state that a Palestinian Jew could not write in good
and cultured Greek. The Pseudepigrapha, especially the Palestinian
compositions like 1 Enoch, Jubilees, Pseudo-Philo, Vita Adae et
Evae,® reveal the highly cultured status of Palestinian Jews.
Dating James before 70 C.E. is not a novel idea, although this
tendency might become more popular due to Robinson’s excitingly
controversial arguments in Redating the New Testament.” 1t is
difficult to prove that James is a Christian composition, and not a
Jewish writing with Christian interpolations, or a Jewish Grundschrift
revised and redacted by a Christian. The work is also impressively
paraenetic, and the paraenesis to endure suffering points not to Jesus
but to the Old Testament prophets (Jas 5:10). The newly-translated
group of ethical tracts, philosophical works, and wisdom books
in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, namely 3 Maccabees, 4
Maccabees, Pseudo-Phocylides, and Syriac Menander, illustrate
impressively the highly-developed, universalistic, and surprisingly
different moral ideas prevalent among Jews in the first century. There
is absolutely no compelling reason to date James after 70; we may
now have reasons to date it prior to the destruction of Jerusalem.
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Revelation

Revelation, like Hebrews and James, is profoundly Jewish in thought
and imagery. My attempts to discover two literary layers in Revelation
and to date one of these to the Neronian persecutions have failed.
Revelation is a unity. It should also be studied not as the last book
in a later defined canon, but as an apocalypse in a continuum of
apocalypses, stretching for centuries in each chronological direction.”

My attempts to find an original Jewish core to Revelation have
proved fruitless;? also, comparisons of the earlier and roughly
contemporaneous Jewish apocalypses, most of which are placed in
the Pseudepigrapha, did not produce one clear quotation or literary
dependency. Abundant parallels were found between Revelation and
many documents in the Pseudepigrapha, especially 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch,
the Apocalypse of Abraham and 2 Enoch. All of these apocalypses
are dated before 100 C.E., although the latter two Slavonic Pseud-
epigrapha cannot yet be assuredly and reliably dated towards the end
of the first century. Hence, comparisons between Revelation and the
documents in the Pseudepigrapha do not indicate a pre-70 date; these
confirm a date in the early nineties, or 90—5.7* Revelation reflects
the same Zeitgeist as 4 Ezra,” 2 Baruch, the Apocalypse of
Abraham,” and 2 Enoch.”

Messianism and Christology: A Major Problematic Term

Function and Meaning

In the preceding discussion we have intermittently referred to the
growing recognition of the Jewish background to some terms that
took on a significant christological meaning in the early Christian
communities. Repeatedly emphasized is the necessity of reading
through the Jewish documents to ascertain the function, meaning and
importance of the terms in a particular stratum or document. For
example, while reading through the Greek of the misnamed Apocalypse
of Moses one confronts frequent dialogues between Eve and Adam.
The former often refers to her husband as Kurie mou, (‘my lord’)
Kurie mou Adam, (‘my lord, Adam’). Without undermining the
recognition that Ao Kurios had obtained deep theological meanings
in Early Judaism long before the advent of Christianity, and without
digressing to explore the subtle meanings of this term in Eve’s
dialogues, we can readily perceive that ho Kurios was used outside
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theological confessions and that it had secular meanings which were
also honorific.

How different it is to turn from reading the Apocalypse of Moses
and the thoughts, feelings and perceptions this experience provides
— and we should also recognize that many of these are subconscious
and alter inarticulate preconceptions — and then to turn to the
Centurion’s words addressed to Jesus: Kurie (Mt 8:6, 7). We have
probably a secular recognition of honour and authority (Mt 8:7-9)
that is often missed by the use of this pericope in Matthew and the
empbhasis on faith (pistis), which is a Matthean Tendenz, as is well-
known.” The subtle and significant insights obtained by reading
through the Pseudepigrapha are lost if you come to this pericope from
the function and meaning of Kurios in, for example, Romans 1:4.

Son of Man

The most intractable problem in the study of christological terms is
the title ‘Son of Man’. Research has produced two firm conclusions:
first, in Aramaic and Syriac bar nash(a) is almost always a surrogate
for man, or infrequently a circumlocution for the first person pronoun
singular. Second, in the Early Church Jesus was accorded the title
the ‘Son of Man’. Matthew even changes Mark’s ‘I’ (viz. Mk 8:27)
to the ‘Son of Man’, (Mt 16:13). In the attempt to understand how,
when and why the title took on a significant christological connotation,
two Jewish documents have loomed large, Daniel and 1 Enoch.

For at least a decade it ks been fashionable for New Testament
specialists to avoid using the latter document, 1 Enoch 37—71.78 This
reticence has been due to a recognition that 1 Enoch is a document
with so many complexities that it can entrap or mislead, even embarrass,
the New Testament scholar. During this century two scholarly
positions have undermined our use of 1 Enoch 37-71.

(1) Charles and the Relegation of Enoch’s Elevation
Charles emended the ending of this section, or Book of the Similitudes
(or Parables) of Enoch, so that Enoch is told, ‘This is the Son of Man
who is born unto righteousness’ (1 En 71:14).” There is no textual
basis for this emendation; and as Charles himself noted, the text reads,
‘Thou art the Son of Man’. The emendation was caused by Charles’
misunderstanding; he thought that the transformation of Enoch was
awkward and in tension with the rest of 37—71.% Charles’ prominence
in the field of the Pseudepigrapha and his emendation misled New
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Testament scholars to ponder over the identity of the Son of Man
in 1 Enoch. The texts are clear; the Son of Man is Enoch. Now, we
New Testament scholars need to assess the significance of that fact
for our own work.

(2) Milik and an Unfulfilled Promise
Since the 50s J.T. Milik promised us he could prove that 1 Enoch
37-71 is not Jewish, but indeed a Christian composition that con-
siderably postdates the New Testament period (50—150). His genius
and pioneering leadership in the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls caused
a moratorium on the use of 1 Enoch 37—71 for a study of the term
‘Son of Man’ in earliest Christianity (especially before 70).

(3) An Irony: A Consensus Communis

With the publication of his defence of this position, SNTS seminars
were focused upon his arguments and position (see Appendix p. 102—
10). It became obvious that Milik had not proved his position, as
Fitzmyer pointed out as soon as The Books of Enoch had been pub-
lished #' Repeatedly the specialists on 1 Enoch have come out in favour
of the Jewish nature of this section of 1 Enoch, and its first-century
C.E. origin, and probable pre-70 date. The list of specialists on 1
Enoch arguing for this position has become overwhelmingly impress-
ive: Isaac, Nickelsburg, Stone, Knibb, Andersen, Black, VanderKam,
Greenfield and Suter.® The consensus communis is unparalleled in
almost any other area of research; no specialist now argues that 1
Enoch 37-71 is Christian and postdates the first century.

This conclusion means that I Enoch 37— 71 is Jewish, Palestinian
and probably predates the burning of Jerusalem in 70. Now, there
is much to do. We need to start afresh and ask what is the function and
meaning of walda sab’e, walda be’esi, and walda ‘eguala ‘'emmaheiaw
(the three terms for ‘son of man’) in 1 Enoch 37-71. Should any or
all of these terms be capitalized? Does the phrase in 1 Enoch 37-71
denote not a celestial being, but the elevation of a human figure, as
M. Casey has contended?®* What segment of Jewish society would
concur with the ideas absorbed by 1 Enoch? How widespread were
these ideas? What relationship existed between these terms and the
other terms in 1 Enoch 37—-71 (e.g. the ‘Messiah’, the ‘Anointed One’,
or ‘anointed’)? What is the meaning of the demonstrative ‘that’ before
the ‘Son of Man’ in 1 Enoch 37-71, and is it significant for under-
standing the prevalence of the definite article before this term in the
Synoptic Gospels? This problem is recognized by Moule as one of
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the ‘neglected’ areas in our research.3 New Testament scholars will
not be content to discern only the relation between 1 Enoch 37-71
and the New Testament documents; they will demand research upon
the possibilities that the Book of the Parables of Enoch may have
influenced Jesus and not only his earliest followers.



CONCLUSION

New Testament scholars are already convinced of the importance
of the Old Testament Pseudepigrapha for their own work. In the
preceding pages I have sometimes spoken polemically against tendencies
obviously atypical of many scholars, but unfortunately found in
the work of some scholars who have not had the privilege to study
intensively the literature of Early Judaism. Perhaps my comments
have focused too much on methodologies, presuppositions, and
perceptions; but I have thought this procedure appropriate, suggesting
ways for detailed research on the few examples given.

Among the significant explorations left for future work are the
importance of the Pseudepigrapha for (inter alia)

(1) lexicography;!

(2) a perception of the daily religious life in Palestine;?

(3) the study of paraenesis and ethics;3

(4) a recognition of the prevalence of the use of parables;*

(5) the conception of the Kingdom or the Rule of God;’

(6) an understanding of the Jewish (4 Ezra, 2 Bar, ApAb) and
Christian (Rom) expressed need to argue for the righteousness
of God;¢

(7) an exploration of the parallels between Jewish and Christian
theodicies,” especially regarding the delay of the eschaton or
the parousia;

(8) and an improved articulation of the development of Jewish
exegesis, especially the relation between ‘expansions’ to the Old
Testament and other methods, notably Pesherim, Talmudim,
Targumim, Midrashim and legend.?

Only brief comments have been uttered regarding the complicated
relationships between Jewish messianism and early Christology. For
example,® W. Wrede’s Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien is at
once brilliant and simplistic.!¢ It is far too simplistic regarding the
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complex relationship between the Urgemeinde and Mark’s redaction
of tradition; and most significantly for us, it presents a view of Jewish
messianism that fails to allow for the complex, often contradictory
views of the Messiah, messianic figures, quasi-messianic figures, and
amorphously conceptualized salvific figures in Early Judaism.!' There
is sufficient evidence to contend that some early Jews held firmly to
the belief that the Messiah’s presence will be revealed only by God
himself;'2 a self-proclamation, as well as any demonic or human con-
fession, reveals a messianic pretender. As the author of the Psalms of
Solomon stated, God alone knows the identity of the Messiah (17:42),
and in God’s own time the ‘king, the son of David’ shall be raised
up by God (17:23).

Four concluding, and personal, thoughts: first, I must stress how
strange it is to pick up books on Early Judaism written before 1947 and
to read, for example, about Palestinian Judaism and Egyptian Judaism
as ‘les deux formes du Judaisme’.!* How odd it is to be told that Early
Christianity is so different from Early Judaism because the Christian
doctrine cannot be extracted from it, and that the difference is ‘le point
capital des origines chrétiennes par rapport au Judaisme’.! It is wise
not to describe such methods or conclusions — they were penned by a
truly gifted, industrious and revered scholar — it is better to perceive
how different and improved is the work being published today. The
main catalyst is certainly the discovery and recognition of such early
Jewish documents as the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Pseudepigrapha.

Second, Christianity’s inheritance from Early Judaism is rich and
complex.}'’ We are enteri-.g a new phase in research on Early
Judaism and Christian Origins. The preceding discussion is merely
prolegomenous.

Third, the historian does not have the guidance of Nature, who
can serve the scientist by proving -or disproving an hypothesis.
Einstein’s theory of relativity was strengthened and perhaps proved
by the precession of Mercury’s perihelion, the sun’s bending of light,
and radiation’s red shift. The historian works in more darkness,
aided by flickers of light bouncing off (perhaps from) a new discovery,
especially off a once-lost document. Often these discoveries shatter
constructed paradigms and models of portions of history. New
discoveries may produce the nightmare that our ‘respective hobby-
horses have irretrievably run off in different directions’.!¢ Yet the
author of these words, Albert Einstein, urged us to recognize the
goodness and righteousness in the search for truth: ‘Subtle is the Lord,
but malicious he is not.”"”
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Fourth, surveying reflectively the literature being produced on the
New Testament writings and their backgrounds, the following thought
seems appropriate in concluding. Perhaps Jesus of Nazareth did teach
his disciples to call God Abba, because ‘there are needs which result
in speech but are not needs for speech. Language is a vehicle, almost
never destination.’'® And so, perhaps the words of the ‘pseudepig-
raphers’ are invitations to obtain meaning or at least to live meaning-
fully in a palpably meaningless world, and to an encounter with the
One who seeks to approach from beyond.
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NOTES
Preface to the New Edition

Professor Martin Hengel, for example, is developing a project so
that the Gospel of John can be perceived and utilized as a source
for early Jewish traditions.

These comments indicate that one must study topography and
archaeology in the effort to understand pre-70 Judaism.

The evidence I have for this iconography is post-70, and the inter-
pretation may be inaccurate; but then the Jewish Wars against
Rome destroyed most of the evidence we need to study these
issues.

Only after 100 C.E. do we discover the worship of angels. The
authors of the apocalypses stress the incomparable superiority of
the onc and only God, the One who has been revealed in scrip-
tures, especially the Pentateuch. Yet, there was a tendency in some
circles to think about God as the One among the gods (henothe-
ism), and such cxpressions permeate many of the psalms and
hymns (especially those found in the Qumran caves).

The Shema was very important to the Samaritans. See the forth-
coming publication of the Samaritan Shema inscription by Profes-
sor Graham Davies of Cambridge University. It will appear in the
PEQ.

I am certainly not implying that the Shema was always interpreted
the same way. As stated earlier, different interpretations of a sacred
text were frequently tolerated, and (perhaps ironically to some
today) this unified Jews.

For a presentation of the evidence, see J. H. Charlesworth, Criti-
cal Reflections on the Odes of Solomon, Journal for the Study of
the Pscudepigrapha Supplement Series, no. 22 (Sheffield, 1998).
Among the numerous publications, see D. K. Falk, Daily, Sabbath
and Festival Prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls, Studies on the Texts
of the Desert of Judah, no. 27 (Leiden, 1998).

See J. H. Charlesworth, How Barisat Bellowed: Folklore, Humor,
and Iconography in the Jewish Apocalypses and the Apocalypse of
John, The Dead Sea Scrolls and Christian Origins Library, no. 3
(North Richland Hills, Tex., 1998).

See the anthology edited by J. H. Charlesworth, H. Lichtenberger,
and G. S. Oegema entitled Qumran-Messianism (Tibingen,
1998).

See J. H. Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrapha and Modern
Research with a Supplement, SBL Septuagint and Cognate Stud-
ies Serics, no. 7S (Chico, Calif., 1981).

Also see “The Ethiopic History of Joseph”, which may be too late
for inclusion. Scholars need to study it in search of possible early
traditions. Sec E. Isaac, “The Ethiopic History of Joseph: Transla-
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tion with Introduction and Notes,” Journal for the Study of the
Pseudepigrapha 6 (1990) (the entire fascicle).

See the studies by G. P. Luttikhuizen, The Revelation of Elchasai
(Tiibingen, 1985); G. Strecker, “Elkasai,” RAC 4 (1959): 1171-86;
and J. Irmscher, “Das Buch des Elchasai,” in Schneemelcher,
Apokryphen (Sth ed.) 5:619-23.

See J. Thomas, “Les Elchasaites, les baptistes, Judéo-Chrétiens,”
in Le mouvement baptiste en Palestine et Syria (150 av. J.-C.—300
ap. J.-C.) (Gembloux, 1935), 140-83. Also, sce H. Lichtenberger,
“Synkretistische Ziige in jiidischen und judenchristlichen Taufbe-
wegungen,” in Jews and Christians: The Parting of the Ways A.D.
7010 135, ed. J. D. G. Dunn (Tibingen, 1992), 85-97.

For the Greek text and translation, sce F. Nau, “Révélations et
légendes: Méthodius.-Clément.-Andronicus. Textes édités, traduits
et annotés,” JA 11, vol. 9 (1917): 415-71. For the Latin text see E.
Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte und Forschungen (Halle, 1898), 59-96.
For the Syriac text and translation, see G. J. Reinink, Die Syrische
Apokalypse des Pseudo-Methodius, CSCO 540, 541; Scriptores
Syri 220, 221 (Louvain, 1993).

The Jewish apocalypses and writings epitomized in the Mani
Codex also need to be mentioned in any expansion of the OTP.
For studies on the Manichean documentation and the Midrash, as
well as the critical text and translation of the Qumran Book of the
Giants, see L. Stuckenbruck, The Book of Giants from Qumran:
Texts, Translation, and Commentary (Tiibingen, 1997).

I would favor a date for the Book of Giants in the first quarter of
the second century B.C.E. A similar date is proposed by Stucken-
bruck, Book of Giants, 31.

Stuckenbruck (Book of Giants, 31) rightly warns that the Book of
Giants is “not a pscudepigraphon in the same sense as the Book of
Watchers and other parts of 1 Enoch.”

For fuller identification and location of texts and translations in the
critical edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls, see J. H. Charlesworth,
Pseudepigraphic and Non-Masoretic Psalms and Prayers, The
Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project, vol. 4A
(Tiibingen and Louisville, 1997), 295-96.

For texts and translations, sec E. M. Schuller’s definitive work
“Qumran Pseudepigraphic Psalms,” in Pseudepigraphic and Non-
Masoretic Psalms and Prayers.

See especially the following two recent collections of studies: S.
E. Porter and C. A. Evans, eds., The Scrolls and the Scriptures:
Qumran Fifty Years After, Journal for the Swdy of the Pseude-
pigrapha Supplement Series, no. 26; Roehampton Institute Lon-
don Papers, no. 3 (Sheffield, 1997); and C. A. Evans and J. A.
Sanders, eds., The Function of Scripture in Early Jewish and
Christian Tradition, Journal for the Study of the New Testament
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Supplement Series, no. 154; Studies in Scripture in Early Judaism
and Christianity, no. 6 (Sheffield, 1998).

See the discussion by S. White Crawford titled “How Archaeology
Affects the Study of Texts: Retlections on the Category ‘Rewrit-
ten Bible’ at Qumran,” in Caves of Enlightenment, ed. J. H.
Charlesworth (North Richland Hills, Tex., 1998).

Another development since this book first appeared is intertextu-
ality, a method for studying quasi-biblical texts and biblical texts
in light of quotations and echoes from earlier books considered
scriptural.

I am indebied to S. Talmon for cnjoyable evenings in Jerusalem
when we turned such thoughts around for reflection.

Introduction

R. Price, A Palpable God (New York, 1978), p.3.

The significance of the eye in the phenomenological application of
language is broached in J.H. Charlesworth, ‘Kierkegaard and
Optical Linguistics’, Kierkegaardiana 7 (1968), 131-4.

The translation is by E. Isaac in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
ed. Charlesworth (Garden City, New York, 1983), vol. 1, p.48.
The earliest form of Egyptian writing clearly evolves out of pictorial
art and is pre-alphabetical. The Slate Palette of Narmer, for
example, dates from around 3,000 B.C.E., and through drawings
and small hieroglyphs symbolically represents a story. All that can
be conjectured from this palette is that the ‘falcon-god Horus (i.e.
the king) leads captive the inhabitants of the papyrus-land’ (p. 7).
For facsimile and discussion see A. Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar:
Being an Introduction to the Study of Hieroglyphs (Oxford, 1927,
19573, repr. 1979), pp.6—8.

See the excellent studies on ‘The Sociology of Apocalypticism and
the *“Sitzim Leben”’ of Apocalypses’, by G. W. E. Nickelsburg and
M. Hengel in Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World and the
Near East: Proceedings of the International Colloquium on Apoca-
Iypticism; Uppsala, August 12—17, 1979, ed. D. Hellholm (Tiibingen,
1983).

Against Sartre’s arguments that we choose words to articulate what
we have thought, 1 have argued that word and thought are in-
separable. As we tend toward a particular meaning our thought
appears, not before but with words. Of course, ‘word’ must be
defined in a full phenomenological sense to include, for example,
music and silence. See Charlesworth, ‘Merleau-Ponty’s
Phenomenological Description of ‘“Word’'’, Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 30 (1970), 609—13. I take this position
to be exceedingly important for our present search, for if word and
thought were distinguished paradigmatically, then we would only
be seeing the ancients’ words and not the thought.

Compare, for example, the size of the lexicons by Kittel (Hebrew)
with Lane (Arabic), and Jastrow (Aramaic) with R. Payne Smith
(Syriac).
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1. The Pseudepigrapha: New opportunities and challenges for the
Biblical scholar

Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (2 vols.,
Garden City, New York, 1983-5).

G.K. Wiencke (ed.), Luther’s Works (Philadelphia, 1968), vol. 43,
pp. 272-3.

B.M. Metzger, ‘An Early Protestant Bible Containing the Third
Book of Maccabees: With a List of Editions and Translations of
Third Maccabees’, Text-Wort-Glaube: Studien zur Uberlieferung,
Interpretation and Autorisierung biblischer Text (K. Aland
Festschrift), ed. M. Brecht (Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 50;
Berlin, New York, 1980), pp. 123-33.

See C.F. D’Arcy, ‘A Brief Memoir’, in R.H. Charles, Courage,
Truth, Purity (Oxford, 1931), pp. xiii~xxxv.

Translation by A.F. J. Klijn in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
vol. 1, p. 639.

In 1933 Erich Ludendorff telegraphed to the Reichsprisident von
Hindenburg the following message: ‘Sie haben durch die Ernennung
Hitlers zum Reichskanzler unser heiliges deutsches Vaterland einem
der grofiten Demagogen aller Zeiten ausgeliefert. Ich prophezeie
Thnen feierlich, daB dieser unselige Mann unser Reich in den
Abgrund stiirzen und unsere Nation in unfaBbares Elend bringen
wird. Kommende Geschlechter werden Sie wegen dieser Handlung
in Ihrem Grabe verfluchen.’ C. Zentner, Der Zweite Weltkrieg
(Stuttgart, 1981), p. 6.

G. Vermes, ‘The Impact of the Dead Sea Scrolls on Jewish Studies
During the Last Twenty-Five Years’, JJS 26 (1975), 1—14; repr. in
W.S. Green (ed.), Approaches to Ancient Judaism: Theory and
Practice (BJS 1; Missoula, Mont, 1978), pp. 201-14 and in G.
Vermes, Jesus and the World of Judaism (London, 1983), pp.
100-114.,

M. Kahler, Der sogenannte historische Jesus und der geschichtliche,
biblische Christus (Leipzig, 1896, repr. 1956; ET by C.E. Braaten,
Philadelphia, 1964).

Only to a certain extent is P. Riessler’s Altjiidisches Schrifttum
ausserhalb der Bibel (Heidelberg, 1928; repr. 1966) an exception
to the rule that the Pseudepigrapha was no longer an important and
major field of research. Furthermore, Riessler’s collection, unlike
those of Kautzsch and Charles, is not a distinguished study of
documents. It is essentially a collection of translations. Also, the
handy series entitled Translation of Early Documents (1916—) is
a popular spin-off from the distinguished research of the preceding
period.

Vermes (Approaches to Ancient Judaism, pp. 201-14), for example,
argues that the true revival of interest in the Pseudepigrapha is
‘essentially due to the impetus of Qumran’ (p. 208). He states further
that ‘before Qumran’ the Pseudepigrapha ‘were rarely conceived
of as properly belonging to the realm of Jewish studies’ (p. 206).
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It is significant that Vermes also argues that the lack of recognition
for the Pseudepigrapha was because of the paucity of these docu-
ments in Hebrew and Aramaic, and the dogmatic proclamations
of the Tannaim.

P. Benoit, in 1946, reflecting on the Formgeschichtliche Methode,
argued against the prevailing tendency to denigrate any historical
elements in the gospels: ‘Le souci d’histoire n’est peut-étre pas le
motif dominant qui a présidé a la formation de la tradition
évangélique; il est du moins un des motifs, et qui mérite de figurer
a coté des autres, apologétique, polémique, et le reste.” P. Benoit,
‘Réflexions sur la “‘Formgeschichtliche Methode’’’, RB 53 (1946),
481—512 (repr. in Exégese et Théologie (3 vols., Paris, 1961—8),
vol. 1, pp. 25-61; the quotation is on p. 48). For ET see Jesus and
the Gospel, trans. B, Weatherhead (2 vols., New York, 1973—4),
vol. 1, pp. 32—-3. N. A. Dahl, also in 1946 in his inaugural lecture
at the University of Oslo, broke with the emphases of his teacher
Ragnar Asting, and while acknowledging that the gospels ‘do not
pretend to be retrospective historical accounts’ of Jesus and ‘are
incapable of producing a biographical account of his life’ yet ‘it must
have been in the assembly of the faithful that one recounted how
Jesus traversed the countryside healing the sick and casting out
demons, how he had been opposed and unrecognized, and how he
had come to the aid of his disciples. These events were not recounted
because of a detached historical interest; nevertheless, the stories
betray a concern to remember past events.” N. A, Dahl, ‘Anamnesis:
Memory and Commemoration in Early Christianity’, first publi-
cation in French in ST'1 (1948), 69—95 and reprinted in Dahl’s Jesus
in the Memory of the Early Church (Minneapolis, Minnesota, 1976),
pp. 11-29, quotations are on pp. 27—9. E. Késemann, in 1953, in
a famous essay pointed out the complexities and interrelationships
of history, tradition, interpretation and comprehension. He showed
that reliable Jesus tradition was embedded in the kerygma, and that
the ‘question of the historical Jesus is, in its legitimate form, the
question of the continuity of the Gospel within the discontinuity
of the times and within the variation of the kerygma’ (p. 46).
Kédsemann’s article appeared in ZTK 51 (1954), 125—-53; cf. the ET
‘The Problem of the Historical Jesus’, in Kdsemann’s Essays on
New Testament Themes, trans. W, J. Montague (SBT 41; London,
1964), pp. 15—-47.

E. Kdsemann, ‘Die Anfdnge christlicher Theologie’, TTK 57 (1960),
162—-85; cf. ET ‘The Beginnings of Christian Theology’, in Apoca-
lypticism, ed. R.W. Funk (JThC 6; New York, 1969), pp. 17-46,
cf. p. 40 for the claim that Jewish apocalyptic thought ‘was the
mother of all Christian theology’.

This thought is developed in my ‘A History of Pseudepigrapha
Research: The Re-emerging Importance of the Pseudepigrapha’,
ANRW 2.19.1 (1979), pp. 54—88.

The contents of these collections are discussed in three of my publi-
cations: ‘Translating the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: A Report
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of International Projects’, BIOSCS 10 (1977), 11-21; ‘New
Developments in the Study of the Ecrits Intertestamentaires’,
BIOSCS 11 (1978), 14—18; and The Pseudepigrapha and Modern
Research with a Supplement (SCS 7S; Chico, California, 1981).
Isaac in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, p. 50.

M. A. Knibb, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch: A New Edition in the
Light of the Aramaic Dead Sea Fragments (2 vols., Oxford, 1978),
vol. 2, p. 166.

See my ‘The SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminars at Tiibingen and Paris
on the Books of Enoch’, NTS 25 (1979), 315-23. See Appendix,
pp. 102-10.

J.T. Milik (ed. with M. Black), The Books of Enoch: Aramaic
Fragments of Qumrdn Cave 4 (Oxford, 1976) esp. see p. 96.

See the valuable discussions by M. Hengel, Die Zeloten (Leiden,
1976%) and D.M. Rhoads, Israel in Revolution 6—74 C.E.: A
Political History Based on the Writings of Josephus (Philadelphia,
1976).

Acts 24:14 — hoti kata ten hodon hen legousin hairesin. Epiphanius
AdvHaer 29:1 — houtoi gar heautois onoma epethento ouchi
Christou oute auto to onoma tou lesou, alla Nazoraion ... ekalounto
de lessaioi dia ton Iessai. For the Greek text of AdvHaer see K. Holl
(ed.), Epiphanius (Ancoratus und Panarion) (GCS 25; Leipzig,
1915), vol. 1, pp. 321—6. I prefer to call the early followers of Jesus
‘the Palestinian Jesus Movement’. Students have found this name
helpful; it is abbreviated PJM.

I think that beneath what is at present a Christian document entitled
‘The History of the Rechabites’ (formerly the Testament or
Apocalypse of Zosimus), especially in chapters 7 to 9, are traditions,
perhaps even a remnant of a Jewish document, that may predate
70. See my comments in The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research
with a Supplement, pp. 223—8, 299—300. These ideas are developed
further in my ‘The History of the Rechabites’, The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha, vol. 2, in press. For the Greek text and an English
translation see The History of the Rechabites, volume 1: ‘The Greek
Recension’ (Texts and Translations 17, Pseudepigrapha Series 10;
Chico, California, 1982).

In The Territorial Dimension of Judaism (Berkeley, London,
1982), W.D. Davies suggests that ‘the Rechabites stood in some
connection with the Nazirites’ (p. 57). The relationship, if any,
between the Rechabites and the Nazirites, as well as the Essenes,
deserves our research.

P. Hanson in The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia, 1975,
1979?) significantly increased our knowledge of the sociological
dimensions of the conflict among the priestly groups.

‘Aber die Zadokiden bildeten doch den Kern und Hauptbestandteil
der Priesterschaft in der nachexilischen Zeit’ (vol. 2, p. 479). E.
Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi
(3 vols., Leipzig, 1901 ~9%%; repr. 1964). In the old English trans-
lation of Schiirer’s masterpiece the quotation can be found in 11.11,
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of International Projects’, BIOSCS 10 (1977), 11-21; ‘New
Developments in the Study of the Ecrits Intertestamentaires’,
BIOSCS 11 (1978), 14—18; and The Pseudepigrapha and Modern
Research with a Supplement (SCS 7S; Chico, California, 1981).
Isaac in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, p. 50.

M. A. Knibb, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch: A New Edition in the
Light of the Aramaic Dead Sea Fragments (2 vols., Oxford, 1978),
vol. 2, p. 166.

See my ‘The SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminars at Tiibingen and Paris
on the Books of Enoch’, NTS 25 (1979), 315-23. I am convinced 1En
37-71 dates from the time of Herod the Great.

J.T. Milik (ed. with M. Black), The Books of Enoch: Aramaic
Fragments of Qumrdn Cave 4 (Oxford, 1976) esp. see p. 96.

See the valuable discussions by M. Hengel, Die Zeloten (Leiden,
19762) and D.M. Rhoads, Israel in Revolution 6-74 C.E.: A
Political History Based on the Writings of Josephus (Philadelphia,
1976).

Acts 24:14 — hoti kata ten hodon hén legousin hairesin. Epiphanius
AdvHaer 29:1 — houtoi gar heautois onoma epethento ouchi
Christou oute auto to onoma tou lesou, alla Nazoraion ... ekalounto
de Iessaioi dia ton lessai. For the Greek text of AdvHaer see K. Holl
(ed.), Epiphanius (Ancoratus und Panarion) (GCS 25; Leipzig,
1915), vol. 1, pp. 321—6. I prefer to call the early followers of Jesus
‘the Palestinian Jesus Movement’. Students have found this name
helpful; it is abbreviated PJM.

I think that beneath what is at present a Christian document entitled
‘The History of the Rechabites’ (formerly the Testament or
Apocalypse of Zosimus), especially in chapters 7 to 9, are traditions,
perhaps even a remnant of a Jewish document, that may predate
70. See my comments in The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research
with a Supplement, pp. 223-8, 299-300. These ideas are developed
further in my ‘The History of the Rechabites’, The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha, vol. 2, in press. For the Greek text and an English
translation see The History of the Rechabites, volume 1: ‘The Greek
Recension’ (Texts and Translations 17, Pseudepigrapha Series 10;
Chico, California, 1982).

In The Territorial Dimension of Judaism (Berkeley, London,
1982), W.D. Davies suggests that ‘the Rechabites stood in some
connection with the Nazirites’ (p. 57). The relationship, if any,
between the Rechabites and the Nazirites, as well as the Essenes,
deserves our research.

P. Hanson in The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia, 1975,
19792) significantly increased our knowledge of the sociological
dimensions of the conflict among the priestly groups.

‘Aber die Zadokiden bildeten doch den Kern und Hauptbestandteil
der Priesterschaft in der nachexilischen Zeit’ (vol. 2, p. 479). E.
Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi
(3 vols., Leipzig, 1901-934; repr. 1964). In the old English trans-
lation of Schiirer’s masterpiece the quotation can be found in 11.11,
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R.S. Sarason translates the pertinent passages as follows: ‘The son
of a haber who was apprenticed to [so Lieberman, Tosefta, Part
I, p. 219, 1.52] an ‘am ha’ares, the servant of a haber who was
apprenticed to an ‘am ha’ares — behold, these remain in their
presumed status until they are suspected. The son of an ‘am ha’ares
who was apprenticed to a haber [and] the servant of an ‘am ha-ares
must take upon themselves [the obligations of haberuf]’ (pp. 91-2).
See Sarason’s valuable study, A History of the Mishnaic Law of
Agriculture, section 3: A Study of Tractate Demai (SJLA 27;
Leiden, 1979). Sarason supports Oppenheimer’s interpretation; he
claims that Demai II, 18— 19 concerns ‘the son or servant of a haber
who (temporarily) studies a trade with an ‘am ha’ares in the latter’s
domain’ (p. 93).

E.E. Urbach points out that the men of Qumran called their
opponents numerous derogatory names but never ‘am ha-aretz,
and attempts to show that Hillel may have referred to the Qumran
covenanters with the pejorative term. See Urbach’s classic, The
Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs, trans. 1. Abrahams, (2 vols.,
Jerusalem, 1975), pp. 584-5.

S.S. Spiro discusses the enigma of the haber in his ‘Who was the
Haber? A New Approach to an Ancient Institution’, JSJ 11 (1980),
186-216.

J. Neusner, ‘The ‘Am Ha’Ares in the System of Uncleanness’, A
History of the Mishnaic Law of Purities, Part XXII: The Mishnaic
System of Uncleanness (SJLA 22; Leiden, 1977), pp. 1512, also
see pp. 216—17.

Of the didrachmon, which was the name given to the Jewish
tax (fiscus Judaicus, compare fiscus Asiaticus and the fiscus
Alexandrinus) that directed the Temple tax to the temple of
Capitoline Jupiter, E. M. Smallwood insightfully writes: ‘Strangely
enough, there is no evidence for the impact of this change on the
Jews of Palestine — neither for their reaction to it nor for any details
of the collection of the tax itself’ (p. 371). We need to examine the
possible effects of this tax — as well as the earlier one, the Temple
tax — on the Palestinian Jew. Certainly one result was the strength-
ening of the high priesthood economically and politically. See
Smallwood’s careful study, The Jews Under Roman Rule from
Pompey to Diocletian: A Study in Political Relations (SJLA 20;
Leiden, 1981 (repr. with corrections of the 1976 edition)).

While some scholars hesitate to label the Dead Sea Scrolls as Essene
writings, the best specialists have now accepted this attribution. We
should acknowledge the similarities between these Scrolls and the
reports about the Essenes by the ancient authors, the slanted nature
of some later reports about the Essenes, the differences between
actual records and secondary reports, and the probability that the
Qumran community represented a peculiar type of the Essenes. We
dare not make the mistake of assuming all Essenes thought identically,
or that the Dead Sea Scrolls are monolithic. They reflect over 200
years of development! See Charlesworth, “The Origin and Subsequent



Notes to pages 22-29 102

34

35

36
37
38

39

History of the Authors of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Four Transitional
Phases Among the Qumran Essenes’, RQ 38 (1980), 213-33. H.
Lichtenberger has been demonstrating the importance of the develop-
ment of theology, or alteration of ideas, in the Qumran community.
See his Studien zum Menschenbild in Texten der Qumrangemeinde
(SUNT 15; Gottingen, 1980); ‘Atonement and Sacrifice in the Qumran
Community’, in W.S. Green (ed), Approaches to Ancient Judaism,
vol, 2 (BJS 9; Chico, California, 1980), pp. 159-71; and with B.
Janowski, ‘Enderwartung und Reinheitsidee: Zur eschatologischen
Deutung von Reinheit und Siihne in der Qumrangemeinde’, JJS 34
(1983), 31-62.

The production of pseudepigrapha was not a peculiarity of Early
Judaism; it was a well-known phenomenon in the hellenistic period.
See H.J. Rose, ‘Pseudepigraphic Literature’, in The Oxford
Classical Dictionary, ed. N.G.L. Hammond and H. H. Scullard
(Oxford, 1972%), p. 894. Also see my comments in ‘Introduction
for the General Reader’, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol.
I, pp. xxi—xxxiv. Also see the selection of studies collected by
N. Brox (ed.), Pseudepigraphie in der heidnischen und Jiidisch-
Christlichen Antike (WF 484; Darmstadt, 1977).

W.A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians: The Social World of the
Apostle Paul (New Haven, London, 1983), p. 7. Meeks, of course,
was thinking about the texts of ‘the early Christian movement’. |
have applied his thought to the documents of Early Judaism.
Andersen in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, pp. 205-9.
1 Enoch 106:11; the Latin is from Charles, APOT, vol. 1, p. 279.
B.S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture
(Philadelphia, 1979), pp. 75—6. Also, see the featured reviews and
critiques of Child’s method in the Journal for the Study of the Old
Testament 16 (1980).

See especially the discussions on the literary dimension of hellenistic
culture by H. 1. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity, trans.
G. Lamb (New York, 1956); by W, Jaeger, Paideia: The Ideals of
Greek Culture I-1I1, trans. G. Highet (New York, 193945,
1954%); and by B. Mack, ‘Under the Shadow of Moses: Authorship
and Authority in Hellenistic Judaism’, Society of Biblical Literature
1982 Seminar Papers, ed. K. H. Richards (Chico, California, 1982),
pp. 299-318, esp. see pp. 300—1.

2. The Pseudepigrapha, Early Judaism and Christian Origins

Y.M. Grintz, ‘Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha’, EncyJud
(Jerusalem, 1971), vol. 3, col. 182. Picking up Vermes’ ‘Jewish
Studies and New Testament Interpretation’ 1 have had second
thoughts on the way [ have written this monograph. Perhaps my
points should have been more cutting, and my approach to New
Testament scholars polemical. Perhaps I should boldly have written
that most ‘of you’ were trained incorrectly. Perhaps I should have
stated that ‘you’ were taught to think that the New Testament is a
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sacred canon of books (and not, as ‘you’ should have seen it, as
a portion of the literature of Early Judaism or Christianity), that
the New Testament belongs to the Church (and not, as it must be
understood as ‘a fraction of the literary legacy of first-century
Judaism’) (Vermes, p. 13), and that the essential writings of importance
for New Testament specialists are canonized in the Old and New
Testaments (and not, as is certain, found both there and in the sadly
separated collections called, for example, the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
Apocrypha, the Pseudepigrapha, the Philonic Corpus, Josephus’
works, the Tannaitic writings, and others). I have not employed the
I-you paradigm of discourse, because 1 am convinced, as Vermes
states that ‘we have now a more open, positive and constructive
approach by New Testament scholars towards post-biblical Judaism’
(pp. 10—11). Vermes, ‘Jewish Studies and New Testament Interpret-
ation’, JJS 31 (1980), 1—-17; now reprinted in Jesus and the World
of Judaism (London, 1983), pp. 58—73. ‘

2 This and the following quotation are from R.H. Charles and
W.0.E. Oesterley’s ‘Apocalyptic Literature’, Encyclopaedia
Britannica (Chicago, London, Toronto, 1956), vol. 2, pp. 103—4.

3 Schiirer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ,
trans. S. Taylor and P. Christie (Edinburgh, 1898), Div. II, vol.
2, p. 115.

4 Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ:
A New English Version, rev. and ed. G. Vermes, F. Millar, M.
Black, with P, Vermes (Edinburgh, 1979), vol. 2, p. 481.

5 G.F. Moore, ‘Christian Writers on Judaism’, HTR 14 (1921),
197-254. This exposé of the presuppositions employed by Christian
scholars begins as follows: ‘Christian interest in Jewish literature
has always been apologetic or polemic rather than historical’
(p. 197). I note now a trend among some Christian scholars to
appreciate and comprehend the literature of Early Judaism.

6 E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of
Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia, 1977), esp. see pp. 24—59.
Sanders argues that, ‘Besides Bousset, the two individual authors
who have had the most to do in implanting Weber’s theory of Jewish
soteriology deeply in New Testament scholarship have been Paul
Billerbeck and Rudolf Bultmann’ (p. 42).

7 F. Weber, Jiidische Theologie auf Grund des Talmud und verwandter
Schriften (Leipzig, 18972). (This book was edited after the author’s
death by F. Delitzsch and G. Schnedermann.)

8 H.L.Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament
aus Talmud und Midrasch, (4 vols., Munich, 1922—8). See Vermes’
devasting critique of these volumes and of G. Kittel’s Theologisches
Wérterbuch zum Neuen Testament, (9 vols., Stuttgart, 1933--76) in
JJS 31 (1980), 5-9; now reprinted in Jesus and the World of Judaism
(London, 1983), pp. 62—6. Also see L. Siegele-Wenschkewitz,
Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft vor der Judenfrage: Gerhard Kittels
theologische Arbeit im Wandel deutscher Geschichte (TEH 208;
Munich, 1980).
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W. Bousset, Die Religion des Judentums im neutestamentlichen
Zeitalter (Berlin, 1903; revised continuously, see 19244, repr. 1966).
R. Bultmann, Das Urchristentum im Rahmen der antiken Religionen
(Zirich, 1949; ET: Primitive Christianity in its Contemporary
Setting, trans. R.H. Fuller (London, New York, 1956)).

The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha are modern collections of ancient
writings. See my discussions in Charlesworth, with J. R. Mueller,
The New Testament Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: A Guide to
Publications with Excurses on Apocalypses (Metuchen, N.J.,
London, 1987). °

R. E. Brown posits ‘five stages in the composition of the Gospel’,
The Gospel According to John (2 vols., Garden City, N.Y ., 1966.;
London, 1971), vol. 1, p. xxxiv.

Some of these late documents obviously contain traditions that date
from the first centuries C.E., and these traditions are important for
a perception of Early Judaism and Early Christianity. Among this
group just listed, the ones most likely to contain not only early
traditions but also early sources, albeit redacted somewhat, are 3
Enoch, Testament of Solomon and Testament of Adam. On the
one hand, traditions are categorically different from written sources,
or redacted works; on the other hand, the century in which a
tradition moves from the oral to written stage in no way dates the
tradition to that century. Early traditions are found preserved in
many late Christian and Jewish works (see n. 14). The Mekilta, and
not only early (disparaged ‘sectarian’) Jewish documents, contains
the Jewish belief in determinism: ‘We find that the names (3mytn)
of the righteous (sdykym) and their deeds (wm ‘Syhm) are revealed
before God even before they are born (‘d 5/’ nwsrw), as it is said:
““Before I formed thee in the belly I knew thee”’, etc. (Jer. 1.5)
(Tractate Pisha). See J.Z. Lauterbach (ed.), Mekilta de-Rabbi
Ishmael (Schiff Library of Jewish Classics; Philadelphia, 1933),
pp. 134-5.

The Slavs were characterized by a rich imagination that evidenced
itself in many apocryphal writings, related loosely to the Old and
New Testaments. See Charlesworth, The New Testament Apocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha. A. de Santos Otero, Die handschriftliche
Uberlieferung der altslavischen Apokryphen (2 vols., PTS 20, 23;
Berlin, New York, 1978, 1981). See the major survey of medieval
dualism by S. Runciman, The Medieval Manichee: A Study of the
Christian Dualist Heresy (Cambridge, 1947; repr. 1955, and reissued
in 1982 with an updated bibliography and valuable ‘Preface to 1982
Reissue’ on pp. vii—viii). On the Bogomils see especially I. Ivanov,
Bogomil Books and Legends (Sofia, 1925 (in Bulgarian)); D.
Angelov, Bogomilism in Bulgaria (Sofia, 19803 (in Bulgarian)); and
D. Obolensky, The Bogomils (Cambridge, 1948). Also see the
numerous publications by N.A. Meshchersky and E. Turdeanu cited
in Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with
a Supplement; the informed and careful contribution by F.I.
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Andersen on 2 Enoch in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol.
1, pp.91-221; and Turdeanu’s collection of essays entitled
Apocryphes Slaves et Roumains de I’Ancien Testament (SVTP 5;
Leiden, 1981).

What is sorely needed is a specialist who knows the biblical
literature and languages and can also master Slavonics. Someone
analogous to M. E. Stone, who from his mastery of Early Judaism
and Armenian studies has been able to pore over the Armenian
literature in search of early Jewish documents and traditions. See
Stone’s numerous publications cited in Charlesworth, The
Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with a Supplement, passim,
and his more recent “Jewish Apocryphal Literature in the Armenian
Church’, Muséon 95 (1982), 285-309. It must be emphasized that
many writings of Early Judaism have been lost forever, others have
been found through chance discoveries (for example, of manuscripts
from the caves near Qumran, from the fringes of what was the
Roman Empire, or in the great European libraries), other documents
remain as yet undetected in libraries, not-yet-discovered places, and
in Slavonic, Armenian and Syriac literature. A careful search of
each of these should prove fruitful.

Translations of the Russian Primary Chronicle are according to
S.H. Cross and O.P. Sherbowitz-Wetzor and published in The
Russian Primary Chronicle: Laurentian Text (The Mediaeval
Academy of America 60; Cambridge, Mass., 1953), esp. see sec-
tions 1749 on pp. 150—3. For the text see The Complete Collection
of Russian Manuscripts Published by the Permanent Historical-
Archeological Committee of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR.
Tome 1: Laurentian Chronicle; volume 1: ‘Tale of Bygone Years’
(Leningrad, 19262); the relevant sections of 174—9 are on columns
174—80. 1 am most grateful to Professor Andersen of the University
of Queensland and Dr S. Pugh of Duke University for assistance
with the Russian Primary Chronicle; I do not wish to suggest,
however, that they are responsible for any errors I may have in-
advertently committed.

‘Metaphysical dualism’, as 1 wrote in 1968, “signifies the opposition
between God and Satan; cosmic dualism denotes the conception of
two opposing celestial spirits or two distinct and present divisions
of the universe.” See my ‘A Critical Comparison of the Dualism in
1QS 3:13-4:26 and the ““Dualism”’ Contained in the Gospel of
John’, NTS 15 (1968-9), 389—418; republished in John and
Qumran, ed. Charlesworth (London, 1972), pp. 76—106.

At Qumran, according to 1QS 8.1 the Council of the Community
(““sath hayyahadh) shall consist of twelve men (sh®nim ‘asar) and
three priests. At best, the ideological parallel to Yan and the twelve
is remote; ‘twelve’ had become an important number in numerous
traditions, e.g. the twelve sons of Jacob (made popular in the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs), the twelve tribes, the twelve
apostles.

The Russian Primary Chronicle was copied by a certain Monk
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Laurence (Laventis) in 1377 from an earlier text, a chronicle which
dated from earlier in the fourteenth century. The original chronicle
must postdate the ninth century, because it explains the origin of
Rus, which began as a state in the ninth century. For the date for
this and other Russian literature see V.1. Borkovsky and P.S.
Kuznecov, Historical Grammar of the Russian Language (Moscow,
1963), p. 18 (in Russian). As Jewish apocalypticism was pressed out
of Judaism by oppression from Persians, Greeks and Romans, so
Bogomilism originated from peasants ‘whose physical misery made
them conscious of the wickedness of things’, Runciman, The
Medieval Manichee, p. 93.

Meshchersky, ‘Concerning the Problem of the Sources of the Book
of Slavonic Enoch’, Short Reports of the Institute of the Peoples
of Asia 86 (1965), 72—8 (in Russian). The short recension of 2 Enoch
refers to the solar calendar, the long recension alone has the names
of the Babylonian lunar months, namely Nisan and Tammuz. These
and other observations lead Meshchersky to conclude, quite con-
vincingly, that the ‘short redaction ... is perfectly free from these
additions and, therefore, without a doubt (bez somneniya)
represents an earlier phase in the development of the text of the Book
of Enoch’ (p. 97). Meshchersky, ‘Concerning the History of the Text
of the Book of Slavonic Enoch’, Bizantijskij Bremennik 24 (1964),
91—108 (in Russian). I am grateful to Ms Melanie McKittrick for
translating these publications for me.

Similar to the long recension of 2 Enoch, Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer
(trans. G. Friedlander (New York, 1916, repr. 1965—81)), a ninth-
century composition, depended heavily on the Pseudepigrapha of the
Old Testament, but deliberately rejected the solar calendar defended
by the authors of 1 Enoch and Jubilees. Friedlander (p. xxii—xxiii)
even considers the calendrical question the motive for composing
PRE. The editor of the long recension of 2 Enoch and the compiler
of PRE both tried to shape the old documents in the Pseudepigrapha
and bring them into line with post first-century Judaism.

The Greek quotations are collected conveniently by A.-M. Denis
in his Fragmenta pseudepigraphorum quae supersunt graeca (PVTG
3; Leiden, 1970). Apparently horate, pos legei* in EBar 15:8 should
be translated, ‘see how (or where) it says’. The punctuation in Greek
should probably not signify a quotation mark (pace K. Lake’s legei;
translated by him as ‘Do you see what he means?’ See K. Lake, The
Apostolic Fathers (LCL; London, Cambridge, Mass., 1912, repr.
1914—65), pp. 394-5).

G. Vermes, ‘The Impact of the Dead Sea Scrolls on Jewish Studies
During the Last Twenty-Five Years’, JJS 26 (1975), 1-14; repr. in
W.S. Green (ed.), Approaches to Ancient Judaism: Theory and
Practice (BJS 1; Missoula, Montana, 1978) pp.201—14 and in Jesus
and the World of Judaism (London, 1983), pp. 110—14.

The Aramaic fragments — but unfortunately not all of them — are
published by J. T. Milik in The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments
of Qumrdn Cave 4 (Oxford, 1976).
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A Book of Noah apparently existed by the middle of the second
century B.C.E.; Jubilees refers to a spr nh (10:13), and the author
of the Testament of Levi (MS e) mentions a writing of the biblou
tou Noe (18:2). See ‘Book of Noah’, in Charlesworth, The Pseud-
epigrapha and Modern Research with a Supplement, pp. 166—7.
The proceedings of the SNTS seminars were reported in Charlesworth,
“The SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminars at Tiibingen and Paris on the
Books of Enoch’, NTS 25 (1979), 315—-23. Two papers presented
in the seminar were published in the same volume: G. W. Nickelsburg,
‘Riches, the Rich, and God’s Judgment in 1 Enoch 92105 and the
Gospel According to Luke’, NTS 25 (1979), 324—44; M. A. Knibb,
‘The Date of the Parables of Enoch: A Critical Review’, NTS 25
(1979), 345-59.

See the text and transiation published by J. A. Fitzmyer and D. J.
Harrington in A Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts (Second
Century B.C. — Second Century A.D.) (BibO 34; Rome, 1978),
pp. 80—91. Other fragments of a Testament of Judah have been
recovered; I am convinced they are in Hebrew and from TJud
24:5-25:3. In the near future I plan to publish my findings; mean-
while see the facsimile in M. Baillet, Qumrdn Grotte 4. HI
(40482—-4Q520) (DID 7; Oxford, 1982), plate 1.

There are two recensions of the Greek. 4QTestament of Levi is
longer than most Greek versions of the Testament of Levi, but it
is paralleled in a Greek recension represented by a manuscript on
Mount Athos, Koutloumous 39 (eleventh-century M3 e), which has
alonger version in TLevi 2:3. For the Greek see R. H. Charles, The
Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (Oxford,
1908; repr. 1960), p. 29, in the critical apparatus; and in M. De Jonge
(ed.), The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs: A Critical Edition
of the Greek Text, in co-operation with H. W. Hollander, H. J. de
Jonge, Th. Korteweg, (PVTG 1.2; Leiden, 1978), p. 25, in the critical
apparatus.

M. de Jonge, Studies on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs:
Text and Interpretation (SVTP 3; Leiden, 1975), p. 257.

J.T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea,
trans. J. Strugnell (SBT 26; London, 1959), p. 34.

A. Hultgard — a specialist in the history of religions, especially
in the hellenistic period — has devoted his research to the T12P.
He has concluded that behind all twelve of the testaments lies a
Jewish writing. He dates the Jewish Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs (with Kee) to the early decades of the first century B.C.E.
For him the most important features of the T12P for dating the
Jewish core are the anti-Hasmonean polemics: ‘Or, la tendance
polémique des Testaments fournit les traits les plus révélateurs pour
la datation de I’ouvrage. Nous avons a plusieurs reprises indiqué
que la polémique des Testaments se situe dans le contexte politique
et social des derniers Hasmonéens .. En conclusion, la date de
composition des Testaments des Douze Patriarches doit étre située
dans la premiére moitié du I siécle av. J.-C., et probablement
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avant 63’; see Hultgard’s meticulous and insightful L 'eschatologie
des Testaments des Douze Patriarches (2 vols. AUPHR 6, 7;
Uppsala, 1977-82); the quoted passage is found in vol. 2, pp.
226—17.

Charlesworth, ‘Reflections on the SNTS Pseudepigrapha Seminar
at Duke on the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs’, NT'S 23 (1977),
296-304. See further, pp. 40-42, 55, 58, and 63. J. J. Collins points to
the Testament of Naphtali 5:8 and argues correctly that the fact that
the passage refers to the Assyrians, Medes, Persians and Chaldeans,
but not to the Romans reveals that it ‘must at least be dated before
Pompey and it was probably written before the expulsion of the
Syrians in 141 BCE. It cannot be earlier than 200 BCE since it
presupposes Syrian, not Ptolemaic rule in Palestine’ (p. 155).
Between Athens and Jerusalem. Jewish Identity in the Hellenistic
Diaspora (New York, 1983).

H.C. Kee, ‘Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs’, The Old Testa-
ment Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, p. 777.

Hultgéard opens his two-volumed work with the following percep-
tion: ‘L’importance des Testaments des Douze Patriarches pour
I’histoire des religions ne saurait étre surestimée. Cet écrit, d’un
contenu d’une extréme richesse présente un arriére-plan immeédiat
pour la genése du christianisme. Les Testaments apparaissent en
outre comme 1’une des plus intéressantes productions littéraires du
judaisme antique’, L’eschatologie des Testaments des Douze
Patriarches, vol. 1, p. 11.

In Paul and Palestinian Judaism Sanders, for example, did not
include in his ‘comparison’ the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
‘because of the vexing problems of date and Christian interpolations’
(p. 25). Sanders also does not use 1 En 37—71, preferring to judge
the Son of Man passages as post-Christian because they have a
‘Christian ring’ (p. 348). This judgment unfortunately is not
explained, and today must be assessed as too cavalier, as we shall
see in chapter 3, pp. 53-5.

Nickelsburg rightly emphasizes that judging the Testaments to be
a Jewish document demands the recognition that ‘the present Greek
collection has been interpolated with explicit christological references
and in other ways expanded, compressed, and edited by Christians’,
Jewish Literature Between the Bible and the Mishnah: A Historical
and Literary Introduction (Philadelphia, 1981), p. 234. Nickelsburg
(pp. 231, 234), however, hesitates to choose between the options
regarding the character of the Testaments.

Kee, ‘The Ethical Dimensions of the Testaments of the XI1 as a Clue
to Provenance’, NTS 24 (1978), 259—70. Kee concludes that ‘a likely
date for the composition of the basic Jewish document is 100 B.C.’
(p. 269), and that ‘it is certain’ that the ‘Test XII was produced in
a Jewish community that both spoke and thought in Greek’ (p. 270).
Without diminishing my support for this conclusion, I wish to stress
that H. D. Slingerland is correct to point out that ‘the fact that the
material is Jewish does not mean it is not Christian’ (p. 110).
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Obviously Christians used the ‘Old Testament’ as scripture because
of the presuppositions brought to these Jewish texts. For them they
were ‘Christian’ texts. See the discussion of similar points by
Slingerland, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs: A Critical
History of Research (SBLMS 21; Missoula, Montana, 1977), esp.
see pp. 106—14.

For texts see D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, Qumran Cave 1 (DJD
1; Oxford, 1955), pp. 82—4, plate XVI (1QJub®?); M. Baillet, J.T.
Milik and R. de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumrdn (2 vols.,
DJD 3; Oxford, 1962), pp. 77—8, plate XV (2QJub®); pp. 78-9,
plate XV (2QJubb); pp. 968, plate XVIII (3QJub). For an identi-
fication of 3QJub see R. Deichgriber, ‘Fragmente einer Jubilden
— Handschrift aus Héhle 3 von Qumran’, RQ 5 (1964—5), 415-22,
A. Rolfé, ‘Further Manuscript Fragments of the Jubilees in the
Third Cave of Qumran’, Tarbiz 34 (1965), 333—6 (in Hebrew), and
Baillet, ‘Remarques sur le manuscrit du livre des Jubilés de la grotte
3 de Qumran’, RQ 5 (1964-6), 423-33. Regarding 4QJub® and
4QJub’, see respectively DJD 3, p. 226, and Milik, ‘Fragment
d’une source du Psautier (4QPs 89) et fragments des Jubilés, du
Document de Damas, d’un phylactére dans la grotte 4 de Qumran’,
RB 73 (1966), 104 and plate lla; these fragments are now published
by M. Baillet, Qumran Grotte 4: III (4Q482—-4Q520) (DID 7;
Oxford, 1982) pp. 1-2, plate I. For 11QJub 1, 11QJub 2, 11QJub 3,
11QJub 4, 11QJub 5 see A.S. van der Woude, ‘Fragmente des
Buches Jubilden aus Qumran Hohle XI (11QJub)’, Tradition und
Glaube: Das friihe Christentum in seiner Umwelt, eds. G. Jeremias,
H.W. Kuhn and H. Stegemann (G6ttingen, 1971), pp. 142—3, plate
VIH. Milik published 11QJub M 2 and 11QJub M 3 in ‘A propos
de 11QJub’, Biblica 54 (1973), 78. The most recent and thorough
examination of all these fragments, except the ones recently edited
by Baillet, is by J.C. VanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies
in the Book of Jubilees (Harvard Semitic Museum, HSM 14;
Missoula, Montana, 1977), pp. 18—101.

In a deeper sense no text in Ethiopic (or Slavonic or Armenian) can
be entirely free from some form of Christian influence. These
languages, in their written form, were invented and shaped by
Christian missionaries. This linguistic phenomenon is categorically
different from interpolations and redactions.

Most scholars now conclude that the Qumran scrolls represent a
type of Essene community, see Charlesworth, ‘The Origin and
Subsequent History of the Authors of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Four
Transitional Phases Among the Qumran Essenes’, RQ 38 (1980),
215-33.

J.C. VanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of
Jubilees, see esp. pp. 283--5.

O. Wintermute, ‘Jubilees’, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol.
2, pp- 35-142.

R.H. Charles, The Book of Jubilees or the Little Genesis (London,
1902), pp. Ixxxiii~1xxxv. Charles argued that in many places the
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authors of the New Testament documents are dependent upon,
presuppose, or closely parallel passages in Jubilees. Of these only
five appear to warrant careful examination: Lk 11:49 (Jub 1:12),
Jn 14:26 (Jub 32:25), Acts 7:53 (Jub 1:27), Jas 2:23 (Jub 14:6), Rev
1:6 (Jub 16:18).

Wintermute in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 2, p. 49.
These categories are derived from the sections in The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha.

For discussions of the dates of these documents see the introductions
to them in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, the brief comments
in Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with
a Supplement, the introductions in Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature,
the succinct, but informed, comments in M. E. Stone, Scriptures,
Sects and Visions: A Profile of Judaism from Ezra to the Jewish
Revolts (Philadelphia, 1980), see esp. ‘Key to Ancient Writings’,
pp. 131-43, and the comments in M. McNamara, Palestinian
Judaism and the New Testament (GNS 4; Wilmington, Delaware,
1983).

I am convinced this document dates from the first century B.C.E.,
but other scholars may wish to argue against this early date.
Jewish prayers, in a redacted form, are probably hidden behind
books seven and eight of the Apostolic Constitutions. See my
comments in The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with a
Supplement, pp. 288-9. I try to develop these ideas in ‘Christian
and Jewish Self-Definition in Light of the Christian Additions to
the Apocryphal Writings’, in Jewish and Christian Self-Definition,
eds. E.P. Sanders, A.l. Baumgarten and A. Mendelson
(Philadelphia, 1981), vol. 2, pp. 27-55, 310—15. Also see D. A.
Fiensy and D. R. Darnell, ‘Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers’, in The
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 2, and Fiensy’s ‘A Redactional
Examination of Prayers Alleged to be Jewish in the Constitutiones
Apostolorum’, Duke Ph.D., 1980.

I know of no Qumran document that can be dated between 50, the
earliest writing in the New Testament (namely 1 Thes), and 68, when
the Qumran community was destroyed by the Romans.

M. McNamara, whose name is naturally associated with the
Targums and the New Testament, has recently surveyed the work
on this issue, and concludes that with the use of critical criteria, still
in need of refinement, New Testament scholars ‘are justified in
turning to this tradition in seeking to recreate the world in which
the Gospel message was born and developed’ (p. 89). McNamara
readily admits that the rabbinic and targumic writings cannot be
dated before 70 in the same ‘sense that the age of Qumran material
or most apocryphal texts can’ (p. 88). See McNamara, ‘Letteratura
rabbinica e i Targumim’, Problemi e prospettive di Scienze Bibliche,
ed. R. Rabris (Brescia, 1982), pp. 67-109; ET: ‘Some Recent
Writings on Rabbinic Literature and the Targums’, Milltown Studies
9 (1982), 59-101.

In the New Testament Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 1 discuss
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the recent successful attempts to find early traditions, even ipsissima
verba Jesu, in some NTAP, including the Gospel of Thomas.
The Qumran Scrolls were found neither in the Dead Sea nor at
Qumran. The Nag Hammadi Codices were not found at Nag
Hammadi but nearby at Jabal al-Tarif. Our nomenclature has been
shaped far too much by popular journalists and the hoi polloi. Even
‘Pseudepigrapha’ is really an offensive label that tends to mis-
represent documents.

P. Benoit rightly urges us not to forget ‘que la littérature de Qumrén
est un ilot d’écrits rescapés au milieu d’une mer d’autres écrits
perdus’ (p. 369). Benoit, ‘Le Judaisme Rabbinique’, Bulletin du
Comité des Etudes 51 (1967), 8—25; repr. in Benoit, Exégeése et
Théologie (Paris, 1982), vol. 4, pp. 347—70. Similarly we should
always remember that the Pseudepigrapha is but a fraction of the
ancient Jewish literature. See Charlesworth, ‘The Search for Lost
Writings’, in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, pp.
Xxi—xxiii.

Charlesworth, ‘A History of Pseudepigrapha Research: The Re-
emerging Importance of the Pseudepigrapha’, ANRW2.19.1 (1979),
pp. 54—88.

See Charlesworth, ‘Introduction for the General Reader’, The
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, pp. xxi—xxxiv; also see
Charlesworth, ‘Introduction’, The Pseudepigrapha and Modern
Research with a Supplement, pp. 15—32, and ‘Bibliography’ nos.
1-92.

J. Daniélou, Les manuscrits de la mer morte et les origines du
Christianisme (Paris, 1957), p. 123; ET: The Dead Sea Scrolls and
Primitive Christianity, trans. S. Attanasio (Baltimore, Maryland,
1958), p. 128. This comment is cited with approval at the conclusion
of A. Dupont-Sommer’s monumental Les écrits esséniens
découverts pres de la mer morte (Paris, 1959!, 19602, 19643, 19804,
ET 1962, p. 378). The ET exaggerates Daniélou’s words, which now
are: ‘It can therefore be said that this is the most sensational
discovery ever made.’

Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns
of Religion, see esp. pp. 1-59. Sanders’ book will be cited by
referring in the body of this chapter to pages within parentheses.
In an article just published W. Horbury argues that the proscription
against the Minim clearly condemns the Nazarenes, the Christians.
See his ‘The Benediction of the Minim and Early Jewish-Christian
Controversy’, JTS 31 (1982), 19-61. However, the Nosrim were
added later to the malediction, and Minim may not have originally
included the Christians. The amazingly erudite rabbinic specialist,
E.E. Urbach writes:

We are not told who the minim were. In the times of R.
Gamaliel this term may have denoted various sects. After
the Bar Kokhba revolt, when the separation of the
Christians of various groups became final, they were
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included among the minim, and to emphasize their
inclusion the nosrim are mentioned explicitly.

See Urbach’s ‘Self-Isolation or Self-Affirmation in Judaism in the
First Three Centuries: Theory and Practice’, Jewish and Christian
Self-Definition, vol. 2, pp. 269—98, 413—17. In the same volume
R. Kimelman in ‘Birkat Ha-Minim and the Lack of Evidence for
an Anti-Christian Jewish Prayer in Late Antiquity’ (pp. 22644,
391-403) argues, inter alia, that there ‘is no unambiguous evidence
that Jews cursed Christians during the statutory prayers’ (p. 244).
J. Maier also argues that the Minim probably did not include the
Jewish Christians, who anyway would not have considered
themselves Minim. Maier, Jiidische Auseinandersetzung mit dem
Christentum in der Antike (EF 177; Darmstadt, 1982), pp. 136—41.
The translation is according to the Old Palestinian rite in the Cairo
Genizah fragments. For the Hebrew see S. Schechter, ‘Genizah
Specimens: Liturgy’, JOR O.S. 10 (1898), 654—9. The translation
given above is from J. Heinemann, Prayer in the Talmud: Forms
and Patterns, trans. R.S. Sarason (SJ 9; Berlin, New York, 1977),
p. 27.

Sanders correctly states that our efforts to demolish this historical
reconstruction is simply and solely because it is ‘based on a massive
perversion and misunderstanding of the material’ (Paul and
Palestinian Judaism, p. 59).

Moore’s full paragraph (vol. 3, p. 151): ‘How a Jew of Paul’s
antecedents could ignore, and by implication deny, the great
prophetic doctrine of repentance, which, individualized and in-
teriorized, was a cardinal doctrine of Judaism, namely, that God,
out of love, freely forgives the sincerely penitent sinner and restores
him to his favor — that seems from the Jewish point of view
inexplicable.’ The next paragraph begins: ‘From that point of view
it is in fact inexplicable.” Judaism in the First Centuries of the
Christian Era: The Age of the Tannaim (3 vols.; Cambridge, Mass.,
1927-30, repr. repeatedly). Sanders, Pawl and Palestinian Judaism,
p. 6, drew my attention to this significant quotation.

Sanders states, quite appropriately, that ‘one cannot avoid the
suspicion that, in fact, Paul’s own polemic against Judaism serves
to define Judaism which is then contrasted with Paul’s thought’,
Paul and Palestinian Judaism, p. 4.

Thirteen documents in the Apocrypha, fifty-two in the Pseudepig-
rapha proper, and thirteen in its Supplement.

Sanders has been more concerned than I am to implant ‘a better
understanding of Kabbinism in New Testament scholarship’ (p. xiii).
I 'am interested in Early Judaism, that is the full religious phenomena
from circa the third century B.C.E. to around 200 C.E. Sanders
should be sympathetic with my goal, because his first ‘general aim’
is ‘to argue a case concerning Palestinian Judaism (that is, Judaism
as reflected in material of Palestinian provenance) as a whole’, Pau/
and Palestinian Judaism, p. xii.
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Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, pp. 12—13.

In addition to Sanders’ book Paul and Palestinian Judaism, pp.
1218, also see his ‘Patterns of Religion in Paul and Rabbinic
Judaism: A Holistic Method of Comparison’, HTR 66 (1973),
455-178.

Davies also draws attention to the inadequate nature of the term
‘essence’ when describing phenomena in Early Judaism and in Early
Christianity. The Territorial Dimension of Judaism, p. 123.

In this quotation Sanders is, of course, explaining why he will begin
by considering ‘Rabbinic (Tannaitic) Literature’; his justification
is because ‘this literature has been primarily in mind in most major
comparisons of Paul and Judaism which have been carried out by
New Testament scholars (for example, Davies and Schoeps)’ (p. 25).
He is clearly also revealing his main interest, rabbinic Judaism.
Significantly, when Sanders tries to ‘reassess some of my proposals
about Judaism’ he entitles the publication, ‘Puzzling Qut Rabbinic
Judaism’, (in Approaches to Ancient Judaism, ed. W.S. Green; BJS
9; Chico, California, 1980; vol. 2, pp. 65-79).

As W.A, Meeks wrote, Sanders’ book ‘shows how powerful are
the habits of our religious and scholarly traditions’ (p. 27). See
Meeks’ ‘Toward a Social Description of Pauline Christianity’, in
Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. 2, pp. 27—47. As N. A. Dahl
claimed, Sanders’ definition of a ‘pattern of religion’ is drawn from
Western, especially Protestant, theology much more than from
Judaism understood on its own terms’ (p. 157). See Dahl’s review
essay in RSR 4 (1978), 153-17.

J. Neusner, ‘The Use of the Later Rabbinic Evidence for the Study
of First-Century Pharisaism’, in Approaches to Ancient Judaism
(BJS 1; Missoula, Montana, 1978), pp. 215-28, esp. see p. 221.
Also see Neusner’s ‘Comparing Judaisms’, HR 18 (1978), 177-91;
and his ‘The Use of the Later Rabbinic Evidence for the Study of
Paul’, Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. 3, pp. 43-63.
Neusner, ‘The Talmud as Anthropology’, Annual Samuel Friedland
Lecture, The Jewish Theological Seminary of America (New York,
1979), see esp. p. 31.

I cannot imagine how Sanders can use the adverb ‘presumably’.
Jubilees is assuredly earlier than the Tannaitic literature. Also,
Sanders must have slipped when he wrote that ‘Jubilees and the
various portions of 1 Enoch’ are ‘relatively short’ (p. 25). They are
massive documents; I cannot at the moment think of any biblical
book or noncanonical book that is much longer.

Dahl, (in RSR 4 (1978) 157) also refers to Sanders’ methodogy as
‘abstract’.

Dahl, RSR 4 (1978), 155.

In the following pages I take up the problems we have with no-
menclature. Neusner combines such concerns with insights related
to the above imagined dialogue: ‘What generates this fairly wide-
spread failure of definition and resort to undefended categories
is the problem of dealing with a definitive category essentially
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78
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asymmetrical to the evidence. That is, a deeply philosophical
construct, ‘‘Juda-ism”’, is imposed upon wildly mythological or
totally unphilosophical evidence, deriving from many kinds of social
groups, and testifying to the state of mind and way of life of many
sorts of Jews, who in their own day would scarcely have understood
one another, let alone have known they all evidenced the same -ism,
for instance, the Teacher of Righteousness and Aqiba, or Josephus
and Bar Kokhba’; Neusner, Judaism: The Evidence of the Mishnah
(Chicago, London, 1981), p. 22.

Sanders has recently clarified the purpose of Paul and Palestinian
Judaism: ‘Despite the length of that book, the subject was limited
to how “‘getting in and staying in’’ were understood by Paul and
his near contemporaries in Judaism’. The quotation is from the
‘Preface’ of Sanders’ Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People
(Philadelphia, 1983), p. ix.

J.Z. Smith, after discussing many documents of Early Judaism adds
a significant judgment: ‘It is striking that most of the scholars from
G.F.Moore to E. P. Sanders who have pursued the will-o-the-wisp
of “‘normative Judaism’’ have failed to cite or consider most of the
passages and positions described above’ (p. 24). See Smith’s brilliant
article entitled ‘Fences and Neighbors: Some Contours of Early
Judaism’, in Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. 2, pp. 1-25. A
celebration of and critical reflection on Moore’s work, and of
Strack-Billerbeck’s Kommentar, is F. C. Porter’s ‘Judaism in New
Testament Times’, JR 8 (1928), 30—62. A much more insightful
critique of Moore’s volumes is M. Smith’s ‘The Work of George
Foot Moore’, Harvard Library Bulletin 15 (1967), 169—79. Especially
noteworthy are the valid judgments that in Moore’s study ‘Christianity
appears by contrast [to ‘normative’ Judaism] as a heretical sect,
engendered by apocalyptic enthusiasm’ (p. 177), and that the use
of documents of a minority party from a later time to portray earlier
phenomena presents ‘a seriously false picture of earlier times’
(p. 177). Neusner, while recognizing the masterful nature of Moore’s
work, nevertheless rightly perceives that the kind of Judaism
‘represented in the Mishnah, the Talmuds, and other rabbinic
writings of late antiquity’ simply ‘did not’ (italics mine, p. 1) exist
‘in the period before the turn of the first century’ (p. 1). Neusner
has set out with a ‘completely different approach’ from that of
Moore to ‘describe the evidence of the Mishnah on Judaism in the
““Tannaitic’’ Age’ (p. 3). Neusner, Judaism: The Evidence of the
Mishnah; for a perspicacious critique of Moore, see pp. 5-24. Also,
see note 84 below.

Meeks in Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. 2, p. 27.

M.D. Hooker, ‘Paul and ‘‘Covenantal Nomism’’,” in Paul and
Paulinism: Essays in Honour of C.K. Barrett, ed. M.D. Hooker
and S.G. Wilson (London, 1982), pp. 47—56, esp. p. 47.

S. Sandmel in RSR 4 (1978), 160.

F. Dexinger insightfully states, ‘Die jiidische Erwéhlungsvorstellung
ist der biblischen Grundlage entsprechend (vgl. Dtn 7, 6—8) von
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zentraler Bedeutung fiir das jiidische Selbstverstindnis’ (p. 189).
He goes on to add, ‘Schon die Terminologie 14dsst einen wesentlichen
strukturellen Aspekt des Erwdhlungsbewusstseins erkennen. Es
handelt sich um keinen statisch ontologischen Zustand, sondern um
einen heilsgeschichtlichen Prozess’ (p. 189). Dexinger, ‘Erwihlung:
Judentum’, Theologische Realenzyklopddie 10, pp. 189—92.

In his most recent book, The Territorial Dimension of Judaism,
Davies felt compelled to state that ‘the term ‘‘Judaism’’ itself cannot
be understood as representing a monolithic faith in which there has
been a simplistic uniformity of doctrine — whether demanded,
imposed, or recognized — about The Land, as about other elements
of belief. Certainly this was so at all periods and in all sections of
the Jewish community before 70 C.E.’ (p. 54, see also pp. 122-3).
In the first century C.E. there was probably one legal institution
headed by the high priest. See the discussions by H. D. Mantel and
Vermes, et al.: H.D. Mantel, ‘The High Priesthood and the
Sanhedrin in the Time of the Second Temple’, in The Herodian
Period, ed. M. Avi-Yonah and Z. Baras (The World History of the
Jewish People 1.7; Jerusalem, New Brunswick, 1975), pp. 265—81.
E. Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus
Christ, eds. G. Vermes, F. Millar, et al. (Edinburgh, 1979), vol. 2,
p. 208.

Herod the Great restored Samaria and far from restoring the
Samaritan temple renamed the city Sebaste (Sebastos is the Gk for
Augustus, the Emperor) and constructed there, as in Caesarea, a
temple to Augustus (and in Sebaste Herod erected a temple, naon
... megethei kai kallei ton ellogimétaton; Josephus, Ant 15.8.5).
See the discussion by A. Schalit, Konig Herodes: Der Mann und
sein Werk, trans. J. Amir (SJ 4; Berlin, 1969), pp. 358-65.

B. A. Levine has described Psalm 46 in terms of ‘the potent presence’
of God in ‘On the Presence of God in Biblical Religion’, Religions
in Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough,
ed. J. Neusner (SHR 14; Leiden, 1968), pp. 71—87. Levine readily
acknowledges, of course, that the prophets — especially Micah and
Jeremiah — attacked the notion that God’s ‘residence’ in Jerusalem
guaranteed the city’s security (cf. also 4 Ezra and 2 Bar).

The concept of the presence of God in biblical theologies must

be balanced with a perception of the ‘hiddenness’ of God, which
according to S. E. Balentine was not a minor problem for Israel and
denoted not only divine judgment but also ‘inexplicable divine
hiddenness’. See Balentine, The Hidden God: The Hiding of the
Face of God in the Old Testament (OTM; Oxford, 1983).
See the definitive study by R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and
Institutions, trans. J. McHugh (New York, London, 1961), esp.
pp. 320—1. Also, see the attempts to define the essence and describe
the phenomena of the Temple by M. Haran, Temples and Temple-
Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into the Character of Cult
Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School
(Oxford, 1978).
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These differing views are very ancient and can be traced in part to
the prophets. Zechariah and Ezekiel saw a Temple in restored
Jerusalem, but the latter emphasized that Yahweh not the Temple
was central (weshem-ha ‘ir miyy6m y*wah shammah, Ezek 48:35).
For Jeremiah ark, Temple and Jerusalem tended to be separated
conceptually; the latter dominated: ‘In those days ... men shall speak
no more of the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord ... it will be needed
no more. At that time Jerusalem shall be called the Throne of the
Lord’ (Jer 3:16—17; NEB).

Long ago O. Cullmann drew attention to Jewish opposition to the
Temple: ‘L’Opposition contre le Temple de Jérusalem, motif
commun de la théologie johannique et du monde ambiant’, NTS
5(1959), 157-73. ET: ‘A New Approach to the Interpretation of
the Fourth Gospel’, ExpT 71 (1959), 8—12, 35—-43.

V. Eppstein attempted to demonstrate the reliable history behind
Jesus’ action in the Temple (Purgatio templi: Mk 11: 15—17, Mat
21:12—-13, Lk 19:45-46, Jn 2:13—17). Eppstein, ‘The Historicity of
the Gospel Account of the Cleansing of the Temple’, ZNW 55 (1964),
42-8. E. Haenchen seriously questioned Eppstein’s main hypothesis,
that the High Priest Caiaphas, probably a Sadducee, terminated ‘the
custom of cordial cooperation between the Rabbis and the Temple
priesthood’ (p. 55) and possibly banished the Sanhedrin from the
Temple. See Haenchen, Das Johannes Evangelium: Ein Kommentar,
ed. U. Busse (Tiibingen, 1980), pp. 199—-200.

I have no difficulty with Neusner’s argument that the Mishnah
preserves a sysfem regarding the rules of purity, and that prior to
70 there was ‘a cultic system’. There probably was a system for
performing the daily sacrifices in the Temple. See Neusner, 4
History of the Mishnaic Law of Holy Things, Part VI: The
Mishnaic System of Sacrifice and Sanctuary (SJLA 30.6; Leiden,
1980), esp. see pp. 16—19. A cultic system is certainly different from,
and not to be confused with, a systematic normative Jewish
theology. .

P.D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia, 1975,
1979%). See chapter 1, esp. no. 22.

The importance of the Temple and the high priesthood becomes
clear when we think about Judaism after 70. This point has been
emphasized many times; long ago A. Momigliano wrote, ‘The most
serious measure of all remains to be mentioned: by abolishing the
Sanhedrin and the High Priesthood and by forbidding the resumption
of the worship of the Temple at Jerusalem the Romans destroyed the
political and religious centre of Judaism’ (p. 864). The Cambridge
Abncient History, vol. 10: ‘The Augustan Period 44 B.C. — A.D. 70,
eds. S. A. Cook, F.E. Adcock and M. P. Charlesworth (Cambridge,
New York, 1934).

I am indebted to the discussions by Biichler, Der galildische ‘Am-
ha’ares des zweiten Jahrhunderts, pp.91-3, 158-9, and by
Oppenheimer, The ‘Am Ha-aretz, pp. 789, 126, 132. If the ‘am
ha-aretz is one who is unclean and impure then how can Oppenheimer
state that there were rules to prohibit a khn ‘m h’rs from eating
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priestly gifts ‘when not in a state of purity’ (p. 79, cf. p. 132)? See
the discussion in chapter 1 and nn, 24-9,

It should be obvious that I side fully with D. E. Aune against any
endeavour to discard documents as insignificant and construct, as
N.J. McEleney attempted, an ‘orthodox’ Judaism. As Aune stated,
any such thesis is ‘both fallacious and a serious distortion of the
religious integrity and structure of first century Judaism’ (pp. 1-2).
See Aune, ‘Orthodoxy in First Century Judaism? A Response to
N.J. McEleney’, JSJ 7 (1976), 1-10.

One of the great minds of our century, Kdsemann, looking back
over five decades of writing and lecturing, claims: ‘Echte und tiefe
menschliche Bindungen fiihren stets in Konflikte, miissen sich gerade
in ihnen bewdhren. Auf meinem Wege haben sie sich gehduft’ (p. 7).
See Kisemann’s Kirchliche Konflikte, vol. 1 (Gottingen, 1982). For
Kisemann the Bible is ‘ein subversives Buch’ and ‘Autoritidt wird
allein durch Dienst legitimiert’ (p. 5).

R. Murray, ‘Jews, Hebrews and Christians: Some Needed Distinc-
tions’, NovT 24 (1982), 194—-208.

In Early Judaism the ‘discontinuity’ is greater than Murray’s terms
allow. Early Judaism cannot be bifurcated into two groups: the
group he labels ‘Jews’ because they ‘looked to Jerusalem’ (here
Temple, cult, and Jerusalem are too readily identified) for ‘their
focus of identity and devotion’ (p. 199); and the one he defines as
‘Hebrews’ because they dissented (a paradigm that disguises a pre-
conceived normative Judaism). This model will not withstand
careful examination. Paul refers to himself as Hebraios ex Hebraion
(Phil 3:5) and this term cannot be dismissed as referring to the
Semitic language (p. 204). To begin with Josephus’ terms (Ant
11.8.6) as ‘a starting point’ (p. 198) and to exclude the Samaritans
as Jews tends to ignore Josephus’ personal opinions and desire to
cast pre-70 Judaism so that it is appealing to Romans. These brief
comments should disclose that I have taken Murray seriously when
he wrote, ‘What follows is a basis for discussion rather than a thesis
to be defended’ (p. 198, cf. p. 208).

Murray, NovT 24 (1982), 202.

See the discussion of ‘Spatjudentum’ and ‘Frithjudentum’ in K.
Hoheisel’s Das antike Judentum in Christlicher Sicht: Ein Beitrag
zur neueren Forschungsgeschichte (SOR 2; Wiesbaden, 1978). As
Hoheisel (pp. 7—60) clarifies, Spdtjudentum tends to be a pejorative
term: Judaism is not dying out as Christianity is being launched.
That misconception derives from Christian apologetics, if not
polemics.

M.E. Stone, Scriptures, Sects and Visions: A Profile of Judaism from
Ezra to the Jewish Revolts (Philadelphia, 1980), p. 35. Stone rightly
emphasizes that the circles of scholars who produced 1 Enoch were
‘well learned’ (p. 44). See the Preface above and ‘The Cosmic Theol-
ogy of Early Judaism’ at the end of the present chapter, pp.65-7.
I am in full agreement with M. Smith’s argument that ‘hellenistic’
denotes a ‘cultural classification distinct both from “‘Greek’’ and
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from ‘‘oriental’’,’ and that it represents ‘various groups of a single
cultural continuum — the Hellenistic’ (p. 81). Hengel also correctly
states that ‘we may term Judaism of the Hellenistic Roman period,
both in the home country and the Diaspora, ‘‘Hellenistic Judaism’’’
(pp. 125-6). See their books: M. Smith, Palestinian Parties and
Politics that Shaped the Old Testament (New York, London, 1974).
M. Hengel, Jews, Greeks and Barbarians.: Aspects of the Hellenization
of Judaism in the Pre-Christian Period, trans. J. Bowden
(Philadelphia, 1980).
In ‘Das Neue Testament als jiidische Schrift’ G. Stemberger em-
phasizes that ‘Das Neue Testament ist voll und ganz aus den Juden-
tum des 1. und beginnenden 2. Jahrhunderts erwachsen, steht in der
reichen jiidischen Tradition und ist in stindigem Gesprach mit ihr
auch dort, wo es von ihr abweicht’ Geschichte der jiidischen
Literatur: Eine Einfiihrung (Munich, 1977), p. 65. It is certainly true
that portions of some New Testament writings may be originally
Jewish, namely James and Revelation, but Stemberger’s claim is
too sweeping and fails to note that some writings in the New Testa-
ment, notably Acts and Paul’s writings, are also influenced by Greek
philosophical ideas. On the other hand, C.C. Torrey in Documents
of the Primitive Church (New York, London, 1941) erred when he
contended that Tosephta Yadayim 2:13 indicated that Jews thought
the gospels would be equal in authority to the scriptures. Zeitlin
correctly replied that ‘it is quite impossible to assume that some
Pharisees felt that the Gospels should be put on a par with the
Ketubim’ (JOR 32 (1942), repr. in Solomon Zeitlin’s Studies in the
Early History of Judaism, vol. 3, p. 431). Tosephta Yadayim 2:13
is translated by Neusner as follows: ‘The Gospels (gylymnyn) and
books of heretics do not impart uncleanness to hands’ (p. 333). The
Tosefta Translated from the Hebrew. Sixth Division: Tohorot (The
Order of Purities) (New York, 1977). While Neusner does not com-
ment on this debate between Torrey and Zeitlin (cf. A History of
the Mishnaic Law of Purities. Part X1X: Tebul Yom and Yadayim
(SJLA 6.19; Leiden, 1977), it seems clear to me that he agrees with
Torrey that the gospels are mentioned in Yadayim 2:13 but would
side with Zeitlin in interpreting the passage.
As J.Z. Smith (in Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. 2, p. 15)
contends, ‘we cannot sustain the impossible construct of @ normative,
Jewish understanding. We must conceive of a variety of early
Judaisms, which cluster in varying configurations’ (his italics). M.
Smith rightly claims that the Jamnia court ‘effectuated a reorgan-
ization of Jewish law and life that effectively marked the beginnings
of a distinctive, new form of the religion, ‘‘rabbinic Tudaism’’, of
which the center was a distinctive, new rabbinic organization’
(p. 43). M. Smith, ‘Early Christianity and Judaism’, in Great
Confrontations in Jewish History, ed. S. Wagner and A. Breck
(Denver, 1977), pp. 41 -61.

A monolith has no life: hence ‘maonolithic’ Judaism, a concept
shared by most New Testament scholars before approximately 1960,
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when the Dead Sea Scrolls made a permanent impact on scholar-
ship, probably reflects the idea that piety had died out in Early
Judaism, as Schiirer had argued — most incorrectly — in ‘Das Leben
unter dem Gesetz’, Geschichte des Jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter
Jesu Christi (Leipzig, 1886%), Part 11, pp. 387—416.

The one document that has misled some recent and excellent scholars
into thinking it may belong to one of the sects is the Psalms of
Solomon. For further elaboration on this point see my ‘Introduction
for the General Reader’, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol.
1, pp.xi—xxxiv. H. Cousin, incorrectly, labels both the Psalms of
Solomon and 4 Ezra as Pharisaic. See his Vies d’Adam et Eve, des
patriarches et des prophétes (Paris, 1980). Also, we must no longer
tolerate the misrepresentation of pre-70 Judaism that speaks about
the Pharisees as the popular, ‘normative sect’. See M. Smith’s
clarification that this conception derives from Josephus’ post-70
political apologia found especially in the Antiquities (93—4 C.E.).
Smith, ‘Palestinian Judaism in the First Century’, in Israel: Its Role
in Civilization, ed. M. Davis (New York, 1956), pp. 67—81. Neusner
has further developed Smith’s insight; see Neusner’s ‘Josephus’
Pharisees: A Complete Repertoire’, Formative Judaism: Religious,
Historical and Literary Studies, Third Series (Chico, California,
1983), pp. 61-82. Also, see note 110.

Unfortunately Bultmann’s ‘Das Urchristentum’ was translated as
‘Primitive Christianity’; see note 10 above. Perhaps also, our under-
standing of the term ‘primitive’ has altered significantly since the
fifties. Also, see the ET of Daniélou’s Les origines (cf. n. 54).
See chapter 1, ‘““Christian Origins’’, Perspective, and Appreci-
ation’, pp. 13-14.

As Stone argues, in Scriptures, Sects and Visions, ‘Later configur-
ations of Judaism and Christianity may have only a peripheral
importance in determining the actual situation that existed’ (p. 115).
Stone also correctly stresses two important points: First, the ‘Christian
sources form a valuable body of evidence about Judaism in the first
century’ (p. 115). Second, ‘a whole range of speculative interests
is missing from the New Testament’ (p. 115, also see p. 43).

‘Die inneren Notwendigkeiten, die zu diesem volligen Wandel in
der Geschichtsbetrachtung gefiihrt haben, konnen wir, wie gesagt,
nicht aufzeigen.’ G. von Rad, Weisheit in Israel (Neukirchen-Vluyn,
1970), p. 354; ET: Wisdom in Israel (Nashville, New York, 1972),
p. 276. G. von Rad also wrote that in ‘the course of this completely
altered idea (vollig verdanderten Vorstellung) of divine salvation, the
interpretation of history was, so to speak, subjected to a revolution
of a hundred and eighty degrees, for now it was interpreted not from
the past but from the eschaton’ (p. 282); ‘denn nun wurde sie nicht
von der Vergangenheit, sondern von den Eschata her interpretiert’
(p. 362). While this position is significant, I think that von Rad has
tended to exaggerate the alterations of older ideas in Early Judaism.
J. Neusner, Judaism: The Evidence of the Mishnah (Chicago,
London, 1981), p. 7.
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For the Greek see H. Jacobson, The Exagoge of Ezekiel (Cambridge,
1983), p. 56.

I am focusing upon the mind of the early Jew, not the causes of
revolt! Certainly many factors in the latter concern must be empha-
sized, not the least significant of which is the repressiveness and
clumsiness of Rome.

See my comments in JAAR 50 (1982), 292-3 (a review of J.
Schiipphaus, Die Psalmen Salomos (Leiden, 1977). Also, see the
discussion above and chapter 1, ‘New Opportunities and
Challenges’, pp. 18—25.

J. Heinemann, Prayer in the Talmud, pp. 26—7. The Hebrew of
the last sentence, according to Schechter in JQR O.S. 10 (1898),
656: brwk ’th yy mthyh hmtym.

3. The Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament

Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, compared to the
Hebrew, the LXX of Jeremiah was considered unimportant. Now,
thanks to the recovery of the fragments of Jeremiah found in the
Qumran caves we know ¢wo recensions are ancient; one lies behind
the MT, the other behind the LXX. Long ago F. M. Cross pointed
this out: ‘In Chapter 10, for example, the Septuagint omits no fewer
than four verses, and shifts the order of a fifth. The Qumrén
Jeremiah (4QJer®) omits the four verses and shifts the order in
identical fashion’, The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern
Biblical Studies (Garden City, New York, 1961 (revised edition)),
p. 187.

The translations are my own; they are designed to be faithful to the
Hebrew and the Greek and also to clarify the parallels. A comparison
of the RSV translations of Jeremiah 31:15 and Matthew 2:17—-18
suggests a wide difference between the two that simply does not exist.
For introduction, transcription and facsimile see J. T. Milik, The
Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrdn Cave 4, with the
collaboration of M. Black (Oxford, 1976). Milik dates 4QEn° to
‘the early Herodian period or the last third of the first century
B.C.E.’ (p. 178).

C.D. Osborn concludes an analysis of Aramaic Enoch and Jude
with the statement that ‘not only is Jude quoting 1 Enoch i.9, but
specifically from an Aramaic Enoch’ (p.338). Osborn, ‘The
Christological Use of 1 Enoch i.9 in Jude 14, 15°, NTS 23 (1977),
334—41. Bauckham, in Jude, 2 Peter (WBC 50; Waco, Texas, 1983),
concluded that ‘the simplest explanation is that Jude knew the Greek
version, but made his own translation from the Aramaic’ (p. 96,
cf. p. 47).

The translation is essentially (see following notes) Isaac’s, in ‘I
Enoch’, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, pp. 13—-14,
My translation is from the facsimile in Milik, Books of Enoch, plate
IX. The Ethiopic (Knibb’s translation), the Greek of Codex Pano-
politanus and Jude, and the Latin according to Pseudo-Cyprian
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are conveniently placed in parallel columns in R. J. Bauckham, Jude,
2 Peter, p. 95.

7 Isaacnotes: ‘All of Charles’s MSS, except e, read mas’a ‘‘he came’’.
Ethiopian commentators who follow this reading argue that the
perfect tense is used to emphasize that ‘‘he will certainly come’’.’
See Isaac, ‘1 Enoch’, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1,
p.13. M. A. Knibb translates the verse with the English present: ‘He
comes’. See Knibb, The Ethiopic Book of Enoch: A New Edition
in the Light of the Aramaic Dead Sea Fragments, in consultation
with E. Ullendorff (2 vols., Oxford, 1978), vol. 2, p. 60.

8 Isaac: ‘with ten million’, Knibb (p. 60): ‘was with ten thousand holy
ones’; I choose ‘myriad’ for the Ethiopic here to avoid confusing
comparisons.

9 The Ethiopic does not have the possessive pronoun, but the
Greek of Jude clearly does (autou). It is important to see if the
pronoun is in the Aramaic fragment. Not the transcription, but
the facsimile (Milik, plate IX) clearly shows ¢d.sh.[...], the third
and fifth letters are either two Waws, two Yodhs, or one of
each; it is difficult to be certain. Milik reads gaddishé[hf], ‘[hi]s
holy ones’. This reading is possible, but so are two others.
Another possibility is qaddishi[n], ‘the holy one[s})’. The third
possibility is the first impression I received when looking at the
facsimile: g®dhéshi(n], ‘the holy one[s]’; in that case we have a
Hebraism, which is not strange in this type of Aramaic. In favour
of this rendering is not only the first impression, but also a
comparison of the Waws and Yodhs in 4QEn¢. They are either
indistinguishable, or the Waws seem to be occasionally a little
longer. Here the third consonant is longer than the fifth. In
Herodian scripts, as in IQM, Waws often have a longer stem than
Yodhs. On balance, I tend to think we are faced, therefore, with
‘the holy ones’, which agrees with the Ethiopic. Against the
Aramaic, and Ethiopic, would then be the reading ‘his holy ones’,
which is behind Jude, followed by Codex Panopolitanus (autou)
and Ps-Cyprian (suorum).

10 Osborn perceptively concludes that ‘Jude has made a decidedly
Christian adaptation of 1 Enoch 1.9 by the unique addition of kurios’
(NTS 23 (1977), 338). Bauckham, in Jude, 2 Peter, correctly judges
that kurios ‘is probably Jude’s interpretative gloss on the text ...
by which he applies a prophecy of the eschatological coming of God
(1 Enoch 1:4) to the Parousia of the Lord Jesus’ (p. 96, cf. 94). 1
am not convinced, however, that the prophecy is employed only
with regard to the parousia of Jesus; it is more natural in the light
of the omissions from 1 Enoch, especially the deletions of ‘destroy’,
because they were not fulfilled by the so-called advent; and the ‘past’
tense of the aorist may suggest that the first coming, with subtle
allusions to the second, was in the mind of the author of Jude. The
parousia was portrayed in terms of the advent. Both, from prophetic
insight, have been fulfilled. For further observations regarding
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interpolations and redactions that are christologically motivated,
see Charlesworth, Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, vol. 2,
pp. 27-55, 310-15.

Bauckham claims that early Christian readers would understand tais
muriasin autou ‘as a reference to the angels’, and rois hagiois autou
‘as areference to Christians’ (p. 138); ‘A Note on a Problem in the
Greek Version of 1 Enoch i.9’, JTS N.S. 32 (1981), 136—8. I take
this argument to be rather speculative.

See the comments by Osborn, ‘1 Enoch 1.9 in Jude 14, 15°, NTS
23(1977), 334—41, esp. 340—1. Bauckham agrees that ‘the modifi-
cations of the text’ are in ‘accordance with early Christian practice’
(Jude, 2 Peter, pp. 93—4). For a penetrating discussion of this issue
in a wider context, see C.F. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testa-
ment, third edition, revised and rewritten (San Francisco, Cambridge,
1982), pp.84-5.

Osborn, although not using our technical terms, correctly states,
‘Jude’s citation is not literally word for word, nor on the other hand
is it merely a reminiscence or allusion. He has rather adapted the
1 Enoch text to the new historical situation in view of his escha-
tological purposes and his christological understanding’, ‘1 Enoch
i.9 in Jude 14, 15°, p. 340.

While I do not agree with Bauckham that we can use the term
‘midrash’ when referring to Jude, I do agree with his assessment
of the importance and the meaning of the quotation from 1 Enoch
in Jude:

The quotation from Enoch is probably to be seen as Jude’s
key text in his midrash. Interpreted by the addition of the
word ‘Lord’, it speaks of the coming of the Lord Jesus
to judge the wicked. Its emphatic repetition of the word
‘ungodly’ hammers home the message of Jude’s whole
midrash: that those who indulge in ‘ungodly’ conduct, as
the false teachers do, are those on whom judgment will
fall. (Jude, 2 Peter, p. 100)

Bauckham in Jude, 2 Peter, perceptively states that while the verb
eprophéteusen ‘indicates that Jude regarded the prophecies in 1
Enoch as inspired by God, it need not imply that he regarded the
book as canonical Scripture’ (p. 96).

B. Reicke in The Epistles of James, Peter, and Jude (The Anchor
Bible; Garden City, New York, 1964) rightly emphasizes that while
I Enoch ‘was not accepted by the Jews or the Christians as a
canonical scripture’, yet ‘it is clear that Jude regarded this writing
as inspired. In fact, due to its presumed antiquity, First Enoch is
placed on an even higher level than the Old Testament prophets’
(p. 209). K.H. Schelkle, in Die Petrusbriefe; der Judasbrief
(HTKNT 13.2; Freiburg, Basel, Vienna, 1980°), judiciously argues
that Jude had a high estimate of 1 Enoch, and ‘without question’
believed ‘dass es wirklich vom Patriarchen Henoch stamme. Darum
zitiert er es hier also prophetisches Buch und spielt an anderen Stellen
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(Jud 6.12) darauf an’ (p. 164). W. Grundmann in Der Brief des
Judas und der zweite Brief des Petrus (THNT 15; Berlin, 1979%)
states only that ‘in dem Kreis des Judas und auch seiner Leser [1
Enoch] hochgeschiatzt wurde’ (p. 43); but earlier (p. 16) he asked,
thinking about the provenance of Jude: ‘Wo hat apokalyptische
Literatur neben den Schriften des Alten Bundes gleichwertiges
Gewicht?’

See the comments at the close of chapter 1, p. 25.

In K. Aland, et al. (ed.), The Greek New Testament, Jude 9 is in
bold type, but Jude 14—15 is in ordinary type. The ‘Index of
Quotations’ in this edition is intended to include almost all conceivable
‘quotations’; it can be very misleading if taken in any other sense.
Bauckham, ‘Excursus: The Background and Source of Jude 9°,
Jude, 2 Peter, pp. 65—76. J.R. Busto Sdiz in ‘La carta de Judas
a la luz de algunos escritos judios’, (EB 39 (1981), 83—105) also
thinks that Jude depended directly not only on 1 Enoch but also
on the Testament of Moses. The Palaea Historica also contains the
account of Moses’ death, the struggle between Michael and Samael
(the Devil), and the saying, ‘the Lord rebuke you’. D. Flusser thinks
that this story ‘originates from the ‘“Assumption of Moses’’’ (p. 73).
Flusser’s interest, however, was in searching for possible Jewish
sources in the Palaea Historica. See Flusser, ‘Palaea Historica: An
Unknown Source of Biblical Legends’, Studies in Aggadah and
Folk-Literature, ed. J. Heinemann and Dov Noy (SH 22; Jerusalem,
1971), pp. 48-79.

See J. Priest, ‘Testament of Moses’, The Old Testament Pseudepig-
rapha, vol. 1, pp. 919-34; and the critical studies published in
G.W_E. Nickelsburg (ed.), Studies on the Testament of Moses:
Seminar Papers (SCS 4; Cambridge, Mass., 1973).

K. Berger, in a detailed and well-researched article, rightly draws
attention to numerous texts (many of which postdate Jude) that con-
tain traditions parallel to Jude 9 and 4Q ‘Amram®. He concludes that
the tradition “iiber den Engelstreit’ has a long and complex develop-
ment. ‘Ihr dltestes Dokument ist 4Q Amrb. In Judas (und in dem
im ganzen urspriinglicheren Palaia-Bericht) hatte sie bereits eine
formgeschichtlich sekundire Verwendung gefunden. Die spateren
Zeugnisse sind kaum literarisch abhangig, sondern dokumentieren,
dass es sich hier um eine relativ feste Tradition gehandelt hat’ (p. 18).
Berger, ‘Der Streit des guten and des bosen Engels um die Seele:
Beobachtungen zu 4Q Amr® und Judas 9°, JSJ 4 (1973), 1-18.
Bauckham in Jude, 2 Peter, p. 67.

Bauckham in Jude, 2 Peter, p. 67.

Translation by H.C. Kee in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
vol. 1, p. 828.

Bauckham in Jude, 2 Peter, p.67.

For the citations extant in Greek, see A.-M. Denis, Fragmenta
pseudepigraphorum quae supersunt Graeca (PVTG 3; Leiden,
1970), pp. 63-7.

The Latin text: ‘Adversarii hujus contemplationis praescribunt
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32

33

praesenti epistolae et Moyseos Assumptioni propter eum locum
ubi significatur verbum Archangeli de corpore Moyseos ad diabolum
factum.” This text is taken from Charles, The Assumption of
Moses (London, 1897), p. 108.

These lists are conveniently collected by A.-M. Denis, Introduction
aux pseudépigraphes Grecs d’Ancien Testament (SVTP 1; Leiden,
1970), pp. xiv—xv. For the texts see: J.-P. Migne, ‘Nicephori
confessoris aliquot canones’, Patrologiae Graecae 100 (1865),
852—64; and T. Zahn, ‘Die sogenannte Synopsis des Athanasius’,
Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen Kanons (Erlangen, Leipzig,
1890), vol. 2, first half, pp. 302—18.

Charles, The Assumption of Moses, p. xlvi. Charles argued that
these two separate works were ‘subsequently put together and
edited in one’ (p. xlvi). If so, what has been lost, how different
were they originally, and what alterations were made by the
editor?

M. R. James was incorrect to attribute it to Jubilees; see The Testa-
ment of Abraham (T&S 2.2; Cambridge, 1892), esp. p. 17: ‘The
book is of course the ‘‘Lepto genesis’’ = Book of Jubilees =
Diatheke Mouseos’ (transliteration is mine).

This work was cited by Gelasius Cyzicenus (fl. 475) in Hist. Eccl.
2.17.18; for the Greek, see Denis, Fragmenta, p. 65. Traditions
about Moses were varied; Philo of Byblos, according to Helladius,
stated that ‘Moses is called Alpha (a/pha), because his body was
afflicted with leprosy (alphois).’ See the text and translation by
H.W. Attridge and R. A. Oden, Jr., Philo of Byblos: The Phoenician
History. Introduction, Critical Text, Translation, Notes (CBQ
Monograph Series 9; Washington, D.C., 1981) pp. 100—1. See the
general discussion by J. G. Gager, Moses in Greco-Roman Paganism
(SBLMS 16; New York, 1972).

The Latin: ‘Et primo quidem in Genesi serpens Evam seduxisse
describitur, de quo in Adscensione Mosis, cujus libelli meminit in
epistola sua apostolus Judas, Michael archangelus cum diabolo
disputans de corpore Mosis ait, a diabolo inspiratum serpentum
causam exstitisse praevaricationis Adae et Evae.” The Latin is taken
from Charles, Assumption, p. 108.

I have taken the Greek from James, The Testament of Abraham,
p. 17.

34 Translated by M. A. Knibb in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,

35

36

37

vol. 2, pp. 143-76.

Translated by Robert Wright in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
vol. 2, pp. 639-70.

R. T. Lutz and A. Pietersma in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha,
(vol. 2, p. 435) correctly conclude that the author of 2 Timothy
knew the tradition about Jannes and Jambres, but he imparts ‘no
information apart from their names’.

CD 5.17-19, ‘For formerly Moses and Aaron stood (‘md) by the
Prince of Lights (sr h 'wrym), but Belial (bly /) in his licentiousness
raised up (wygm) Jannes (yhnh) and his brother when Israel
was saved the first (time).” Facsimile in S. Zeitlin, The Zadokite
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39

40

41

42

43
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45

Fragments (JQR Monograph Series 1; Philadelphia, 1952).

For bibliography see Charlesworth, with Mueller, The New Testa-
ment Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: A Guide to Publications with
Excurses on Apocalypses (Metuchen, N.J., London, 1985) ad loc.
cit. ActsPil 5:1, after mentioning Moses’ many signs (semeia polla)
in Egypt, we read: ‘And there were there servants of Pharaoh,
Jannes and Jambres (Jannes kai lambres); and they also accomplished
signs (semeia), not a few of which Moses had accomplished. And
the Egyptians held them, Jannes and Jambres, as gods (hos theous).’
Translated from the Greek edition of C. Tischendorf, Evangelia
Apocrypha (Leipzig, 1853), p. 223.

My comments here do not refer to the shebe ‘al peh; for a discussion
of the Oral Torah, see Neusner, ‘Oral Torah and Oral Tradition:
Defining the Problematic’, in Method and Meaning in Ancient
Judaism (BJS 10; Missoula, Montana, 1979), pp. 59-75; ‘The
Meaning of Torah Shebe ‘al Peh with Special Reference to Mishnah-
Tractates Kelim and Ohalot’, in Formative Judaism: Religious,
Historical and Literary Studies; Third Series: Torah, Pharisees,
and Rabbis (BJS 46; Chico, California, 1983). pp. 13-33.

Three books have just appeared that will clarify our methodological
approach to oral traditions and perception of oral psychodynamics.
These are: W, H. Kelber, The Oral and the Written Gospel: The
Hermeneutics of Speaking and Writing in the Synoptic Tradition,
Mark, Paul, and Q (Philadelphia, 1983); and W.J. Ong, Orality
and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (New Accents;
London, New York, 1982), see esp. pp. 65—8, 156—-79; and R.
Riesner, Jesus als Lehrer: Eine Untersuchung zum Ursprung der
Evangelien-Uberlieferung (WUNT 2.7; Tiibingen, 1981).

In an encyclopedic work, Song of Songs: A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary (Anchor Bible; Garden City,
New York, 1977), M. H. Pope demonstrates that ‘the cultic inter-
pretation’ is ‘best able to account for the erotic imagery’ (p. 17,
cf. pp. 145-53, 228-9). He writes, ‘There is no doubt whatever
about the general idea of these poems, which is the same as that
treated of in Canticles — the mutual love of the sexes. In mono-
logues and dialogues are described the reciprocal love and longing
of the male and female for each other’ (p.57). Pope sees the
Song of Songs in the light of the ‘funeral feasts celebrated with
wine, women, and song’ (p. 228).

The tragments of 4QWiles are published by J. M. Allegro, Qumrdn
Cave 4: 1 (4Q158—4Q186), with the collaboration of A.-A. Anderson
(DJD §; Oxford, 1968), pp. 82—5. J. Strugnell disagrees with some
restorations and readings, see his ‘Notes en marge du volume V des
“‘Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan’’, RQ 26 (1970),
163 -276, esp. pp. 263--8.

Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter, p. 46.

Perhaps the presupposition that better ideas must mean later ideas
reflects the anachronistic polemic against a type of Judaism that
was pereeived to be ‘decadent’.

For Moule, ‘development’ means ‘something ... like the growth,
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47

48

49

from immaturity to maturity, of a single specimen from within
itself’, The Origins of Christology (Cambridge, 1977), p. 2.
Marxsen correctly perceives a continuity between Christology
before and after Easter, ‘the continuity, which reaches all the way
back into the time prior to Easter, exists in the fact that Jesus is
always the one who is proclaimed — even when he himself appears
as the proclaimer’ (p. 81). Marxsen, The Beginnings of Christology,
Together with the Lord’s Supper as a Christological Problem, trans.
P.J. Achtemeier and L. Nieting, with an introduction by J. Reumann
(Philadelphia, 1979). Marxsen also speaks about ‘development’, and
although he does not contrast development with evolution, he stands
with Moule on the side of the debate which emphasizes continuity
and development of ideas vis-a-vis the alteration through mutation
of different ideas.
As Meeks contended, the ‘Pauline Christians believe in one God’,
and they ‘also accord to the crucified and resurrected Messiah, Jesus,
some titles and functions that in the Bible and Jewish tradition were
attributed only to God’, The First Urban Christians (New Haven,
London, 1983), p. 190.
There is much in Bultmann’s work that reflects astounding brilliance;
other sections are simply initiated by an antipathy to and ignorance
of Early Jewish thought. Bultmann was definitely incorrect to deny
that the earliest Church entitled Jesus ‘Lord’. He argued that ‘the
Kyrios-cult originated on Hellenistic soil’ (vol. 1, p. 51). See
Bultmann’s magisterial Theology of the New Testament, trans. K.
Grobel (2 vols., New York, 1951, 1955).
In the early 70s R. J. Bull and his team of archaeologists excavated
a vault that was originally 96 feet long. It had been constructed by
Herod as a warehouse for the harbour at Caesarea. This warehouse
was ‘turned into a Mithraeum in the third century A.D. The walls
of this vault had been plastered and were at one time completely
covered with elaborate frescoes from the life of Mithra. The ceiling
was painted blue. Beside the altar at the end of the vault were three
scenes from the life of Mithra’ (p.36). Moreover, a marble
medallion was recovered; it depicts scenes honouring Mithra. See
the account, with beautiful illustrations and photographs, by Bull
in ‘Caesarea Maritima — The Search for Herod’s City’, BAR 8
(1982), 24—-40.
S. Lieberman argues that for the Jews ‘the mysteries represented
no danger. A Jew had to become an idol worshipper before he could
be initiated into the mysteries. In the first centuries C.E. the Jews
were so far removed from clear-cut idolatry that there was not the
slightest need to argue and to preach against it’ (pp. 120-1).
Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (TSJTSA 18; New York,
1950). D. Sanger in Antikes Judentum und die Mysterien: Religions-
geschichtliche Untersuchungen zu Joseph und Aseneth (WUNT 2,
series 5; Titbingen, 1980) concludes that his ‘wesentlicher Ertrag”
is ‘dass JosAs weder aufgrund formaler noch auch inhaltlicher
Kriterien als Mysterienroman bezeichnet werden darf, ja dass wir
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50

51

52

53

54

55

nicht einmal einen den Mysterieninitiationen vergleichbaren
Eintrittsritus hier finden’ (p.216). For a recent discussion of
the mystery religions see M. J. Vermaseren (ed.) Die orientalischen
Religionen im Romerreich (OrRR) (EPROER 93; Leiden, 1981).
Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in
Palestine During the Early Hellenistic Period, trans. J. Bowden (2
vols., Philadelphia, 1974), vol. 1, p. 202.

A heavenly voice was heard proclaiming daily during the life of
Hanina ben Dosa the following:

The whole universe is sustained on account of my son
Hanina; but my son Hanina is satisfied with one kab of
carob from one Sabbath eve to another.

(bTa‘an 24b; bBer 17b; bHull 86a)

Translation and italics are according to Vermes, Jesus the Jew: A
Historian’s Reading of the Gospels (London, 1973), p. 206.
Chrysostom wrote in Hom. adv. Jud. (847) that Christians ‘go to
these places {the synagogues] as though they were sacred shrines. I
am not imagining such things. I know them from my own experience.’
See the excellent translation in Meeks and R. L. Wilken, Jews and
Christians in Antioch in the First Four Centuries of the Common
Era (SBLBS 13; Missoula, Montana, 1978) the quotation is on p. 90.
J.L. Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (Nashville,
1979%). Also see his The Gospel of John in Christian History: Essays
for Interpreters (New York, 1978), esp. ‘Persecution and Martyr-
dom’ on pp. 55-89.

As is well known H. D. Betz argues that Galatians was directed to
Gauls, not Jews. Davies replied that it was addressed to Jews and
former proselytes. Despite their great differences regarding the
audience to which Galatians is directed, it is remarkable that both
Betz and Davies speak about a sophisticated and well-educated
audience. See Betz’s Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter
1o the Churches in Galatia (Hermenia; Philadelphia, 1979), p. 2 and
Davies’ review of Betz’s Galatians in RSR 7 (1981), 310—18, esp.
p. 312,

Hengel, The Son of God: The Origin of Christology and the History
of Jewish-Hellenistic Religion, trans. J. Bowden (Philadelphia,
1976), p. 2. With Moule and Marxsen, Hengel argues for a ‘consistent
development and completion’ of early ideas and concepts. My
personal judgment is that these scholars are entirely correct. Hengel
develops his perception of earliest Christianity in Between Jesus and
Paul: Studies in the Earliest History of Christianity, trans. J.
Bowden (London, 1983). In chapter 2, entitled ‘Christology and
New Testament Chronology’, Hengel argues astutely that Paul’s
Christology was ‘largely complete’ before 48, the time of the
so-called apostolic council (p. 39). He raises a most important
question: ‘Is it not historically more appropriate here to explain the
christological development up to the Apostolic Council intrinsically
on Jewish presuppositions, which of course are richer and more
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varied than the fathers of the history-of-religions school could have
supposed?’ (p. 35) For one who has thoroughly perused the pre-
Christian documents in the Pseudepigrapha the answer can only be
an emphatic ‘yes’. I would go on to add that the Jewish erudition
and sophistication is ‘richer and more varied’ than New Testament
specialists have supposed.

Kiimmel, Introduction to the New Testament, revised edition, trans.
H.C. Kee (Nashville, New York, 1973), p. 403. J. A. T. Robinson
in Redating the New Testament (London, 1976) was surprised to
discover how many ‘Introductions’ argued for a late date for
Hebrews; but he also noted ‘a detectable swing’ to an earlier dating
by recent research specialists on Hebrews (pp. 200—-1).

Kimmel, Introduction, p. 403. Hebrews 2:3 does not, as Kiimmel
argues, indicate a time of ‘the second Christian generation’. It simply
means that the author did not know Jesus personally. As Robinson
states (Redating, p. 219) the words ‘would suit Barnabas admirably’.
One of the merits of J. Swetnam’s Jesus and Isaac: A Study of the
Epistle to The Hebrews in the Light of the Agedah (AB 94; Rome,
1981) is his wide use of Jewish sources.

D.R. Darnell has speculated that Hebrews 3:7-4:13, before its
present redactional form, may have been a synagogal sermon given
by the author of Hebrews. See Darnell’s ‘Rebellion, Rest, and the
Word of God (An Exegetical Study of Hebrews 3:1—-4:13)’ Duke
University Ph.D., 1973.

See the erudite discussion by P. W. van der Horst entitled ‘Moses’
Throne Vision in Ezekiel the Dramatist’, JSJ 34 (1983), 21-9.
Translation, with emendation by van der Horst in JSJ 34 (1983),
23. He has worked from the edition of B. Snell, Tragicorum
graecorum fragmenta I (Gottingen, 1971), pp. 288-301. For a
different interpretation of the dream-vision, see H. Jacobson’s The
Exagoge of Ezekiel (Cambridge, 1983); according to him the dream
‘amounts to a prophecy of Moses’ future deeds and greatness’
(p. 94).

See Philo’s Allegorical Interpretation 3.79—82, and The Preliminary
Studies 98—-9. Also, see Josephus’ War 6.438 and Jewish Ant
1.180—1. Neither Philo nor Josephus preserves traditions about
Melchisedek that approximate so close to those of Hebrews as the
ones in 2 Enoch. Josephus, for example, is content to refer to him
as basileus dikaios, ‘righteous (or good) king’.

See chapter 1, ‘The Original Ending of 2 Enoch’, pp.23-4, for an
excerpt of this ending.

D. Flusser, who is unusually gifted linguistically and a revered
specialist on ancient texts, concludes — and I concur — that 2 Enoch
‘could have been written originally in Hebrew or Aramaic, probably
in the Ist century C.E. (p.936). Flusser, ‘Intertestamental Literature’,
The New Encyclopaedia Britannica: Micropaedia 2 (1973), 931-8.
Andersen, who has pioneered a new approach to 2 Enoch, is
judiciously cautious about any sweeping conclusions now about 2
Enoch; but he admits the ‘text abounds in Semitisms’, that the
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original may be Hebrew (or Aramaic), and it is not impossible that
the original composition is early and Jewish. See Andersen, ‘2
Enoch’, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol. 1, pp. 91-100.
Andersen argues, quite wisely, that the story of Melchisedek’s birth
‘is certainly not an imitation of the account of Jesus’ birth found
in Matthew and Luke. No Christian could have developed such a
blasphemy (and we can imagine a scribe refusing to copy this part);
and why should a Jew answer the Christians in this way when a more
obvious and more scurrilous explanation of Mary’s pregnancy was
at hand?’ Andersen goes on to point to the importance of the ending
of 2 Enoch for Hebrews. Andersen, in The Old Testament Pseud-
epigrapha, vol. 1, p.97. A. Caquot also argues for a Jewish
substratum to the story of Melchisedek’s birth in 2 Enoch; see
Caquot, ‘La pérennité du sacerdoce’, Paganisme, judaisme,
christianisme: Influences et affrontements dans le monde antique.
Meélanges offerts a Marcel Simon (Paris, 1978), pp. 109-16.
Moule, The Birth of the New Testament, p. 68; also see pp. 68—106,
“The Use of the Jewish Scriptures’. Robinson (Redating, p. 215)
dates Hebrews ‘tentatively c. 67°. G.W. Buchanan, in 7o The
Hebrews: Translation, Comment and Conclusions (Anchor Bible;
Garden City, N.Y., 1972), places Hebrews 1—12 in Jerusalem ‘and
before the destruction of the temple (A.D. 70)’ (p. 263). These
scholars do not see the significance of the Pseudepigrapha for
corroborating their position. J. K. Watson, however, perceives the
importance of 2 Enoch’s account of the birth of Melchisedek for
understanding Hebrews, which he dates before the burning of the
Temple. See Watson, ‘Melkisédec et le fils de Dieu’, Cahiers du
Cercle Ernest-Renan 124 (1982), 49~-60.

Kiimmel, Introduction, p. 414.

Kiimmel, Introduction, p. 412.

See my discussions in The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research
with a Supplement, ad loc. cit.

Robinson dates James to ‘the second decade of the Christian mission,
as the first surviving finished document of the church’, Redating,
p. 139. For bibliography on scholarly publications see Robinson’s
impressive notes, pp. 118—39.

I develop this idea in ‘The Apocalypse of John: Its Theology and
Impact on Subsequent Apocalypses’, The New Testament Apocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha, pp. 19-51.

One of my doctoral seminars was devoted to this search. A scrutiny
of the published arguments for an earlier Jewish layer, or even an
earlier Christian layer, and a search for seams in the Semitized Greek
of Revelation were fruitless.

Robinson (Redating, p. 248) seems to date Revelation ‘late in 68’; but
the force of his argument appears to be that the author experienced
the catastrophes in Rome, 68—70, and ‘in exile’ wrote his visions
as he reflected ‘upon the terrible events of the latter 60s’ (p. 253).
G.K. Beale sees some of the similarities between 4 Ezra and
Revelation as caused by a development of traditions related to
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Daniel. See his recent, ‘The Problem of the Man from the Sea in
IV Ezra 13 and its Relation to the Messianic Concept in John’s
Apocalypse’, NovT 25 (1983), 182-8.

It is puzzling that the author of Revelation (in contrast to Mk 13:8,
Mat 24:7, Lk 21:11) refers to ‘thunders’ and ‘voices’ but always
(6:12; 8:5; 11:13 [bis], 11:19; 16:18 {bis]) to only one earthquake:
‘and there were thunders and voices [not ‘peals of thunder’ as in
NEB] and lightnings [not ‘lightning’ as in NEB] and an earthquake’
(8:5, cf. 11:19). The author of Revelation is probably influenced
here by the ‘lists’ in apocalyptic language. The Apocalypse of
Abraham in 30:8 has the nouns in the same order but mentions
‘earthquakes’: ‘The tenth: thunder, voices, and destroying earth-
quakes’ (trans. R. Rubinkiewicz in The Old Testament Pseudepig-
rapha, vol. 1, p. 704).

See the bibliography and discussion in Charlesworth, The
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the New Testament: A Guide
to Publications with Excurses on the Apocalypses, pp. 20-24. The list
of the tribes in Revelation 7:1-8 does not include ‘Dan’. A similar
tradition is found in Pseudo-Philo, in which the list of ‘twelve’ tribes
does not contain ‘Dan’ and ‘Naphtali’ (cf. LAB 25:1—6; in 25:9
and 10:3 they are mentioned).

Matthew had a definite purpose in shaping and framing his tra-
ditions, especially the miracle stories. G. Bornkamm long ago
demonstrated Matthew’s emphasis on ‘faith’. H.J. Held also
showed that in Matthew the climax of a miracle story was the
importance of faith, a full dynamic commitment to Jesus. See G.
Bornkamm, G. Barth and H. J. Held, Tradition and Interpretation
in Matthew, trans. P. Scott (Philadelphia, 1963). While it is clear
that Matthew emphasizes the importance of faith, pistis in Matthew
8:10 must predate Matthew, since it is also found in the parallel text,
Luke 7:9. Matthew here inherits pistis, emphasizes it and adds the
dimension of judgment in verses 11—12. E. Schweizer correctly
states that ‘Q contained only the dialogue in verses 8§-—10’
(pp. 212—13), and that ‘what matters to Matthew is not the miracle
as such, but the correspondence between faith and its fulfillment’
(p. 215). Schweizer, The Good News According to Matthew, trans.
D.E. Green (Atlanta, 1975).

Hooker, for example, can tend to ignore 1 Enoch 37-71, because
she receives the impression from Milik and others that this section
of 1 Enoch is too late for her consideration of ‘Son of Man’ in Mark
and for the historical Jesus. See Hooker, ‘Is the Son of Man Problem
Really Insoluble?’ in Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New
Testament Presented to Matthew Black, ed. E. Best and R. McL.
Wilson (Cambridge, London, New York, 1979), pp. 155—68, see
esp. p. 156.

Charles, APOT, vol. 2, p. 237.

At the beginning of 1 Enoch 70 Charles added this note: ‘The writer
awkwardly makes Enoch describe his own translation. Otherwise
this chapter is in keeping with the Parables’, APOT, vol. 2, p. 235.
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Fitzmyer, ‘Implications of the New Enoch Literature from
Qumran’, 7S 38 (1977), 332-45.

For bibliographical references to the publications by these scholars
see my The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research with a Supple-
ment, pp. 100—3, 278—83; also see the SNT'S seminar report in NTS
25(1979), 315--23 (and in the Appendix) pp. 106—10. Also, see the
recent publication by VanderKam, ‘Some Major Issues in the Con-
temporary Study of 1 Enoch: Reflections on J. T. Milik’s The Books
of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4, Maarav 3 (1982),
85-97. VanderKam correctly concludes that 1 Enoch 37-71 was
written in a Semitic language by a Jew in the first century C.E.
(p. 93). M. Black’s dating of 1 Enoch 37-71 has shifted markedly.
In 1976 he wrote, ‘The negative arguments, in particular the silence
of Qumran and of versional and patristic tradition seem absolutely
decisive for the mediaeval origins and composition of the Book’
(p. 6). Black, “The ‘‘Parables’’ of Enoch (1En 37-71) and the “‘Son
of Man”’,” ExpT 88 (1976), 5—8. Black now argues (correctly) that
‘Halévy and Charles were right in proposing a Hebrew Urschrift
for the Book of the Parables, which I would date to the early Roman
period, probably pre-70 A.D.’ (p. 28). Black, ‘The Composition,
Character, and Date of the ‘‘Second Vision of Enoch”’’, in Text
— Wort — Glaube (K. Aland Festschrift) (AK 50; Berlin, New York,
1980), pp. 19-30. A few years ago Harrington could assess the status
quo as follows: ‘An emerging consensus places them [1En 37-71]
in the first-century A.D. Judaism’ (p. 152). Harrington, ‘Research
on the Jewish Pseudepigrapha During the 1970s’, CBQ 42 (1980),
147-59. Since Harrington’s article the agreement has become even
much more impressive; the Parables of Enoch (1 En 37-71) were
composed in a Semitic language in Palestine by a Jew before 70 C.E.
Flusser, in fact argues that 1 Enoch 37—71 was composed in Hebrew
by a Palestinian Jew of the first century B.C.E. See Flusser’s, The
New Encyclopaedia Britannica: Micropaedia 2 (1973), 937. M.
Casey in Son of Man: The Interpretation and Influence of Daniel
7 (London, 1979) argues that 1 Enoch 3771 ‘should probably be
dated c. 100 B.C. — A.D. 70, since its ideas can be made intelligible
against the background of this period’ (p. 99).

Casey, ‘The Use of the Term ‘‘Son of Man”’ in the Similitudes of
Enoch’, JSJ 7 (1976), 11-29.

Moule, ‘Neglected Features in the Problem of ‘‘the Son of Man”’’,
in Neues Testament und Kirche (Festschrift fiir R. Schnackenburg),
ed. J. Gnilka (Freiburg, 1974), pp. 413-28.

Conclusion

M. Philonenko judiciously argues that Bauer’s Lexicon must be
expanded with copious references to the works in the
Pseudepigrapha that are preserved in Greek. See Philonenko, ‘La
littérature intertestamentaire et le Nouveau Testament’, RevSR 47
(1973), 270-9, esp. see p. 276. Many terms in the Greek text of
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Joseph and Aseneth, which is clearly Jewish and predates 150 C.E.,
are very important for research in the Greek New Testament.

2 Thavetried to demonstrate elsewhere some of the great significance
of daily religious prayers, especially the statutory prayers, for
research upon Jesus and his early followers. See ‘A Prolegomenon
to a New Study of the Jewish Background of the Hymns and Prayers
in the New Testament’, JJS 32 (1982), 265—85 (= Essaysin Honour
of Yigael Yadin, eds. Vermes and Neusner (Oxford, 1982), pp.
265—85); ‘Jewish Liturgies: Hymns and Prayers (c. 167 B.C.E. —
135 C.E.Y’, Early Post-Biblical Judaism and its Modern Interpreters,
eds. R. A. Kraft and G. W.E. Nickelsburg (SBL Centennial Publi-
cations Series 2; Chico, California, in press). Also, see the informative
bibliographical essay by J. Hennig, ‘Liturgie und das Judentum’,
ALW 24 (1982), 113-30.

3 Our comments above have been limited to the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs. Many other pseudepigrapha are also important,
viz. Pseudo-Phocylides. Now see P. W. van der Horst, ‘Pseudo-
Phocylides and the New Testament’, ZNW 69 (1978), 187-202.

4 In a forthcoming book I attempt to show that Jesus’ parables are
strikingly similar to some in the Pseudepigrapha, especially the
eschatological ‘parable’ in the Apocryphon of Ezekiel 1:1-2:11.

5 These ideas are developed in Charlesworth, ‘The Historical Jesus
in Light of Writings Contemporaneous with Him’, ANRW 2.25.1
(1982), pp. 451-76.

6 The delay of the eschaton for the Jews, and the crucifixion of Jesus,
the (apparently new) means of salvation argued by Paul, and the
delay of the parousia for the Christians created a need to argue
(against the critics) that God continues to be righteous. This insight
deserves intensive examination,

7 InEarly Judaism there was often a preoccupation with theodicy, as
illustrated by the tortured language of 4 Ezra. In Early Christianity
this concern is noticeably absent, especially in Paul’s letters. As
Meeks writes, ‘Pauline Christianity seems, at least in the extant
letters, to offer no general theodicy’, The First Urban Christians,
p. 189. I would argue that theodicy was replaced by Easter proc-
lamation; but see n. 6 above.

8 See the following publications: the introduction to ‘Expansions of
the “Old Testament™ in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, vol.
2, p. 5. Vermes, ‘The Qumran Interpretation of Scripture in its
Historical Setting’, ALUOS 6 (1966-8), 85-97. Vermes, ‘Bible and
Midrash: Early Old Testament Exegesis’, The Cambridge History of
the Bible, ed. P.R. Ackroyd and C. F. Evans (Cambridge, 1970), vol.
1, pp. 199-231. A. Shinan, The Aqqadah in the Aramaic Targums
to the Pentateuch (2 vols. Jerusalem, 1979) (in modern Hebrew).

9 Fitzmyer emphasizes that one of the areas in which the Dead Sea
Scrolls have proved to be significant for New Testament research
is in the area of Christology and Christological titles. See Fitzmyer,
‘The Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament After Thirty Years’,
TD 29 (1981), 351-67.
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10

17

18

W. Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien: Zugleich
ein Beitrag zum Verstindnis des Markusevangeliums (Gottingen,
1901, repr. 1963). ET: The Messianic Secret, trans. J.C.G. Greig
(Cambridge, 1971).

See Charlesworth, ‘The Concept of the Messiah in the
Pseudepigrapha’, ANRW 2.19.1 (1979), pp. 188-218.

I recall that J.C. O’Neill in ‘The Silence of Jesus’ (NTS (1969),
153—-67) made a point similar to mine, but his was in a different
context. I fully agree with O’Neill that the ‘Messiah does not
[according to some Jewish traditions] admit his identity until God
has crowned him’ (p. 166). The bracketed words are my own.
M.-J. Lagrange, Le Judaisme avant Jésus-Christ (EtB; Paris, 1931),
p. 587.

Lagrange, Le Judaisme avant Jésus-Christ, p. 588.

For brief surveys of the varieties of thought in Early Judaism see
my ‘Literature in Early Judaism’ and ‘Astrology, Astronomy, and
Magic’; both are separate, slide-illustrated lectures available in the
series entitled Judaism, 200 B.C. — A.D. 200, ed. Charlesworth
(Evanston, Illinois, 1983).

Einstein’s words to Max Born in 1949. See A. Pais, Subtle is the
Lord (Oxford, New York, 1982), p. 467.

‘Raffiniert ist der Herrgott aber boshaft ist er nicht.” Asked what
he had meant by these words Einstein replied, ‘Nature hides her
secret because of her essential loftiness, but not by means of ruse’
(‘Die Natur verbirgt ihr Geheimnis durch die Erhabenheit ihres
Wesens, aber nicht durch List’). In this certain sense history can
be perceived as an aspect of Nature. See Pais, Subtle is the Lord,
the opening pages.

Price, A Palpable God, p. 6. My last footnote is a return to the book
noted in my first footnote; and so, as in apocalyptic thought, Die
Endzeit wird zur Urzeit.
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